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Prefazione

Erica Albarello presenta una buona analisi critiedo stato dell’arte su un tema di attualita cdane
misura del lavoro di cura non pagato che si svalj@mterno delle famiglie, sostenendo la tesi che
esso dovrebbe valutato come non solo la letteraturproposito, ma anche diversi organismi
internazionali tentano di fare e la stessa auttmeumenta. Essa si preoccupa soprattutto del fatto
che é proprio il lavoro di cura ad allontanare malbnne dal mercato del lavoro, specie in paesi
che, come il nostro, non offrono sufficienti servoer l'infanzia, ma vale la pena di ricordare
guanto esso tocchi oggi la cosiddetta generaziameiwich, vale a dire la generazione di
ultracinquantenni, in particolare donne, impegnabt@ultaneamente sul duplice fronte delle
responsabilita di cura verso i figli giovani e ingeri anziani, che giocano un ruolo fondamentale
nel fornire assistenza informale alle generaziorartziani piu fragili, sostituendosi a servizi che
oggi il welfare pubblico non é in grado di offrire.

L’autrice contesta anzitutto chi afferma che il dawv dei care givers non € quantificabile,
ricordando che i differentiime use surveys sviluppati in diversi paesi da tempo offrono dati
proposito. Vengono accuratamente esaminati prelifiedti dei data base disponibili come HETUS
(Harmonised European Time Use Survey), l'equiva@eamericano ATUS e infine MTUS
(Multinational Time Use Study ) che considera b8rpéesi.

Come e noto, il lavoro di cura e distribuito in reaa sbilanciata fra i due sessi e cio influisce in
maniera sensibile sulla diversa partecipazione ainini e donne al mercato del lavoro, come
mostrano i vari indicatori disponibili nelle staithe internazionali, fornite dall'lLO e soprattoitt
dal’ONU nel ben noto UN Human Development Report @ suo Gender Inequality Index (GlI).
Particolarmente interessante e la discussione degtimenti forniti in letteratura per spiegare le
ragioni del differente impegno dei due sessi nebda di cura, che contrappongono le attivita di
riproduzione sociale a quelle di produzione ecomami

Si tratta di una decisione meramente privata, dater dal contratto di genere con cui
implicitamente i coniugi si accordano per una dong di ruoli all'interno della famiglia, in basé a
guale agli uomini spetta di fornire reddito condgtis sul mercato del lavoro formale e alle donne di
occuparsi di tutti gli altri compiti connessi allproduzione sociale? Ma allora, obietta la nostra
autrice, come si spiegherebbe il fiorente sviluplpb mercato dei lavori domestici che si registra

attualmente? O si tratta di una razionale divisideke risorse relative di cui i coniugi dispongono



in base al ruolo delle differenze biologiche a seropo sottolineate da Becker, ma che conducono
al circolo vizioso illustrato da una delle piu nemonomiste femministe (FerbeYyomen specialize

in the household because they would have low wages on the market and they do have low wages on

the market because they are specialized in household labor.

In teoria uomini e donne ugualmente contribuiscalt@ riproduzione sociale, “producendo” esseri
umani e cosi contribuendo alla “riproduzione” detlpecie umana. Ed entrambi i genitori sono
supposti prendersi cura dei figli, per cui non bheeil genere, ma la genitorialita a impegnarli in
guesto ruolo. Ma in realta sono per lo piu le dopagate o non pagate o ispirate da un altruismo

socialmente condizionato (compulsory altruism, décEolbre) a svolgere questo ruolo.

Nel par. 2.2 del suo lavoro l'autrice discute —temtroppo dettagliatamente — pregi e difetti dei va
metodi che sono stati suggeriti in letteraturalparalutazione del lavoro di cura. Si va dal volume
degli inputs — basandosi cioe sulle ore di lavgrese nella cura, dato che il tempo e sicuramente
I'input piu importante degli altri — alla valutazie degli outputs ( cioé i beni e servizi prodotil)a
imputazione di salari che la famiglia potrebbe pagache sul mercato sono pagati a un lavoratore
polivalente impiegato per fornire gli stessi servia ancora attribuendo un valore di mercato ai
beni e servizi prodotti in famiglia. Si tratta oswente di valutazioni necessarie per cogliere
l'importanza anche economica di questo welfare dwio® che si sostituisce a quello pubblico o di
mercato.

L’autrice passa poi a una accurata disamina deji peedei difetti delle linee guida per la
misurazione finora suggerite dai vari organismeitnazionali, (ONU,OECD e anche UE) che
suggeriscono di accompagnare le normali statisticlventabilita nazionale — che si propongono di
fornire una descrizione attendibile dell’economia rdercato — con una contabilita satellite
dell’economia famigliare, poiché il lavoro domesti@ppresenterebbe una nozione alternativa che
richiede un differente metodo di valutazione ecoitamconnessa alla contabilita generale, ma da
essa distinta per giungere alla nozione di “prooleiestesa”. Pochi paesi hanno accolto questi
suggerimenti. Tra di essi USA, UK, Finlandia e ela con qualche successo, sia pure con metodi
differenti, mentre tentativi sono stati fatti, sammolto successo, in Spagna e in Corea del Sud.

Nel caso italiano, dopo l'interessante ma isolaweoto di due ricercatrici (Addabbo e Caiumi,
2003) si registra una curiosa situazione: i ddtlisyiego del tempo esistono (tanto che su di essi
si fonda la stima fornita dal database europeo HE)Tbha a livello ufficiale non si & ancora deciso
né di sostenere la ricerca in questo argomentoi péodurre le stime ufficiali che consentano di
pervenire a una valutazione del prodotto naziomatdo comprensiva del lavoro non pagato.
Eppure si tratta di un fenomeno di rilevante imaora economica, dato che nei pochi casi
nazionali in cui I'esperimento € stato tentato + pon tutte le differenze di metodo dovute alla



mancanza di comuni linee-guida a livello internaaie — il peso economico del lavoro non pagato
raggiunge quando addirittura non supera la met&fiel

Non resta che sperare che le conclusioni dellacautr che ritiene il riconoscimento del lavoro non
pagato un tema prematuro ed anzi di scarso ril@rda pubblica opinione, poiché tocca una
guestione scottante come la divisione del lavormekiico fra uomini e donne — siano troppo

pessimistiche.

Graziella Fornengo, Universita di Torino
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Introduction

What is unpaid work? Why is it a gendered issue@ why is it important to make research on its
distributional and measurement aspects? Beforeriegtédeeper into the substance of the intra-
household allocation of tasks, and before analyand comparing the different unpaid work
evaluation methods, it is fundamental to understéwedreasons why such issue should gain more
space on the economic, political and academic agahdhternational level. It can be noticed that,
in the concerned literature, the words “hiddentisible”, “iceberg” frequently appear, together
with the verbs “to ignore” and “to marginalize”. @e expressions tell us much about the
consideration that the issue of non-market labsrrbaeived in the public discourse so far.

Unpaid work is a category which could be declineginumber of ways. Chapter 1 is devoted to
the description of its under-categories approachéide research.

Working in the house, caregiving, volunteer workbsistence and so on, though not having an
evident market impact, prevent people who perfdment from engaging in other activities — paid
work included — and are substitutes for equivalantivities offered on the market. They
consequently have an influence, though indirect,tle wider economic system. The fact that
unpaid workers do not get any remuneration, anchaabenefit from the welfare advantages
granted to regular workers, contributes to keemtirea weaker position, both in the family and in
society. This happens because, as Himmelweit (1888B}s out, society tends to undervalue people
performing activities which do not perfectly fittenthe category of “work”. Such people are
traditionally women.

The intrinsic commitment of the present researchoisgive visibility both to the economic
meaningfulness of the work performed for no pay snthose who accomplish it, carrying out a
fundamental — but still largely neglected — pubflioction, the so-called “social reproduction”.
Affirming that even non-market work has a quantifeavalue meansanslating it into a language
governments- and even common peopl@irderstand: monefHoskyns and Rai, 2007, p. 302).
Chapter 2 deals with unpaid work’s specific measnam®t and evaluation methods. Time use
surveys are statistical tools aimed at registerithgough detailed questionnaires, the precise
activities that people follow along their day. Irder to make an evaluation of the measured time
spent in unpaid work, however, it is fundamentaldegermine if it is correct to consider it as

productive. Much resistance in recognizing typidamale activities as such comes from

1



institutions. We consider the 2008 UN System ofiddetl Accounts (SNA), the guidelines which
most of the states follow in drafting their GDPimsites, as the main tool legitimizing the exclusion
of household activities from the production bourydaklternatives to the official standard are
presented, the main examples being inspired by MatdReid’s “third-person criterion”. On the
basis of alternative production boundaries, mangaitch work measurement methods have been
proposed throughout the past century. We analyeb swethods and observe that each of them
entails both advantages and drawbacks. Our poirthas their shortcomings are not reasons
sufficient to justify the refusal — or the disirgst — from national and international authorities t
engage in unpaid work evaluation efforts.

It must be recognized that concrete efforts towandgaid work evaluations have actually been
carried out, even if they are episodic and themgarability is limited. We are talking about
Household Satellite Accounts which calculate thenemic width of the household sector in a
certain country. Chapter 3 presents some exampiefhese separate accounts. The growing
employment of household satellite accounts risésuble dispute. On the one hand, the implicit
message underlying the creation of new accountiaty tis that the current definitions of work and
productivity have lost some of their legitimacy amekd re-discussion. On the other hand, however,
keeping these accounts separate from the main GIzBlations contributes to give them a lower
and marginal status. We argue that an early SN#imvis needed, in order to recognize the due
economic importance to a great amount of work —sgheolume is comparable to the formal labor
deriving one — which is still unrecognized, but \sbdenefits advantage (for free) each member of
society.

In conclusion, policymaking should play a strongae in supporting a more even distribution of
family responsibilities between the partners. Thereasing participation of men in household
activities, even reinforced by a more female-frignidgislation especially as regards caregiving, is
an essential step in raising the public awarenesthe actual socigand economic value that is

embedded in unpaid work.



1.What is unpaid work, how it is distributed and why

1.1. Defining unpaid work

According to the most obvious definition, we cafiraf that an unpaid worker is someone who
provides a service or who produces a good withbtdining the remuneration that he would get,
had that service or good been produced in the rhdfkee widen our concept of unpaid work, we
may say that a government could define as sucly aativity whose remuneration doesn’t appear
in any official document or statistics. The cleamsample is informal work which could turn into
illegal work depending on the type of activity.

The present research focuses on two specific fasmgnpaid work which have something in
common: they appear to affect more women than riters arising a gender issue. They are
domestic and care work.

Domestic work, also referred to as housework, mhetuthose chores undertaken in order to take
care of the house where a family lives and of familembers, when they are in good health
conditions. Some common examples are cleaning, shoppingirirepacooking meals. Domestic
work has historically been considered as a femadeogative, using the explanation that women are
more “suitable” than men in performing it. It idact that women spend a disproportionate amount
of their time, compared to the time spent by men,taking care of the household, to the
disadvantage of paid jobs. Many women in the worger engage in remunerated activities in
order to meet the expectations of their familiesbdands, and husbands’ families. This means that a
great number of the world’s female population c&atn money on its own, living consequently in
a condition of total dependence, generally from annmSocial pressure seems one of the main
causes that perpetuates such a situation evefiaf,the Second World War, major changes have
occurred. From the ‘50s and ‘60s on in fact, afavomen entered the paid labor mafkeevoting

less time to domestic activities. This revolutioasadue to a great economic expansion, requiring

! This remark in useful in differentiating housewdmm care work.
% See, as an example, the data regarding the ircheasomen’s activity rates in some European céesishown by
Solera (2009), p. 54.



an accrued workforce. But from the moment in whiebmen started to work in the paid labor
market, did they stop performing housework? Of seurot, but still something has changed.

A full-time working day, and sometimes the concéon a career, are few of the reasons why
fertility has been constantly decreasing in thet ldscades in developed countries. As a
consequence, fewer children meant less domestiesiiuthe engagement in maintaining a paid job
position is also a consequence of increased inwgBrin female education. The fact that women
had to leave their jobs in order to take up famibad domestic responsibilities is not given for
granted anymore. The female opportunity cost obuecing a paid activity is becoming more and
more similar to the men’s.

An external factor that can’t be ignored is thahtelogical innovations have been an important
help to women, remarkably reducing the time spesrkiag in the house. Moreover they represent
tools which can facilitate the male approach to dstic chores. As a matter of fact, there seems to
be a slow transition towards the access of mentir@dprivate sphere” of the house, opposite to the
access of women laborers into the “public sphefehe market. Time use surveys (Sayer, 2005)
highlight an actual narrowing of the gender differes in paid and unpaid work. The fact that men
increase their help in the household does not ntegnwomen are continuously reducing theirs.
Datd’ show that the increase in men’s participation dugehold chores doesn’t go much to the
detriment of their free time. Men are still enjoyimore leisure than their wives who, consequently,
spend more time working. Unfortunately we wouldome to the same conclusion if we just
looked at the respective incomes. The reason wkyhdppens, is that domestic work is left outside
from the “production boundary” even if, for examplmeals are produced and consumed,
competing with the ones offered on the market. Harrhore, nobody denies the opportunity of
accounting for the job made by paid housekeepdrs.pfoblem in recognizing domestic work as a
productive activity doesn't lie in the job itsebfut in the identity of those who perform it. If the
worker is an employee, housework is productive emgt be accounted for, if it is a wife or
daughter, it is just ordinary family responsibility

He second issue that we are considering is cark,&aractivity which affects almost every human
being in the course of its lifetime. Caring for ergon means satisfying its basic needs when the
cared for is not in the conditions to doing so tsnown. The care beneficiary is usually a child, an
elderly, disabled or ill person. There are casesthiith providing care is a temporary status, while
number of people have to bear that burden for teatgst part of their lives. Considered that most

of the carers provide help to relatives or closenfils, they are usually motivated by non-monetary

% The decrease in the number of children has retitieeintensity of many other unpaid activitiesatissed later on.

* The ones collected by Sayer regard the USA, buangee that the same results would emerge in simdlantries.
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reasons, but it doesn’'t mean that caring equassiei Looking after a person who is not self-
sufficient is a wearying task, some of the serviesgiired are quasi-medical and the psychological
consequences of such a heavy load often lower ubbty of the carers’ lives. People are usually
forced by social norms to personally take up cersead of looking for a substitute in the market.
A disproportionate part of them, again, is madeotizzomen. Let’s consider a couple of facts that
we have just mentioned. First, women are increfgiegtering the labor market, more and more of
them are therefore engaged in paid employment fiaraof their day. Second, care work is largely
performed by women. The easy conclusion is that afl mothers and/or daughters have a double
occupation. No wonder, then, that the female emptyt rates remain constantly lower than the
male ones. Many women are obliged to give up fjobis, and again their economic independence,
to satisfy a stereotype.

The 2008 System of National Accounts doesn’t deeappropriate to count care labor produced
and consumed within the household as a componehedBDP. The reasohgiven to explain this
choice can be summarized as follows. The repemmussicare labor on the rest of the economy are
unimportant because care is a service that is peatin order to be fully consumed, the demand
perfectly corresponds to the supply. Moreover, eicare is usually not produced for the market but
for family consumption, it would not be possiblentpute an adequate market price.

Of course these assumptions can be easily contealvesince there is a flourishing paid care
market, which could be taken as a model to impuieep to unpaid services and even act as a
competitor for the “voluntarily” given care. Theis one aspect, however, that we have not
considered yet. We should ask ourselves the questluich opens one of Julie Nelson’s most
challenging articles about care labisrit OK to pay well for care@Nelson, 1999, p. 43).

She refers to the emotional and interpersonal efdeare, that is the relationship established
between the person who benefits from the servicethe one who provides it. Attaching a mere
monetary value to such a connection could spoidéeper meaning. Care shouldn’t be valued
simply because it is invaluable, its essence ctmsisthe motivational drive, not of the physical
work actually performetl Such definition, however, carries the conceptare dangerously close
to that of leisure.

The marketization of care, as Nelson points ouhat necessarily a mortification of the feelings
entailed by such activity. A remuneration can benskoth as a recognition of one’s commitment
and a stimulus to carrying it on. But who should @ the service offered by a relative? Of course

not the beneficiary because, as already said,dreddor is not usually in the condition of earning

® A deeper analysis of the 2008 SNA will be preseiiethe following chapters. The references madéimpart of the
text can be found at pp. 98-99 of the 2008 SNA.

® This distinction is proposed in Himmelweit (1999).



or providing money, or even of making a voluntahpice. The easiest solution should be the
institution of a governmental fund issuing a pensiot only to the non-self-sufficient person, but
also to the carer. It is very likely that this sition would not offend the carer. Instead it wogite

a concrete economic help, letting him/her provideeowith less concerns about daily life material
needs. The reason why governments don’t usuallyerstdps towards such a possibility is that the
absence of a monetary reward to those who proadely care, doesn’'t stop them from providing

it. A paradoxical situation of under-demand for earcombined with an incomprehensible
disinterest of an ageing civil society towards igsie, seem the main reasons why people — above

" The answer could be to start to

all women — continue to care for “altruism”, or teetfor “love
challenge the dualism between “love” and “moneytegting the fact that real people have real
needs, and money is simply a means of satisfyiag{mot a mere vehicle of selfishness.

Moreover, we have to recognize the role that cdagspin building society, the so-called “social
reproduction” function which is something hard tfide. We will treat the subject more in depth
later on, but now let us only say that social repiation is what lies at the basis of economic
production. Politicians, and society in generabudt pay more attention to an aspect which is too
often wrongfully ignored. Not supporting care-gisevith adequate remunerations and helps could

be dangerous for the development of society anldeoéconomy itself.

1.2. How do we know women perform more unpaid work thaam?

The most faultless way of objectively showing taatal gender gap in performing paid and unpaid
work actually exists is quoting official, internaially shared, data. In the present research,
however, instead of showing numbers which can lidigy consulted, we will make a reference to
the most reliable databases and international @gaons which make an effort in collecting and
processing such data. The aim is to give a figstiirio the ones who are interested in verifying the
present distribution of time and work — paid angaid — between men and women. Examining the
mentioned sources suggests that even if, in tleetedecades, tendencies have been approaching a
more egalitarian sharing of family responsibilitigender still remains the most accurate predictor

of the volume of time spent doing housework

" As Nelson (1999) highlights in the conclusionsha above mentioned article, p. 56.
8 The reference is to Folbre and Nelson’ s “For Lowv&loney — Or Both?” (2000).
° As pointed out for example by Davis and Greengt2094), pp. 1260-1261.
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One of the most frequent explanations given to @rthat measuring unpaid work is an activity
which is not worth engaging in, is that collectigdjable data on how much unpaid work is actually
performed by a family member is basically impossiliihis statement is controverted by time use
surveys, consisting in asking people to report whay are doing in a specific 24-hour period,
possibly while they are actually doing it.

Many databases collecting such data have beeredr@athe last decades. At European level, the
member states’ efforts in producing harmonized tirse surveys have started to find support in the
1990s. The resulting database is called HETUS (idaised European Time Use Surv8yyvhich

has been developed by Swedish Statistics with @t ¢paEurostat. The American equivalent is the
ATUS database whose data collecting begun in 2003 by the U.SisGs Bureau and is updated
every year. Moreover, many other countries engageglaborating time use surveys at national
level, thus arising a methodological concern indress-national study on time use: comparability.
The MTUS (Multinational Time Use Study) exactly aelsbes such issue by collecting and
harmonizing time use data from over 60 countriesve®al imperfections are quoted by the
detractors of time use surveys. Among them thecditfy in reporting multitasking and in exactly
recalling which activity has been performed and homg, in case a telephone survey is conducted
instead of a diary. Time use surveys, however, legeeat advantage not only in understanding
how paid and unpaid work are distributed in theifgnbut also which are the activities that prevent
some people from engaging in a formal job. Thesdi@ation of daily activities into time use
categories is another controversial point whichitemonization effort engaged by MTUS is trying
to overcome. In the light of the relative abundaotéme use data, and of the international attempt
to set up a unique methodology in this field, wairal that a useful tool in measuring the amount
and distribution of paid and unpaid work actuakyseand should be more and more supported and

capitalized.

1.2.1. Men and women in the labor force: databases andatuds

Data on time spent in paid work and household #iegts/displaying a rather unbalanced distribution
among the sexes, are further strengthened by alffitatistics showing some indicators which are
more frequently used to depict the labor marketigountry. Some examples are the ratio of
employed people compared to the total potentiatiiva population, the labor force participation

rate, the unemployment rate, the female wage mtgared to the male.

10 Available online at www.tus.sch.se

1 Available online at http://www.bls.gov/tus/




Again, we don't provide figures but suggest insteadumber of internationally shares sources of
reliable data that confirm, up to the present mdm#rat the formal labor market is still male
dominated, thus creating an imbalance in the inceaneed by men and women. As we will explain
later on, the potential earned income in the madeet be regarded as the opportunity cost of
performing household or care labor instead of d peb. That is why statistics on the official labor
market are fundamental in understanding the gesidarbution of unpaid work.

If we considered data provided by national stat#dtservices, we would obtain a clear overview of
the labor market in a specific country. Howevengsithe focus of this study is understanding if and
how it would be possible to provide an internatignahared method of accounting for unpaid
work, we prefer to refer to international organiaas as sources of harmonized and comparable
statistics. At European level, the Eurostat damligshe main tool to be taken into accdtindn a
broader scale, the key institutions providing updateliable and exhaustive figures on the labor
market are the OECPand the United Nations, in particular the Inteiorsl Labor Organizatiof.
From 1995 on, the UN Human Development Reportedatd include gender related indicators
helping us understand if and to what extent womennaanaging to reach social and economic
achievements, as a gender group. The ones usdd2008 are the Gender-related Development
Index (GDI) and Gender Empowerment Measure (GEMgyTare relevant for the present research
because the female labor force participation acdrre are taken into account in such indicators’
calculations. The GDI is the result of a combinataf the following variables calculated for the
two sexes: life expectancy at birth, adult literaate (people aged 15 and above), gross enrolment
in education, and estimated earned income. Thid &mmeasure, though very useful in giving an
idea about the general female life conditions ie #malyzed countries, could be somewhat
distortive for the present research, at least gards developed countries. Life expectancy at birth
in fact, is usually more favorable to women, aslIwad the enrolment in education. As a
consequence, the earned income component weiggdused.

In order to have more reliable data about the adtmale participation in public life, we should
instead consider the Gender Empowerment Measurne. ifilex is calculated on the following
variables: percentage of seats in parliament hglMidimen, percentage of female legislators, senior
officials and managers, percentage of female psajaal and technician workers, ratio of estimated
female to male income, the year in which womeniveckthe right to vote and to stand for election,
the year in which a woman became Presiding Offaégrarliament or one of its houses for the first

time and percentage of women in ministerial posgioAgain we don’t provide figures, let us just

12 See http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/padelfeurostat/home/

13 See http://www.oecd.org/topicstatsportal/0,33982825 495670 1 1 1 1 1,00.html#499783
14 See http://laborsta.ilo.org/




remark that both indices range from a minimum ofp@rfect inequality) to a maximum of 1
(perfect equality). No country has ever reachedvhlee 1 up to the present day, in the 2009
Human Development Report only one country (Norwayteeded the value 0.9 in the GEM
calculations. In 2010 a new index has been intredua order to avoid the drawbacks of the
previously quoted ones, such as the difficulty ambining absolute achievements (for example
income) and relative ones (gender equality). The imelex is called Gender Inequality Index (GllI)
and it includes education, economic and politicaltipipation, adolescent fertility and maternal
mortality as indicators to assess inequality amtrgy sexes. It is significant for our research
because it also includes the female and male l&dyoe participation rate as a component. The
range goes from O (perfect equality) to 1 (perfeetjuality). Only 9 countries out of 1%6scored
under 0.1 in 2011.

1.3 Women as carers: possible explanations

In order to better understand why care activitiesansidered something different from productive
work, thus creating the debated labor division, /e to approach the concept of “social
reproduction” and compatre it to the one of “ecormproduction”.

An effective way of diverting attention from typlbafemale matters is to ascribe them to the
sphere of private life. Hoskyns and Rai (2007) arthiat not only men, but even a great deal of
women are not ready to recognize their disadvadtageial or family position, or they do not
identify such a situation as an anonmalyrhe point is not that, for research purposes, Srwild
have the right to invade the private realm of otpeople’s lives. It should be clarified what is
actually to be considered private. A solution te tissue is admitting that every action entailing
public implications, in the end affects the pulsiphere, even if it is performed in the house.
Women spending a great part of their day taking a#rthe household, looking after children,
disabled people or the elderly, and even aftertadembers of their family are supposed to act in

response to a presumed natural altruistic inclbmatiit however has profound economic

15 Even if the Human Development Index was estiméed 87 countries in 2011, complete data for thewation of
the Gll were not available in 41 of them.

'® This is particularly true for the less developexlimtries and for traditional communities. See fearaple Sen’s
reference to the Indian case, (Sen, 1990, p. 126).

7 As underlined by Thornton (1991) in her reseaiiaied at demonstrating that even anti-discriminategyslation is

drawn up in order to maintain a certain degreeeofogr roles separation.
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consequences. This is why, according to the prassefirch, a so called intrusion into the private
sphere of the household is justified by the colecbutcomes of many activities that happen in
there.

If we try to establish a link between the publio/pte dichotomy and the one concerning male and
female roles, we can identify their connection imatvArber et al. (2000) call the “gender contract”.
This expression is used to address the silent aggmetebetween spouses causing a rational — as
probably Gary Becker would define it — divisiontasks. The wife is thus compelled to take up all
those chores allowing her husband to participatéhenformal labor market without any family
responsibility, except to provide enough moneyrisuee a decent standard of living to his relatives
and to himself. If men are supposed to give finainsupport to their family, all the other duties —
namely the ones dealing with social reproductioare- left to women. Of course people usually
combine different amounts of the two sides, butrdiative percentages are usually imbalanced.
The social nature of the division of the spheresafon between men and women is the main
obstacle against a possible reversal. Recognib@galue of the work performed in the household
as well as the non-exclusively affective naturecafing labor would make women aware of the
importance of their social role, constituting asezdial condition for the reaction against abuses.
The meaning of accounting for unpaid work is naréfiore confined to the economic domain, its
possible social and psychological benefits areiaant as well.

The flourishing domestic workers labor mafReis a sign that a lot of people have actually
understood that the personal and welfare benefitsled by a paid job are good reasons to allow a
separation between the carer and the cared foordirg to the main point of this research, that is
unpaid work — the one usually performed by wometheuld be accounted for, the widening of the
service sector is a good way to make typical fen@bs, and their actual economic significance,
come to light. The shift of care and domestic aiitis from the hidden to the paid labor market is
certainly a way to underline their economic impoc& The problem is that not only wealthy
people need to combine care assistance for tHatives and a paid job. This is why a great part of
the above mentioned flourishing service labor miaikactually informal.

18 Anderson (2001) reports that the demand for pameasbtic workers is constantly increasing in althafse countries
where families are nuclear and societies are ag8oge quoted examples are the EU counties, JMenysia and
Taiwan. Gornick and Meyers (2006) underline thedgbmarket-based approach to childcare which @aolserved in
the USA.
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1.3.1. Gary Becker’s relative resources theory

Gary Backer is considered as the founder and mgporeent of the economic approach to the
family, or “new home economics”. Such a view is mbiared by many scholars — chiefly the
feminist ones — who, though recognizing Becker'k rim raising academic and governmental
attention on the household when it was still coms®d as an exclusively private domain, strongly
reject what Barbara Bergmann calls his “prepostemmnclusions'®,

Gary Becker begins his analysis of the causeseoflifision of unpaid work within the household
stating that basic gender differences have alwags lmbserved throughout history. First of all, a
biological difference characterizes the two sexesl @onditions their life expectations and
experiences. Women are actually the ones who ralfiyegive birth to children, usually feed them
with their own milk, and they argiologically committed to care for childréh As a consequence,
they are induced to devote a great deal of theie tio care labor, in order to make their investment
in such an activity worthwhile. Men, on the comyrahave always performed market — or
productive — jobs, managing to acquire a certaiowarof expertise in that field.

The second cause of the gender disparity in allmtaif time, according to Becker, is somewhat
connected to the biological explanation. If peop#e certain natural inclinations, by satisfying
their own predisposition, they acquire a certairoant of human capital. The obvious conclusion
should be that the choices of a rational familygasg exploiting women’s greatest human capital in
caring and domestic activities, while men must rienoa the market due to the greater success they
usually get in paid jobs. It must be recognizedywéwner, that investing time in one’s supposed
natural preferences further reinforces the so-dé&lelogical” difference among the sexes.

The net advantage should be that, by allocatingsihgle family member’'s resources to the
activities giving the greater profit, the entireusehold has maximized its utility. Becker actually
shares Adam Smith’s position recognizing major ingnace to the division of labor in raising the
productivity potential of a countfy; applying this neoclassical viewpoint to the seratlomain of
the household, considered as a productive unit.

A strong feminist opposition to the relative resms perspective, and therefore to the whole of
Becker’s theory of the family, has grown from iexy first enunciation. Feminist scholars maintain
that a family cannot be equated to an individualabse a member’s choices do not benefit each
member in the same way. Consequently, it must Bogiteen for granted that the labor market

19 The reference is to Bergmann (1995), also disclisgaVoolley (1996).

2 Becker (1981), p. 21.

2 Becker and Murphy (1992) actually quote some ppssérom Adam Smith’s An Inquiry into the Naturedaauses
of the Wealth of Nations.

11



choices of men and women are made out of perfediajzation rational decisions. People, in fact,
are not necessarily better off when the total amhafifamily resources — or family production —
rises. Their well-being is instead conditioned Ing &ctual sharing of those resoufées

In short, it could be said that the feminist cuiggto Becker’s theoretical work is mainly directed
his neoclassical and mainstream point of view. Bgatassical we mean the fact that rationality and
optimization are taken as the sole propellers ofidnu actions, while everyday failures demonstrate
that the rational evaluations are far from being dmly reliable grounds for decisions to be based
on. The apparent blindness to the actual differeamoeng people’s preferences and among the
situations they daily face, is considered to actasajor constraint to scholars committed to the
same field of research, as well as to policiesavof of women. By saying that one of Becker’'s
faults is being mainstream, or that he reinforbesstatus quo — as Ferber (1995) puts it -, femsinis
denounce his perpetuation of gender imbalancekardivision of paid and unpaid work through
stating that it is the optimal solution for a faynib have men employed in the market and women in
the household, without giving a sound resolutionwtoat turns to be a vicious circle: women
specialize in the household because they would ltavevages on the market and they do have low
wages on the market because they are specializeslisehold labér.

One way ofgetting the best of Beckeas suggested by Woolley (1996), should be to lgpen
recognize that the picture that comes out from Beskanalysis gives strong evidence of a female
subordination in family and labor market relatioipsh

1.3.2. Women and social (re-)production

Before starting to properly address social repradaglet us consider the definition of labor which
according to the classic authors, is a procesgioge@alue. The remuneration of the worker is thus
a secondary issue, which does not affect the actlaé of the supplied product or service.

Folbré* provides an interesting analogy in order to mahe family social reproduction role
emerge. We are presenting it in this researchtidagreat explicative strength.

Imagine an economy in which there is no labor mavkeere workers are hired, because the entire
economic production is provided by means of androdapitalists just have to buy androids —
whose price must at least correspond to the pfipecalucing them — and the batteries that let them
work. The cost of the batteries can be made equahé¢ wage that a worker would get. The

22 As pointed out by Cigno (1991), p. 21.
% The paradox is highlighted by Ferber (1995), [9.35
% gSee the Levy Economic Institute of Bard Colleg®0&) conference proceedings, reporting Nancy Falbre

intervention on social reproduction.
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category of human capital thus disappears. Now imeaipat someone, in our ideal society, decides
to produce androids for free. The costs that chgtithave to bear are consequently reduced to
buying batteries for their “machineries”. They reeea “gift” from those who supply them with
androids and increase their profit accordingly.

The parallel with our society easily emerges. it ba actually argued that families grow children
and provide for their nutrition and education fagd, or out of profit purposes, at least in devetbp
countries. Parents can be said to endow the newbersnof society — and of the labor market —
with capabilities that it would not probably haveel possible to acquire elsewtéré has been in
fact stressed that social reproduction has impbpgasitive spillover effects on human development
and capabilities both for children and adult peBbl®nce they enter the labor market, capitalists
can employ perfectly operational “androids” whosé/aequirement are wages (or batteries).

The connection between what now is a clearer cdanaepocial reproduction and the economic
market production thus emerges. It must be recegnihowever, that also the state has a social
reproduction function. Compulsory primary educatitamily transfers, free health service — where
they exist — are fundamental investments in raignegeconomic potential of the beneficiaries.

In consideration of the positive effects on theokaimarket, and even the ones in terms of personal
well-being, it is advisable to start recognizingttisocial reproduction — or care labor — does not
exclusively represent time and resources inpufgodluces outputs as well. Without addressing the
issue of savings in welfare expenses when careogided by non-paid relatives or friends, the
1999 Human Development Report refers to the bendfiat care generates in terms of life

expectancy, child health and survival. Major sasitigus arise for the national health service.

1.3.3. Is social reproduction a gendered issue?

Time use surveys demonstrate that women spend mool time than men performing household
and care activities. This tendency can be affebtethe personal characteristics of the members of
a household, but it is still the main standardlirdaveloped societies. Care labor — which is ohe o
the main ways in which social reproduction is deadi — is in fact usually associated with activities

that women specialize in, even if men cannot béuebetia priori from such domaifi. According

% The special emotional relationship between thercand the cared for which is often stressed incdmegiving
literature (see as examples Folbre and Nelson 2d08melweit 1999, Nelson 1999), is one of the chamastics
increasing the human capital value of children.

% See for instance UNDP (1999), Elson and Caga209().

2" Folbre (1995), pp. 75-76.
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to Folbré® a distinction in the provision of social reprotian should be made between men and
women, as well as between parents and non-parents.

The main solutions that people may find to prebateconomically disadvantageous consequences
of parenting are two. The most evident one is rairig children — or reducing the number of
children per household —, which has obvious denplgcaconsequences, affecting the future
availability of labor force for the market. Suclsituation is already a reality for the majoritythé
developed countries whose fertility rates registesedecline after the industrialization proééss
The other possible answer is outsourcing the pimvisf care, which means charging paid workers
with a great part of the responsibility and attentihat being parents requires. This happens in
particular when the state is unwilling to spend lulmoney for policies aimed at supporting
parental care or public care services.

Is social reproduction work performed by strangeyvaluable as the one performed by the natural
carers? Are the economic and social outputs okthws types of caregiving comparable? At this
point, what Nancy Folbre (1995) calls “the paraddxcaring labor”, arises. The cared for, in
presence of a “payment” for the carer, would thesdme a “commodity”. If we talk about
“compensation”, the cared for would even turn oubé a “burder™.

At the same time, however, in absence of any ecancgturn for the carer, will s/he continue to
provide her/his services? In case the carer caa getnunerated market job, will s/he accept it and
decide to pay someone performing care in the hald@hAccording to Anderson (2001) the
answer to this last question is yes. She actualiptp out that in countries where the family is
becoming a nuclear unit and care continues to bdatwespecially by the elderly, the solution that
has increasingly been undertaken by women — egtemnore and more into the paid labor market —,
is employing a paid worker to perform care and bawsk’. As a consequence, many migratory
waves have taken place, both from rural to urb@asaand from less developed to industrialized
countries, in order to cover the demand for dornestirkers. Such flows regard mostly worffen
This gender trend, of course, does not show up Hgnee. Underlying stereotypes can be
recognized as the main causes shaping preferencedamilies to choose their paid

carer/housekeeper.

% See her already quoted address at the Levy Iwes2Q05 conference.

2 See reference for example in Folbre and NelsoBQR®. 124, Beneria (2007) p. 1 and Solera (2009).

39 Julie Nelson’s opinion reported by Folbre (1995)37.

31 One of the most interesting points of Anderson’salgsis, concerns the conflict arising from the
domination/dominated roles that women employers aminen employees often face in paid housework job
relationships. On the same subject see for exaRplas (1985) and Ambrosini (2005).

32 Anderson (2001), pp. 26-27.
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Is then social reproduction a gendered issue? @orthboth man and women are required to
“produce” human beings. Both parents are supposeedticate their children, so that parenting
should be the real feature connecting people th snle, not gender. In practice, however, the main
carer is usually a woman, whether (regularly cegudarly) paid or doing the bulk of care out of a

socially driven altruisri¥.

% Though the already quoted “compulsory altruismthis most frequent explanation that can be fourtthénfeminist
literature to expound the typically female helpinghavior, Folbre (1995) argues that other reascang Ine found.
Long-run expectations and reciprocity are just s@x@&mples, pointing out that caring for no remutienadoes not

mean acting in absence of self-interest.
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2. Measuring unpaid work: methods and related problems

The discussion carried out so far has revealed #ititough not always visibly, unpaid work
engages a great number of people for long hournsiglan ordinary day. In order to satisfy social
and relational expectations, they renounce to perfather activities — such as paid work or leisure-
related ones — and devote their time to somethinighw in the greatest part of the cases, is taken
for granted by the beneficiaries. The fact thatdhe not a formal recognition as productive of the
time spent this way, opens a debate on the exesteiha widely shared connection between absence
of remuneration and unproductivity. The UNSNAs tailconsider as worth being included in the
GDP all those activities related to social reprdauc which are indeed indispensable in
guaranteeing an appropriate functioning of the enon and social system. Satellite household
accounts, up to the present moment, are just aotalsand small-scale efforts to try and find out
what the real proportions of the domestic secter(Hioskyns and Rai, 2007).

Among the most recurrent objections to the neecdhadfounting for unpaid work, politicians,
statisticians and economists frequently claim thate are two main difficulties. The first regards
data collecting and detecting, since unpaid woik ismes difficult to recognize from leisure.

The fact that even those who are engaged in urvpaikl for free do not usually express interest in
its economic recognition, lets us understand thatabsence of possible electoral benefits feeds the
hesitations from politicians to address the issue.

A more methodologically grounded concern in evahgatinpaid work regards finding a commonly
shared system of accounting. The various poss#slglaborated during the last century have been
collected and generalized by Luisella Goldschmid#@ont (1982). The categorization of the
possible evaluation methods presented in the durckapter are principally based on her
contribution. From the analysis of the charactessdf such methodologies, it emerges that each of
them inevitably presents pros and cons. No meakes perfectly mirror the actual value of unpaid
work, nonetheless it seems that nobody, at leasingnthe policymakers, wants to commit in
discussing a shared evaluation compromise.

A further concern regards the concept of comparaflieh. Such notion is generally applied to the
paid labor performed on the formal market and,riefpconcerns the attribution of the same wage
to men and women for the same amount and qualityask performed, or for the same benefit

given to the employer. The issues to be addredsewt @ahis matter are chiefly two. Is the concept
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of comparable worth applicable to unpaid work? Asdlt it biased by those theories, such as
Becker's “biological differences”, stating that sgdization happens exactly because men
performing female activities do not provide the saoutcomes as women performing them, and
vice versa?

The issue of the suitability of accounting for uitbaork seems indeed to be the main obstacle in

proceeding to proper evaluations, whose appropma&ttodologies arise as a subsequent problem.

2.1. What is productive? Official and feminist view

2.1.1. The third-person criterith

The best method which has been found so far inrdeddraw a clear distinction between what can
be considered as leisure and what is actually wsrtkie so called “third-person criterioni”

According to Reid’s view of the third-person criter, an unpaid activity should be considered as
work if it can be also performed by a paid perdbat is to say not by the family member that
usually executest

When the outcome is the same in quality and quatdgiims, paid workers can be entrusted with
household and caring chores. This definition suiggésat activities such as food preparation,
laundry, ironing, gardening, do-it-yourself, takiogildren to school, feeding a non-self-sufficient
person, and so on are perfectly marketable task¢ha a monetary value should be imputed to
them even when they are performed by a family mermbtining no remuneration.

On the contrary eating, sleeping, reading, playspgrts, watching TV and the like, benefit the
person who is directly engaged in them. No thirdspe can be involved to undertake these
activities since the performer and the benefic@iyncide.

Another fundamental characteristic which Reid ot as a benchmark in defining an activity as
non-marketable, and thus not includible in the podn boundary, is the relationship between the

performer and the beneficiary. Wood (1997) unvailsontradiction between this theory and the

3 lronmonger (1996), p. 61 note 4, wonders why phiaciple has not instead simply been called “Gttoer‘second”
person criterion.

% Ironmonger (1996), pp. 39-40 quoting Margaret Reiflconomics of Household Productias the first work
suggesting such criterion.

% Reid rejects the utility criterion to define pradivity because she maintains that each rationalisaexpected is

meant to increase somebody’s utility (quoted inrBign 2006, p. 417).
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third-person criterion main definition. Much of therk that a mother carries out in order to care
for her children, for example, has payable markiissitutes. The decision not to recur to them is
actually due to personal or social constraintsuanmy people to neglect an economic significance
to caregiving.

The third-person criterion, despite its imperfegtipis however fated to remain a theoretical
possibility, at least as long as the System of dwedli Accounts will not overtake the “production
boundary” according to its current definition. Calesing that the most recent update of the UN
guidelines has been drafted in 260&ith no relevant progress on the matter, we caulipt that
the division among SNA and non-SNA activities (Galdmidt-Clermont and Pagnossin-Aligisakis,
1995) will still remain largely untouched by theoeaomic weight of several unpaid activities for
quite a long time.

2.1.2. The production boundary: the SNA perspective

At present, the 2008 SNA is the source of the na@icounting methods that governments use in
order to draw up their GDP accounts. Accordinght® UN guidelines, the production boundary,
that is what represents productidmvithin the SNA, should include all the goods amdvices
which are destined to the market. Moreover it @lsmprises goods and services provided for free
to the families by governments and/or by non-prifgtitutions serving households (NPISHS). It
should omit, however, the services which are predua the household by its members for one’s
own final consumption. The official reason why uigphousehold activities are not accounted for,
according to the 2008 SNA, is that consideringhallisehold activities as productive, would make
unemployment disappear. Is then just statisticdl @onomic conservatism that leaves the greatest
part of ordinary women’s days out of the economieamngfulness of a productive system?
Wouldn't it be worthwhile to re-discuss the reabesce of unemploymetit considering that
people who are out of the labor force or labor retdften contribute in a different way to the
productivity of the country? The 2008 SNA actualyirms that the exclusion of unpaid services
and goods produced in the household from the GDdledions, is not a denial of their important
role in welfare raising however, by accounting tieem, SNA would become a less useful tool for

economic analysis and policymaking. Such point dsujuite disputable to us, in fact we maintain

37 The first version of the SNA dates back to 195@déates have been released in 1968, 1993 and 2GB8slemerges
that we can presumably expect a quite long tineags before modifications to the latest versiohlvdimade.

3 For a precise definition of the characteristicégrbduction” see the 2008 SNA, par. 6.10 p. 96 pad 6.24, pp. 97-
98.

39 Marilyn Waring (2003) argues thete current definition of unemployment is inappiaf®, p. 36.
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that the proper economic recognition of unpaidvétas in the household would represent a sort of
“discovery” for most policymakers and thus influertbe decisions and policies that they would be
encouraged to promote.

Let us now consider the three main concrete reagwmes for not including household activities
into the SNA production bounddfy First of all, it is affirmed that the servicesthin the
household are produced precisely because the ded¢sconsume them has been made even before
the production started. As a consequence theirecapgions on the market are limited. It could be
objected that household own-produced services dactovely influence the market, but the fact
that such services are not bought on the marketdrasete consequences for the economic system.
Secondly, it is difficult to impute appropriate uak to unpaid services, since they are produced for
the household and not for the market. As we wil kger on, however, many accounting methods
have been proposed to address unpaid labor. THeobssacle consists in finding a shared
evaluation compromise. Such issue should be hardigdby experts and policymakers.

Thirdly, the decision to produce services in thedehold does not affect the monetary flow of the
wider economy. No effects, for example, can besteged for the tax income of a country nor for
the level of the exchange rate. In reality, theeabe of taxes, expenditures, consumption, etc.,
deriving from potentially hired workers actuallyfexdts the economy.

It seems to us that these explanations revealtaicararrow-mindedness and lack of foresight, or
maybe are just ways to disguise the disinteresatdsvthe issue of unpaid work.

But, doesn’t the meaning of production change a&ckysace and time? Does it make sense to
establish a single production boundary for all té countries? Do first-world and third-world
countries treat the issue in the same way?

Many economists have criticized the opportunityestablish, in a top-down manner, a single
production boundary to be applied to each countritted to GDP calculations. Among them
we mention Cynthia Wood (1997), who affirms tha¢ throduction boundary endorsed by the
SNA*, as well as Reid’s third-person criterion, aresbihby a masculinist first world vision of the
market and of the marketable services and goodsidDBrennan (2006), on the other hand,
questions the pertinence of applying the same q@irudeproduction across tirffe

The problem of outlining boundaries lies, by ddfon, in the limited nature of what remains within

the boundary and in the width of what is left odésiThe production boundary is perceived as a

“0They are explained in the 2008 SNA parr. 6.292916. 6.29¢, pp. 98-99.

*1 She refers to the 1993 version of the SNA, buangeie that her point still holds for the revise@2GNA.

*2 For an historical analysis of the evolution of theaning of “productivity” referred to houseworkesalso Folbre
(1991).
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compromise, enabling economic assessments and dsomm It, however, does not mean that
such compromise is fully satisfying or cannot bellgmged.

Brennan (2006, p. 420) recognizes the existenaetehsion between what he calls tesire for
stable and consistent economic categodesd the need foculturally relevantones. At the same
time he feels the necessity to explain why econtsnfiave to turn to culture to provide economic
definitions. Income, wealth, labor, productivityeatoncepts which cannot be based on scientific
classifications, valid everywhere and in everydnsgl period. It is culture that actually tells s
certain activities are to be deemed productiveadr More precisely, the presence of a market for a
given good or service should be the method in orm@stablish whether to include it or not in the
production boundary, and consequently in the GDRfel@nces emerge, for example, when
considering first world and third world countrié&@od, 1997).

What actually constitutes market labor is largelynatter of culture, and economic categories
change across societies and time. Their definitiand the justifications that theorists have git@n
support them, usually refer to un-scientific sosroé legitimization such as “common sense” or
“common understandin§® The access of domestic work — more or less widehsidered — into
the production boundary can be dated back to t6O<b That was the period in which a massive
entrance of female workers into the paid labor rerkvealed the need to hire domestic staff in the
household in order to keep unchanged one’s liviagdards.

Despite such widening of the production boundarycan be maintained that the third-person
criterion shortcomings are still present. The abseof a wide female participation to the formal
labor market in developing countries reveals thdifferent production boundary would be more
suitable. Moreover, the exclusion of the bulk ofirmg from it, is still considered as a major
drawback by feminists scholars (Himmelweit, 1998 &viood, 1997). Brennan (2006) defines such
phenomenon as a lack ®fnchronizatiorbetween cultural norms and economic assessments.

The partial solution which has been endorsed todhseich inconsistency lies in satellite accounts,
deeply investigated in the following chapter. Hesejust recall that they are aimed at providaay
hoc evaluations of non-SNA activities, housework is etample. Their drafting has a double
meaning in reference to the culture problem affecthe production boundary. Satellite accounts
are separate from the official calculations of ttaional product, as a consequence they do not
directly challenge the current economic categaomst On the other hand their existence
demonstrates that official definitions are becomilegs culturally relevant and require re-

discussiof®. The drafting of satellite accounts, or the mopéimistic prospect to include unpaid

“3 See Brennan (2006), p. 418 referring to Reid, BnMialthus, Senior and Marshall.
*4 Such precise moment is identified by Himmelwe4%).

> Such observations are carried out by Brennan (2@0@21.
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non-market activities into the official GDP risesfarther theoretical dispute. It regards the
establishment of appropriate accounting methodsegaig wide international consensus. The
following section is devoted to the analysis offstechniques, as well as of their pros and cons.

2.2. Measuring unpaid work: possible evaluationhods

2.2.1. Volume of inputs and outputs

Household production and market production, attleasregards the activities which fully satisfy
the third-person criterion, do not differ much reir substance. When market activities take place,
the value of the job performed can be measured &gns of the remuneration earned, while the
price of the product represents the sum of inptsc@and value added by the transformation
process. In household chores, on the contrary, everdo not get wages and outputs are not sold.
What method shall we use, then, to evaluate thek vperformed in the house? Goldschmidt-
Clermont (1982) suggests four possible measuremeattgories, regarding volume of inputs,
volume of outputs, value of inputs and value ofpois.

What do we mean by volume of inputs when referedausehold production? Exactly as in
market production, inputs can be expressed in tesmsiumber of workers engaged in the
household sector, hours devoted to it and gooddogmenbin the production procé§sThe first two
concern the volume of inputs related to work, titeel refers to inputs other than work.

Counting the number of workers who are employethénhousehold sector and comparing it to the
official labor force should shed light on the wagshof the people resulting unemployed or out of
the labor force use their time. Such method, bssitke well-known technical difficulties in
managing to properly count all the homemakers tlWwasmain faults. The first one is to confirm the
SNA concern about the disappearance of unemploynifelbusekeeping were considered proper
work and the household sector were fully includedhie economic system, such hypothesis would
be in fact fulfilled. The second and more seriotsbfem, however, is that even people performing
a market job spend a considerable part of theie tininding for non-market activities. This is why

the proposal to evaluate the work time inputs iseriely to find wider consensus. The number of

*% The following analysis, for clarity reasons, pmsethe explanatory scheme used by Goldschmidr@ler (1982),
p. 9 and subsequent. In her work, she also quatasm@es of previous studies who have applied tladyaad methods

in accounting for unpaid work. Such references, éw@w, are not reported in the present research.
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hours that paid workers and non-paid workers detmtbe household sector can be measured in a
more or less approximate waythrough time use surveys, though Goldschmidt-Cherff
recognizes a major concern about the personalideds allocate a certain humber of hours to
housework. She cites the so-called Parkinson’salifiwning thatwork expands so as to fill the time
available for its completio. According to such theory, women whose only ocdopais
housework, feel socially compelled to work at leagtht hours performing domestic activities.
Women are therefore supposed to spend long houreusework simply because they want to be
on a parity-level with their spouses as regarde tgpent working. If we put it in another way, they
want to provide aself-justificationfor remaining at home. Such interpretation, howgewequires
women themselves recognizing domestic chores orsdhee level as paid work, which is a not
always occurring circumstance. Moreover, it doeshwdd for households where both partners are
employed. The most reliable proxies of time devatedomestic activities can rather be recognized
in the size of the household (number of childred ah aged people), age of the younger child,
educational and occupational level of the wife ja@lcgtatus of the family and so on.

On the basis of the previous analysis, it can lgeed that evaluating the volume of work-related
inputs creates both data-collecting and interpi@tatoncerns.

An alternative method which has been developedsistmin evaluating the volume of inputs other
than work. It means comparing rough materials egygulofor market production to those used in
homemaking. The result is an assessment of the siigoods produced, and consumed, within the
household in relation to goods produced and solthe market. The theoretical questions arising
on this point are many: do families produce goodd services in the household because they
cannot reach the market goods and services, fearnios because they live in rural areas? Or
instead, low income compels families to renounceketagoods, because they would be too
expensive? Or again, is the higher quality of hgmeduction compensative of the time spent
working for no direct pay? Personal preferences @mdingent circumstances certainly influence
the amount of material inputs employed in houselpotiuction. Many household activities such

as care, moreover, are labor - not capital - imensrhey just require time inputs, so that if we

" For a deeper focus on the reliability and biastec#ing time use surveys see for example Abrahtat. €2005) and
Goldschmidt-Clermont (1982), p.17.

*8 In Goldschmidt-Clermont and Pagnossin-Aligisaki®q9), however, it is recognized that time useielaare quite
objective tools in accounting for daily time alltica. A critique is nonetheless made, that is sqyhmat an hour is
spent in a certain activity does not tell us amgtabout the effort and conditions in which it ¢$uslly carried out.

9 The Parkinson’s law first appeared ®he Economisin 1955, when Cyril Northcote Parkinson publistztessay

precisely entitledParkinson’s Law The quotation appears in Goldschmidt-Clermon8g)9p. 10.
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want to count unpaid work by means of volumes pfits, neither the work inputs evaluations nor
material inputs accounts can be fully satisfying.

The estimates which can be obtained, if matchel feitmal statistics on employment, hours spent
in paid work or capital inputs, give only a partipicture of the economic importance of
unrecognized work. Monetary evaluations, which examined in the following section, better
achieve the goal.

The other possibility in accounting for volumesagts outputs. The amount of goods and services
provided within the household can be compared tiséhdelivered on the market. The same
critigues moved to the evaluation of volumes of-mank inputs, however, could be repeated here.
The volume of outputs is in fact strongly connectedthe inputs employed, and the reasons
inducing people to produce in the household arestéimee, whatever side we look at the question.
Let us now concentrate on the monetary evaluatiampaid work, which is certainly more useful

for GDP inclusion and for attracting the attentajrpolicymakers.

2.2.2. Accounting for values: wage imputation issues

When a family member works in the household no megmation is granted by any institution. In the
past century, frequent debates were addressingpdhsibility to attribute a basic wage to the
housewives, in order to give them a minimum ecoranmdependence. Feminist scholars, however,
have usually replied that such eventuality wouldgk&romen in the household, discouraging their
access into the formal labor for@&Ve agree that attributing a pay for the work worperform in

the household would neither contribute to solveptablem of its lack of recognition, nor give the
attention needed to all the unpaid work performgdiamily members belonging to other categories
(i.e. employees and minors). We believe, howeVet, an economic assessment is vital in attracting
public and political attention on such an importartut still unrecorded — side of the economy.

The most widespread evaluation method, among thesented by Goldschmidt-Clermont (1982),
consists in attributing a market wage to each efhltburs worked in the household. Choosing the
most realistic wage value is the hard part. Thesipdgies are many and can be summarized in the
following list:: wage of a substitute household worker (polyvatergpecialized), wage of workers
performing in market enterprises the same actw&/ifierformed by a homemaker, wages of market
workers whose qualifications are the same as ttexggred by household tasks, opportunity cost of

time, average wage of market workers or minimunallegage and market value of a wage in kind.

0 On the issue of basic income for non-market warlsere for example Robeyns (2001) and Swiebel (1995).

*1 The terminology is compliant to the one used byd&chmidt-Clermont (1982), p. 13 and subsequent.
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The easiest method in attributing a potential reenation to unpaid family workers is imputing
them the salary that the family would pay had thee tasks been performed by employed staff.
Corrado Gini (1948) is the author of the well-knostatement affirming that if a men married his
housekeeper, the national GDP would decrease, ieWam wife continued to accomplish the same
activities she did before. The underlying assunmpisothat domestic work is worth the salary that
the housekeeper received before marrying her erapldyne imaginary housekeeper mentioned by
Gini is what Goldschmidt-Clermont would cgholyvalent worker. His/her characteristics are
exactly the same as the housewife’s ones amuhrtecular specializatiorconnected to his/her work
can be observed. In our opinion, it can be argimred perfect correspondence between the two
subjects can be assumed only when the housewite rdmigperform any paid activity. Only in case
she works at least eight hours a day in the houdelsihe could reach the sangeneral
specializationof a paid domestic work& Otherwise her productivity usually remains apeer
level. To be precise, however, we must make itrdleat two types of polyvalent substitutes can be
detected. Such employees may have low producsvitMhien domestic work is their first
employment, or in case they occasionally engagw, ithat is when no better opportunities are
available for them on the labor market. Most of faéd housekeepers however, remain in the
domestic sector along their whole working life, fpeming a wide range of tasks (e.g. cooking,
ironing, cleaning, changing diapers, etc.), so thay develop a certain degree of specialization.
The attribution of a polyvalent homemaker wage mpaid work, however, raises many doubts.
Polyvalent means performing a great number of @iffetasks which, however, do not require the
same degree of ability. For example, making anctiga to an ill relative is not the same as
washing the dishes. Moreover, the perfect subability between the caring of a mother and that
given by a paid carer has very often been quedtioitemay be argued that the polyvalent
housekeeper’'s wage is an average calculated aoutliffeasy and non-perfectly substitutable tasks.
As a consequence, unpaid household work is at&tibah imprecise value.

The desire to perfectly account for each task peréd in the household has led to evaluate
housework according to the wages of workers speetlin each single activity. Such method
suggests, for example, counting the number of hagsnt cooking in the household and

multiplying them by the hourly wage rate earnedabgrofessional cook, counting the number of

2 Goldschmidt-Clermont (1982), p. 14, endorses thposite argument. She maintains that work perforimgda
polyvalent substitute is poorer in quality and ditgrterms compared to the housewife’s. We instadglie that being
employed in a particular job gives at least a mimmlevel ofgeneral specializatiowhich increases the more the
hours devoted to such activities are, whether paighpaid.

3 For simplicity reasons, in this study we undamstthe “housekeeper” as a person performing bothedtic and

care work.
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hours spent in caring activities and multiplyingerin by the hourly wage rate of a professional
nursé* and so on. The result would certainly be an ovienesion of the value of housework. It is
actually self-evident that homemakers cannot emballiythe characteristics of professionals,
moreover the possibility to hire specialized woskésr each domestic chore is quite unrealistic.
Such method, though making it clear that peopldgh& house are often required to perform
activities without having a specific training, lafg ignores the personal features of unpaid workers
who, usually, are not as productive as experts.

We believe that the same analysis can be appligdetmption to attribute to unpaid workers the
same wage that people performing similar activifmsmarket enterprises earn. Market workers’
specialization increases together with their jatute, but this happens for the single task they are
paid for. Enterprise workers and specialized stiiss can thus be compared. We maintain that
their market wages are inappropriate values tattoated to unpaid household workers, even if it
should be recognized that, by spending a greatqgiattie day performing domestic activities, a
certain degree of specialization is also achieweddusewives.

A second group of possible evaluation methods cbealdamed as the “opportunity cost” section. A
more indirect way to talk about opportunity costpbtentially ascribing to household workers the
wage that paid workers get on the market for thopmance of jobs requiring the same
gualifications that the former have. Goldschmidei@lont (1982) still classifies this system among
the ones concerning production functions, in cattvath the time use based approach that will be
presented hereinafter. Her point is that if suclhrkers entered the market, their qualifications
would not be the only characteristics determiningirt wages. The dynamics of the formal labor
market, influenced by supply and demand, tradensjistate laws and so on, thus do not allow a
perfect comparison among people sharing the sa@digation within or outside the labor market.
The methodological risk of comparing people emptbyre two different sectors — the formal and
the informal one — is avoided by making supposgiorgarding a single worker and his/her
opportunity cost. Such theory points out that, ifperson is a full-time housekeeper s/he is
renouncing to earn a wage on the market

If we looked at it from Gary Becker’s point of viethe possible market monetary benefits are not
enough to compensate the non-monetary benefitsecréyy performing domestic and care unpaid

activities. If we endorsed such opinion, we woutling that the opportunity cost would give a

>4 On the different possible methods in evaluatirigrimal care see van den Berg et al. (2004).
5 Himmelweit (1995) quotes the opportunity cost ae of the characteristics turning housework inwpgr work. She
maintains that spending one’s time and energy uséwork, actually prevents people from employingnthin any

other activity, that is in any other type op paidrkv
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lower estimate of the actual value of unpaid wa&&cker would probably prefer a value of outputs
methodology than the opportunity cost of time one.

More practical concerns about the validity of th@artunity cost method can also be mentiGhed
Despite its formal soundness, it does not seemittavdll neither the situation of housework
performed by people who are also employed on thé&ehanor the unpaid activities carried out by
people who are not part of the labor force.

If a person spends eight hours of his/her day id pmployment, the extra-hours worked at home
for no remuneration should be counted as overtaoesequently a higher wage might be imputed.
On the contrary, when people are out of the labeze’, the wage they would get on the market
does not appropriately reflect their productivityhame, because of their specialization in domestic
work. Overestimation and underestimation issuesuatmlly solved by means of average values,
giving acceptable estimates of the potential madaehings which have not been realized by the
economic system due to household needs to beisdtisf

Some further critiques to the opportunity cost mdtban be mentioned. It actually seems to ignore
that potential market earnings do not tell us aimgtrabout the concrete household productivity.
The ironing performed by a graduate or by a lowcatked person do not differ in their outcome.
What differs, however, are the reasons why peopbéde to do housework despite better benefits in
market labor, or to work on the market despite mages. Contingent circumstances such as
custom or the possibility to get a pension aftérement are just examples.

The last perplexity that we would like to quote éhaes the total disregard towards secondary
activities®® when it comes to housework evaluation. The difficin properly accounting for all the
tasks that especially women perform at the same tmthe household is, in fact, probably one of
the main biases affecting the opportunity cost metiTime use diaries, as the ones used to create
the HETUS database, record both the main activitied people perform and the secondary
activities which happen in the meanwhile. Multitiaigkis thus formally recognized, but the value of
a single hour spent both cooking and looking afteldren is difficult to evaluate, especially if no
pay is given for either of them. A value of outpyproach would be more advisable if we do not

want to ignore secondary activities.

%% A wider investigation is carried out by Goldschta@lermont (1982), pp. 23-26.

" Such concern is pointed out in van den Berg (200439 in relation to informal caregivers.

%8 The performance of secondary activities represamtsain difference between market and non-markekwbocan
actually be argued that market work representmglesiproductive activity while, paradoxically, uighavork may
entail many potentially productive tasks (for exdenpooking and looking after children at the sarnmee}. For a
specific study on the importance of including bothin and secondary activities in time use surveykat accounting
for both of them see Floro and Miles (2005).

26



In order to complete our value of input methodadsganalysis, we still have to mention two
remaining possibilities. A solution to the trouliteattributing a proper wage to homeworkers who
remain out of the labor force, could be to attrdbwd such people the average market wage
(sometimes the average female wage is used, soetetime general average one). An alternative,
certainly giving underestimates, suggests using rfirimum legal wag®€ in unpaid work
evaluations. Such methodologies represent simglifiersions of the opportunity cost one, thus
giving approximations which are not necessariliatgé.

A rather different value imputation approach catssia attributing a monetary value to the non-
cash benefits obtained by working in the househsmldh as board and lodging, clothing, vacations
and so off. Such view strongly highlights a gender approaihce it is women who usually
benefit from goods and services purchased by thesbands’ money. The implicit mechanism is
reciprocity between freely-provided household smsiand a sort of in-kind payment by the family
formal earner. It is however not scientifically peal that the main breadwinner has the capacity to
evaluate the amount of work done by his wife, traevgarding her accordingly, or to earn enough to
give her the right compensation. Moreover, theimdkenefits that family members enjoy largely
depend on the household total inc8mé it is high enough, one of the advantages cddda paid
housekeeper, so that we cannot talk of recipraitymore, but instead of sharing of benefits.

As emerged from the above analysis, none of thenayad unpaid work evaluation methods is free
from theoretical ambiguities and practical diffizes. The main problem lies in choosing the most
appropriate market wage to impute to unpaid — éuh® market — workers. The market, however,
is affected by mechanisms which do not happen énhibusehold, so that their comparability is
limited. A different approach that could be undeetato overcome some of the previously quoted

obstacles, consists in considering the market valllusehold outputs.
2.2.3. Accounting for values: price imputation issues

Goldschmidt-Clermont (1982), in her review of thepaid evaluation methods which had been

developed up to the moment she published her wedqgnized that giving a market value to

9 Actually such methodology has been applied onlythe housework performed by teenagers. We howerer a
compelled to argue that major output differencesallg do not occur whether, for example, disheswashed by
adults or by teenagers.

%9 Goldschmidt-Clermont (1982) quotes Barbara Bergmamthe first scholar to apply this method.

%% It must be noticed that the household total incatmes not necessarily depend exclusively on theandis market

wage. Many other factors are at stake, even depgmai women. Dowries and inheritances are justéfeamples.
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household production is a not very used techrifque brief, it shall consist in attributing to ga®d
and services produced at home by unpaid — andlyauyeskilled — workers, the market price of
equivalent products which are formally sold.

A distinction can be made betwegiobal and specific replacement. When we talk about care
provided to children, aged or ill people in indiibms, we are referring to global replacement
services because even the household is replacadriarket substitute satisfying each vital need of
the cared for. According to such evaluation metheade services in the household are worth the
charge that would be paid to an institution in orefull-time keeping non-self-sufficient people.
Of course some technical differences can be deteateonce. Institutions can benefit from
economies of scale which, in the household emergesmaller degree. Household, on the other
hand, do not face administration costs which apeca} of institutions. These, however, are minor
concerns if compared to the broad debate existingcoounting for care wotk In short, it is often
argued that care services cannot be compared tmodities because a special relationship usually
develops between the carer and the cared forch aativities were performed in return for a wage,
the “emotional” quality of the service would dec&n the other hand, feminist authors replay that
the fear of “market values’ls largely due to ouromanticization of altruistic behaviofNelson
1999, p. 44). As a matter of fact, the widespreadgomance of care at home, affecting countries
with a weak welfare state, is a concrete savinggirernmental funds, so that a proper evaluation
shouldn’t be avoided. But how can we get a “propaluation™? It is actually often observed that
the female performance of the bulk of care — whefitvepay or not — has devaluating effects on the
entire sectd. We will discuss the issue of comparable worth mgnavork performed by men and
women in the following section. As for now, we jusitice that the evaluation of care services on
the basis of market global substitutes suffers feowell-rooted gender bias.

The other type of value of output measurement sefespecific replacement. This method suggests
accounting separately for single goods or serveash as restaurant meals, laundry washing,
professional ironing and the like. Such productsl @ervices are also defined — we believe
inappropriately -equivalents Has an homemade cake the same quality of a bake{ Is it
convenient to sew clothes at home when industffies lmw-price ones?

The fact that home production actually occurs mehas people find it convenient, or that they

have no access to the market. It however doesmyithat the outputs are fully comparable.

%2 This is also recognized by Ironmonger (1996),%. 4

% See, among the others, Folbre (1995, 2001), FalbdeNelson (2000), Himmelweit (1998, 1999, 200%pmonger
(1996), Nelson (1999), van den Berg et al. (2004).

% Folbre (1995), p. 78.
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As the previously quoted methods, the value of wutpne presents both advantages and
weaknesses. It may be argued that they are usekstimating the actual wealth of a household,
irrespective of their labor market deriving mongtancomé”. Data collection on household
production is nonetheless very challenging andepimoputations, as we said, is not always
immediate. The market and the household are sepseators and their differences affect even the
goods and services they provide.

After the analysis of the unpaid work evaluationtimoels which are more often addressed by the
economic literature, it can be concluded that nohthem is completely satisfactory. The reason
might be that, attributing artificial values (wagasprices) to activities which formally have none,
leads to a certain — unavoidable — degree of imacgu The absence of an international
commitment in raising the issue of unpaid work esnemically meaningful both puts aside the
necessity to find a methodological compromise icoaating systen?§ and delays the creation of

comparable estimates among countries.

2.2.4. The concept of comparable worth

Unpaid work evaluation methods suggesting to impatenarket value, namely a wage, to
housework do not usually discuss the opportunitgansider the female or male market wage for
the analyzed activity. The underlying assumptioousth be that it would make no difference, so it
does not need specification, since an hour worked man or a woman in the same job position
should deserve equal remuneration. This is theciplm of the concept of “comparable worth”. It is
well-documented, however, that gender discrimimaba the labor market actually occurs both at
vertical and horizontal lev&l It means that a larger percentage of women apgoged in certain
sectors (usually the less profitable ones), ancerctive lower job positions within a sector, thus
constantly earning smaller salaries than men.

In the light of such evidences of gender discrimoraon the labor market, we believe that the
guestion should be taken into account when trymgive a realistic value to unpaid household

work. As far as our bibliographical research hasated, however, no specific study has been

% As suggested by Goldschmidt-Clermont and PagnaSgiisakis (1999), p. 528.

% Goldschmidt-Clermont (1982) recognizes that mahshe investigated evaluation methods are compléangnso

that an effort in aggregating them would be worthevh

67 See for example Melkas and Anker (2001) presentitg on occupational segregation in Nordic Coestrip to the
1990s. We argue that, if such issue is topicalendgr equality concerned countries, it is likelyaffect even strongly
states implementing weaker gender policies, orriggathe issue. Such assumption is confirmed by gatsented in

the studies investigating the doctrine of comparatmrth, which are quoted hereinafter.
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carried out — up to the present moment — openlyyapgpthe concept of comparable worth to the
evaluation of unpaid work.

It can be argued that horizontal segregation is tdueell-rooted discriminatory factors. Female
preferences for certain types of education and eynpént sectors are socially and historically
biased, and require long-term processes in ordee tmodified. We thus maintain that many social
and political factors prevent the comparable wantinciple from being fully applied. Among the
most evident, we mention the persistence of gesigeeotypes, supporting the idea that women are
more suitable for certain activities and thus heammeskills but lack some others.

As already pointed out, the doctrine of comparalteath gives a few technical indications in
estimating the value of a paid job. This methodcasnmonly used by employers in order to
determine the wages to be paid to their employdes widely recognized that the idea of
attributing an intrinsic value to a certain jolrespective of who is performing it, is a challenge
the sexual division of labor and the gender hidnarmnderlying the economic system.

We believe that theevaluation of women’s wor{Eeldberg, 1984) is precisely the reason why the
concept of comparable worth should be applied &léngest female-dominated working sector,
which is the household, covering both domestic waét caregiving.

The work input approach described by Goldschmidt#@bnt (1982) can be applied but it must be
recognized that, as long as sex segregation orfioth@al labor market will not be permanently
removed, it is likely that the intrinsic worth adlys which have been usually seen as typically-
female ones will suffer from biased evaluations.

As we were previously pointing out, many of theagtting techniques comparing market and non-
market inputs and outputs, try to find relationsn®en inherently different sectors. However, if a
monetary value is given to the work performed i tlousehold, and if the evaluation method takes
care of the real intrinsic value of the unpaid\atés performed, people can gain awareness on
their own economic significance.

The recognition of an actual value to unpaid wavkatever its characteristics, is the main step
forward to be pursued. Sex segregation on the fdabar market is still the main obstacle in using
each of the work input evaluation methods previpdslscribed, in applying the comparable worth

concept to unpaid work.
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3. Accounting experiences: lights and shadows of Hualgesatellite accounts

Up to the present moment, the only practical eff8rivhich have been carried out in order to
impute a monetary value to unpaid work — housevat# caregiving in particular — are the so-
called household satellite accounts (HHSAs). Thaftiig of such evaluation tools has been
recently encouraged by international institutiossgch as the UN, the OECD and the European
Union.

The UNSNAs, from their 1993 version on, have introetd a reference to satellite accounts aimed
at making the official production boundary lookdesrict. In the current chapter, we particularly
address the 2008 SNA approach to such issue, siagsonsider it as the main current source of
accounting guidelines at international level.

Both the OECD and the EU have dealt with the issueousehold satellite accounts, recognizing
that a methodological shared framework is necessacgllecting data on time use, as well as in
calculating reliable unpaid work evaluations. Ieithdocuments, both of them refer to a project
funded by Eurostat which Statistics Finland offiigiaelivered in 1999. In the present research we
refer to the 2003 revision of such stfitlgo as to better understand if concrete guidance an
motivation in drafting satellite accounts are altjugiven to governments. At present, sovereign
states are the proper actors who must decide whéthenake time use surveys and provide
internationally comparable data and statistics. @bhwal implementation of household satellite
accounts, relying on existing time use questiomsairs however a demanding task, both from a
scientific and from a financial point of view. Ascansequence, it is easy to understand that the
experiences of HHSAs drafting are very scarce, lmited to a small group of first world
countries.

In the following sections we try to understand tbaivextent such evaluation efforts have been

successful. We maintain that the most problemdieracteristic affecting the household satellite

8 We refer to institutions-supported evaluationsnptheoretical studies, as those presented in Glodslt-Clermont
(1982), have however been carried out by sevehallars for research purposes.
%9 See Eurostat (2003).
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accounts lies precisely in beingeparaté® from the main GDP calculations. Such partition
contributes to keep HHSAs in a marginal and epsqdisition, deprived from the legitimization
that should arise from the economic results they tleveal.

A SNA update including into the official GDP theoaomic value generated by household unpaid
activities is, from our point of view, strongly m@omended for two main reasons. The first, and
more gender-related one, claims that the recogndfa great deal of women’s work at public level
would provide them — and society in general — vaithincreased awareness of their economic and
social power. The second reason concerns the abilélf of growth statistics provided by
developing countries when they witness a massivalie access into the formal labor market. The
great number of countries that nowadays are regigtehigh development rates and a fast
industrialization demonstrates that accounting dopaid work is not — and cannot remain — a

marginal issue.

3.1. Institutionalizing household satellite accounts?

If we analyze the previously quoted internatiomatitutions’ documents, namely the 2008 SNA
and the 2003 Eurostat paper, we realize that thairlg approach to household unpaid work is to
consider it on a separate level from those prodedctivities recognized as part of the national
economic system.

The post-war industrial expansion has contributedaise growing awareness on the economic
significance of housework. More and more women rargeinto the paid labor market have
unveiled the previously hidden vital necesSitp carry out — whether for pay or not — certask&

in the house, which, up to that moment, had be@sidered as “natural’” female responsibilities,
thus not comparable to paid work. Susan HimmelW&&95) points out that such revolution
revealed the need to find a third-way, other thaork” and “non-work”, to account for every non-
monetized chore entailing both productive and &efiling elements, such as caregiving. The

philosophy that nowadays shapes household satatiiteunting partly endorses such “third way”

O Waring (2003) p. 36, critically explains the sepianess issue, stating that satellite accoumse to be separate so
as not to disturb what the experts call the ‘inedrimtegrity and international comparability of tfeairrent accounting
framework”.

"M When an activity is seen as a “natural” prerogatif a household member, it can be assumed thateffart is given
for granted both by families and by society. In thement household workers (housewives) begin tagagdn paid

employment, therefore when household services tstaibtain less attention, their “labor” nature egas.
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perspective, recognizing the unpaid work’s hybsdesnce. In the SNA language, housework would
be defined as aalternative economic concéptthus requiringlternativeeconomic evaluations.
There is however widespread resistance to the gtdmmand (coming not only from feminist
environments) for a change in the SNA guidelinegarding the production boundary. The chief
objection regards the lack of comparability thatdoresult from statistics calculated according to
diverging accounting systems. Swiebel (1999) sugges a viable solution, to produce both the
traditional GDP accounts and the new ones compgrisuth activities as housework. This choice
would enable inter-temporal comparisons, providiaigthe same time, a broadened database for
future research. Such proposal, however, seemsetgghored within the corpus of scientific

discussion on unpaid work.
3.1.1. The 2008 SNA perspective on household satellitewmts

The official SNA definition for satellite accounddfirms that they aréinked to, but distinct from,
the central systen2008 SNA, par. 29.4, p. 523). They should alsactesistent withthe main
framework, though not necessarily with each othErusehold satellite accounts are considered —
from the UN perspective — as a particular case coihemic evaluation precisely because they
challenge the current version of the productionnalauy, being theiseparatenessvhat actually
justifies the episodic assessment of officially 18MA activities as productive.

The HHSAs proposal advanced by the 2008 SNA makdseat reference to the third-person
criterion’®. Such theory thus excludes all of those tasks e/heseficiary is the performer himself.
The SNA quoted examples refer to eating, sleepmbexercising, even though no mention at all is
made to the problematic issue of activities emtgik particular relationship between the performer
and the beneficiary. The whole discussion aboutstiigtle border dividing leisure and personal
responsibility remains thus ignored. The questibrpersonal preferences is however addressed,
affirming that the concepts of “work” and “leisurean be attached to very different activities by
people having dissimilar inclinations. It must beticed that no methodological solution is

suggested by the SNA to avoid such obsfacle

2 See for example the reference in 2008 SNA, pa6&.p. 37.

3 The present section largely draws from chaptein2e 2008 SNA, which deeply examines the issusanéllite
accounts.

42008 SNA, par. 29.146, p. 542.

5 In the analysis of the SNA it is quite common tm finto the description of methodological or preatiproblems.

This research has chiefly revised the sectionsirdgalith unpaid work (non-SNA activities), obsergithat no actual
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To sum up, the substance of HHSAs should consistoasehold services for own consumption
(2008 SNA, par. 29.147, p. 542). If we aggregate titaditional SNA activities and the ones
included in satellite accounts, we obtain whatsisally referred to as the “extended product/én”
After circumscribing the HHSAs covered area, theASNndles the issue of the most appropriate
measurement method. Referring to Goldschmidt-Cletimocategories, we can affirm that the
procedure suggested by the UN falls into the “vaumh work inputs” classification. It is pointed
out that the measurement technique which is findyngater practical application consists in
accounting for the time devoted to the concernddides. Such tendency is confirmed by the
increasing governmental, as well as internatidnanterest towards the conduction of time use
surveys. In spite of this growing trend, even tiNASecognizes that methodological improvements
in shaping time use questionnaires are neededcialipen reference to multitasking.

The SNA actually draws a distinction between meam@nt and evaluation of household services.
If time use surveys are the suggested and prevaleasurement instrument, different possibilities
are available in attributing a monetary value ® work performed in the household. Continuing to
use Goldschmidt-Clermont’s terminology, the valfi@an-work inputs, such us the food purchased
for meals preparation, is one of the discussedcsmmed’. It is however rejected as an evaluation
method because of the interpretational ambiguitthefobtained values. The system that the SNA
seems to favor consists in attributing a potersaéry to each hour worked in the household. The
discussion carried out in the UN document presémts distinct possibilities recognized as the
“opportunity cost” and the “comparator cost” methpdhose shortcomings are openly addressed.
None of them seems completely realistic, becauseeat life their economic rules are not
necessarily respected. If a person could get agatdry on the labor market (opportunity costis it
however not given for granted that s/he will dedioléransfer his/her domestic responsibilities to a
paid substitute. Personal convictions and sociamsoplay a fundamental role in influencing
people’s choices, often causing anti-economic bielhswvOn the other hand, the comparator cost —
that is the specialized substitute’s wage — do¢pravide a faithful picture of the quality of task
performed in the household, compared to a profaak&ervice, nor of the difference of time spent

by household members or professionals in achietiagame result.

solution is usually suggested to the mentioned eore This could be due to the marginality whicpaid work covers
in the SNA.

"6 United Nations Statistics Division (2000) p. 8fides “extended production” as a concept whosenitiefn is based
on the third party criterion.

" The HETUS database is just an example.

8|t is mentioned in the 2008 SNA, par. 29.149,42.5
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The UNSNA does not give any further hint in shagiogisehold satellite accounts. The theoretical
and methodological issues are broached, withouingdany guidance on sharable solutions, or
operational compromises.

Many references to satellite accounting can beddnrUN supported researchgsevertheless we
maintain that whenever official GDP guidelines previded by the UN Statistics Division, parallel
satellite accounts guidelines should be publishexl From our point of view, as long as no
incentive and guidance in accounting for unpaid kwaill come from an institutional and
legitimized source, the (scarce) governmental tfftw achieve results in such field are fated to
remain largely occasional and fruitless. Only avarsal institution as the United Nations has the
power to raise universal awareness and shape @rsalvmethodolod{, which indeed represent
the largest deficiencies affecting the issue ofaithpvork.

3.1.2. Aregional perspective: the EU approach

It could be argued that for a regional organizgtsauch as the European Union, the establishment of
commonly shared consensus and methodologies itirdrafatellite accounts should be an easier
task, compared to the difficulties caused by thenimership heterogeneity in the UN. The 2003
Eurostat document on this topic demonstrates tigapwaing interest in household labor evaluations
is spreading throughout Europe, and related releargather financial support from the Union.

First of all, it is interesting to observe the Elethodology in making research on unpaid work.
Both the 2003Proposal for a Methodology of Household Satellitecduntsand the HETUS
database are the results of projects funded byEtlmepean statistical service (Eurostat). Two
Scandinavian governmental organizatfdnkiave been awarded with a grant, consequently
constituting task forces charged of accomplishihg telated objectives. We argue that this
approach has the advantage to take into accoumirtiper difficulties that governments face when
approaching new economic concepts. The Eurostadt amHHSAS is basically consistent with the
SNA guidelines as well as with its economic consegtd definitions, such as the production

9 Leading examples are Swiebel (1999) and UnitedoNstStatistics Division (2000). A fundamental rbias also
been played by the UN’s Fourth Conference on Woineld in Beijing in 1995 (official proceeding avdila at

http://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/beijing/officiaich accessed on 23 June 2012).

8 The “universality” argument is particularly emplzasi in Brinton (2008).

81 Statistics Sweden was responsible for shapingHB&FUS database. Statistics Finland carried out siellite
accounts related research. It is arguable that sustiiutions have not been awarded by chance. Wwékkknown
preeminence of Nordic countries in gender equalitcies has probably played a central role inEkkchoice to fund

their proposals.
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boundary. It is however recognized that the $Ndoes not give a univocal advice in producing
satellite accounts. Governments may thus choosé typa of measurement system to adopt,
depending on the purposes they want to achievaeighrelHSAs. Three main categories of separate
household accounts can be compiled, dependingeoodimplexity of data to be taken into account.
The first, easiest and still more commonly applogdion regards the evaluation of unpaid labor
only. The utility of such method is limited, accorg to Eurostat (2003), to labor market issues,
especially from a gender perspective. The wage tatjon issues still remain the recognized point
of divergence in establishing a shared accountiathadology. The considered approaches include
the opportunity cost, which is deemed useful ag las the research interest lies in studying the
micro-level of personal decisions to enter into plagd labor market, but lacks consistency when it
comes to appropriate value assessments. The seocetiedology is the replacement cost which
can be declined as follows: wage of a specializdxtitute whether working in market enterprises
or employed in the household, or wage of a gerstnalbrker.

It must be recognized that, compared to the 2008, &rostat (2003} gives wider guidance both
on the advantages and shortcomings of each possilais well as richer references on previous
implementation experiences. Eurostat (2003) ackedgés that no consensus has currently been
reached on the appropriate evaluation method ttyapgiHSAs. Some suggestions, however, are
given on the most widespread and reliable trerids.drgued thathe opportunity cost method has
widely been rejected by researchéEurostat, 2003, par. 5.1.1, p. 26), though greaadity is
recognized to the use of average or prevalent marages. It is finally suggested that, despite the
well-known drawbacks, the most consistent wage tatmn method should refer to the salary
earned by a polyvalent (generalist) substitute \warkn the household.

In reference to the SNA guidelines, we maintaint tbi@arer instructions regarding the best
evaluation method in drafting HHSAs would be apm@ted. We believe that Eurostat has partly
reached this goal by suggesting at least whichagmbr to avoid and which one provides more
reliable figures. On the other hand, legislativesagving governments more precise guidance and
requiring actual enforcement, such as Europearctdies, would be needed in order to start a
coherent policy aimed at counting unpaid work ie BU.

For analytical completeness, we make some refeséondde other household production evaluation
options which are presented in Eurostat (2003) d@liengh, according to our investigation, the
attribution of a monetary value to household laimoterms of forgone wages, should be the first

evaluation achievement to be accomplished.

8 Eurostat (2003) par. 4.2, p. 10. This documergreefo the 1993 version of the System of NationatoAints. We
however observe that no major differences amond #& SNA and the 2008 revision occurs with regésd3HSAs.

8 See in particular par. 5.1, p. 24 and subsequent.
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It is suggestét that production and generation of income accounts foudeholdscan be
calculated, both using input and output approachdsy however require information, at
household level, on output, intermediate consumptywoss value added, capital consumption and
taxes/subsides on production.

The last type of HHSAs which is described in ELab$2003), is definedequence of accoufits
Their purpose should be to highlight the housel®ittnded disposable income and its extended
consumption, thus aggregating both market and narkeh data. Some practical guidance is
provided, both from input and output perspecti&sch option, however, suffers from the same
complexity biases affecting the previously addrdsggproach.

The Eurostat paper admits that, especially forehast two methods, much research is still needed
and major divergences affect the current debais.riécognized that the experiences developed by
single countries are fundamental in determiningclvimethod results as the more appropriate.

The HETUS database harmonizing figures collecteauih national time use questionnaires, from
our point of view, is a useful premise for an adsement in HHSAs drafting at European level. We
believe, however, that two more steps are esseiiti@ European guidelines on the production of
time use survey8 should be enforced by each EU member and canditates, so that the
obtained time use data could be interpreted andbaced unambiguousl{ Secondly, by taking
advantage from national experiences, an internali(ifuropean) task force could be constituted in
order to overcome divergences and finally estatdisimivocal household satellite account drafting

system.

3.2. Household production vs GDP: relative magnitude @ogkible connections

3.2.1. The share of unpaid work compared to the GDP: sestimates

Unpaid work monetary evaluations represent experat@ttempts which have been carried out by

a limited number of countries and scholars. The ofselifferent methodologies restricts their

8 Eurostat (2003), par. 4.2.3.2, p. 14 and par. 24pmnd subsequent.

8 Eurostat (2003), par. 4.2.3.3, p. 15 and par27pt.44.

8 Eurostat (2004).

8" The national data used for the HETUS databasaféeeted by the differences in data collection agdregation
observed in different countries. This is why datanhonization is required, though its accuracy it mecessarily

guaranteed.
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comparability and the absence of international engsss both on the convenience and on the most
appropriate theoretical framework does not favairtenforcement. In spite of this discouraging
foreword, whenever household satellite accountsumpaid work evaluations are carried out,
striking figures emerge. The share of unpaid wodmpared to market labor, is remarkable both in
terms of time and of monetary value, so that itnemic significance is hard to deny.

The Human Development Report has extensively datitthe reasons why unpaid work, which is
mostly performed by women, should be economicatijued only in its 1995 versidh What is
interesting to observe in the UNDP report is thei@camount of unpaid work, compared to the
total GDP, which is calculated for a selection ofietries (Australia, Germany and Finland are
mentioned hereinafter). The obtained figures arkist). The method used in providing estimates is
an input-based one. It consists in attributing aketaremuneration to the hours of unpaid work
performed in the household by using a housekeepeage. It is recognized that such method,
however, could produce underestimates since hoapeke are usually women working for a low
pay, so that the extra gross wétge used, in order to obtain more realistic evatunst

The estimate of total non-SNA production in Austrdbr the year 1992 represents 86% of GDP; if
we considered just the non-SNA output attributabl&abor, the figure would be 72%. In Germany
the same calculations give estimates scoring 558680 of GDP. The country registering lower
figures is Finland, whose total non-SNA output&8#of total GDP, while the labor valued at extra
gross wage represents 45%. It is further notedribatSNA production in industrialized countries
in the early 1990s, on average, contributed to 60%e extended private consumption.

If we consider more recent statistics, we undedsthat the situation is substantially unchanged.
Finnish data relative to the year 2001 (Varjonen &alto, 2006, pp. 30-31) highlight that
household production is still 46% of total GDP. Bdigure is made up by a 6% of housework
which is included in the GDP, while the remainir@§#lis left uncounted.

We can argue that similar percentages could beandstan many other countries. Calculations for
South and South-Eastern Asia, for example, haveated that unpaid work represents between 43
and 48% of GDP, depending on the applied evaluatiethod (Hoskyns and Rai, 2007, p. 309).
Goldschmidt-Clermont and Pagnossin-Aligisakis ()96bserve that, among the countries they

review in their paper, when estimates of the slodreon-SNA labor compared to total GDP are

8 We refer to chapter 4 of the 1995 Human DevelogmerReport, available at
http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_1995 en_chap4gctfessed on 10 June 2012).

8 The extra gross wage comprehends both taxes aplbyer's social security contributions. Such santis used to

overcome the comparable worth-related difficulpesviously addressed. The fact that some jobs astlynperformed

by women (horizontal sex segregation) means tlaatiibutable wage in unpaid work evaluationseisdgr biased.

38



provided, the obtained results are newer lower thvanthird of GDP. The estimates, in fact, vary
between 33 and 72%

Such figures should not be surprising considerimat the amount of hours devoted to unpaid
activities (leisure excluded) is usually similarthe time spent in market wd?k The current GDPs,
however, seem to assume that people spend justhodeof their day being productive and the
remaining two thirds are left in the non-SNA sitfewe consider that, on average, 70% of such
presumed unproductive activities are carried ouvbynen, the persistence of gender inequalities in

society and in the economic system begins to fmexplanation.

3.2.2. Should household accounts remain “satellite”?

The above question wonders if it is appropriatexolude unpaid activities from the main GDP
calculations, not if it would be an easy task tgragate the two. We have already stressed that the
persistence of some economic concepts, such asuthent production boundary considering non-
marketed goods and services as unproductive, eaxltite possibility of expanding the bases of
national economic systems. Nonetheless, such emegt is exactly what ideally happens when
satellite accounts are carried out, and the olddiigeres reveal that the dimensions of such hidden
side of the economy are massive. Keeping househotdunts as separate evaluation systems
actually contributes to feed the dichotomy betwé#en productive man and the unproductive (or
marginally productive) housewife, thus perpetuatimg absence of the recognition of the economic
role that women play even when they do not “makeeyt

It must be recognized that the concept of “third/ivather than work and non-work, remains the
most common approach in the economic literaturel useaccount for unpaid labor, also being
supported by the UNSNASs directives. What is inténgsto notice, however, is that the 2008 SNA
suggests to draft separate household satelliteuatscexactly after having underlined that the
exclusion of the household sector from the main GlaBses misleading figures on a country’s
growth raté%. When a developing country engages in an indligatéon process, in fact, one of the
main effects is that the paid labor market expaddsa consequence, a great number of people

moves their household activities on a secondany, ptaorder to enter into paid employment. What

% Goldschmidt-Clermont and Pagnossin-Aligisakis @)9%. 24. The countries registering the quotedréig are not
specified. The countries reviewed by the paperAarstralia, Austria, Bulgaria, Canada, Denmark, &idl, France,
Germany, Great Britain, Israel, Italy, the Netheds, Norway and the United States.

1 Addabbo and Caiumi (2003) p. 59, express sucheginay saying thatrfeglecting the non-monetary sector means
leaving out of account about half of human ldbor

92 We refer to the 2008 SNA, parr. 29.145 and 29.p4642.
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actually happens is neither that previously unpeotise people are now turning into economically
active subjects, nor that household work is leflame. The real process is more similar to a change
of employment sector within the same economic syst® that the great increase of growth rates
that developing countries register is not compyejiestified. A moderate growth rate would depend
on the fact that people work more (paid employnpéms houseworKy, but the current system and
figures seem to suggest that previously idle peapenow productive workers. This is not realistic.
The core question about unpaid work does not cortoew to make people more productive or how
to move women from the household to the marketdeioto favor the economic development of a
country. Through household satellite accounts attteal value of non-market labor and household
production is made visible, and time use surveysakthe imbalanced gender division of market
and non-market tasks. The real unsolved problesitighe reluctance in shifting the issue on the
public discourse level.

In the light of the results acquired through theesent research, we observe that no clear
international attitude towards the measurement igdgaid work has been reached yet, since no
institution has so far engaged in providing pregaglelines aimed at applying a single method in
the evaluation of unpaid work. What is more, sugdasurement efforts are left to the governments’
discretion. In absence of supranational obligatitmaccount for unpaid work, it is unlikely that
most countries, especially the less developed avids;ommit to measurement endeavors.

It must be added that the intra-household distigioubf non-market labor, which could also be
expressed as the gender problem affecting the,ibssenever reached the main stage of the public
debate. Without such pressure, it is unlikely #ray kind of serious political commitment will be
displayed soon. The previously quoted observatimveal that our proposal to revolution the
current economic concepts, aiming at the recognitiba higher status to unpaid work is probably
premature. Prior essential steps have been mediimueh as a shared consensus on the most
appropriate methodology in creating satellite aot®wr international obligations to carry out
regular time use surveys.

Some of the main characteristics of the disciptihBeminist economics, which — among the corpus
of economic literature — has so far devoted theatget share of attention to the issue, can be
recognized in its audacity and far-sightedness.béleeve that more audacity in dealing with the
issue of unpaid work and on its real gender corsecgs should be used. Giving a monetary value
to something that has been long considered a natgatanation is certainly something provocative
but also necessary since money is the language divaent politics and economics better

understand.

% This, of course, would happen only if houseworkeveounted as a productive activity.
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Concluding remarks

The present research has extensively dealt witlsthe of unpaid work. Though such concept can
be declined in a number of ways, we have espedadlysed on housework and caregiving, since
they are the most pervasive forms of non-markedriédr people living in first world countries. The
aspects which have been privileged concern the-lmusehold distribution of unremunerated
tasks, in particular how they are shared by the beemof a couple, and their measurement and
evaluation methods. In these last decades, a ggomtarest and recognition of the importance of
the question has emerged, especially thanks tdetelopment of feminist networks which have
tried to move the issue from the private spherethef household to the public floor. Major
improvements have been recently achieved bothtatrrah and international level in collecting data
on time use and in organizing them — though onlg ihmited number of cases — in household
satellite accounts. Much academic debate and @sd@ve moreover contributed to support
methodological enhancements in drafting reliableetuse questionnaires and consistent evaluation
systems.

In spite of these progresses, however, it mustdoaitéed that unpaid work is still a marginal issue
in the economic field and most of the labor perfedrespecially by women remains largely
unrecognized and unvaluid One of the main reasons why this happens lieshén current
definition of “production” which settles a tight b between economic value and market price.
Such view is endorsed by the SNA concept of “préidacboundary” which excludes, with few
exceptions, each non-marketed service or good thenmational GDP.

Housework and care are usually performed by the lmeesnof a household for their own
consumption, so that no market transaction ocaudswaorkers are not subject to the pressures that
economic competitiveness entails. This is why & lweag been maintained that what happens in the
household cannot be equated to market dynamicgtlgxaecause the two fields are ruled by
different mechanisms and are thus not comparalie. xpansion of the formal labor market

registered by developed countries from the 196Q0shas moved an impressive number of women

% The importance of feminist scholars, organizatiang lobbies is particularly highlighted by Hoskyarsl Rai (2007),
p. 303-304.
% This is the starting point of chapter 4 in the 3$DR.
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from the household into paid employment revealitgiyup to that moment, was invisible because
embedded in social custom. The work performed e hbuse, which can be summed up in the
expression “social reproduction”, is made up ofeasial tasks for social well-being and for the
improvement of the overall economic system. Whenhsactivities stop to be the full-time
engagement of women, substitutes have to be famthat it becomes self-evident that the market
and the household are less independent than expecte

If we look at data on time use, we realize thatamhpvork actually affects women more than men
and, when paid and unpaid work are aggregated, waoeslt as having less free time than their
partners. On the other hand, it has been provddtiteashare of extended family income due to
female work is inferior to the one deriving fromettvork performed by méh This anomaly still
seems to be ignored by mainstream economists assviey policymakers.

We have particularly stressed the lack of inteorati commitment in finding a commonly accepted
and applied method in producing estimates of tHaevaf unpaid work. What, however, in our
opinion looks more troublesome is the absence widaspread and open demé&htbr policies in
favor of people bearing both market and non-marésponsibilities, as well as the under-demand
for market provision of domestic and care w8riehe persistence of unequal market remunerations
for the sexes causes major difficulties in unpaadknevaluations. The commonly adopted method,
in fact, suggests attributing a potential wageh® hours worked in the household. The applied
market salary, however, is usually affected byséve of the majority of people performing a certain
job, which usually belongs to female-dominated @esctOne viable solution to such drawback is to
apply an output-based approach in evaluating haldgsroduction, but the absence of extensive
and reliable data on household production is &titiajor impediment.

We strongly affirm that the primary role in apprbeng the issue of unpaid work, consequently in
finding solutions to its unequal distribution and establishing the most appropriate evaluation
method, should be played by national governmernitb, tive support of international institutions as
coordinating organizations. Providing even tentagsgtimates of the economic value represented by
unpaid work could be the best way to attract pmlitiand public attention on the issue. The
impressive figures on the actual amount of unpasdkwelaim a radical re-definition of the concepts
of “market”, “value” and “production”. The “monetar language” is probably the best

communication tool to reach this goal.

% See Addabbo and Caiumi (2003), p. 76.
" The absence of public demand for accounting faithwork is stressed by Hoskins and Rai (200B0g.

% As stressed in Nelson (1999).
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Abstract

Many activities of every person’s daily life can tezorded under the category of “unpaid work”,
meaning that they are performed without receivinganetary reward. The present research deals
with two of the most pervasive forms of unpaid wonhlousework and caregiving. In these last
decades, the existence of such hidden side ofdbeoeny has been partially brought to light by
time use questionnaires led by several first woddntries, and by indexes on gender development
and empowerment worked out by the United NatiomghSools reveal that, both in developed and
developing countries, the greatest amount of unpaidk is carried out by women who spend long
hours in performing what can be defined as soejtaduction. Moreover, it is striking to observe
that, when such time is converted into money, laybating a monetary value to the time spent in
housework or to the activities which have beengraréd, the economic relevance of unpaid work
emerges, proving to be equivalent to a considerstidee of the official GDP.

Many different evaluation methods are presented the effort to apply them through the so-called
Household Satellite Accounts, that some countréagtbeen drafting, is remarked.

The point made by the present research is thatitdetfie existing successful efforts to give an
economic value to the work performed within the $ehold — especially by women —, no actual
concrete guidance is given by international orgations to governments in choosing an
harmonized evaluation method. Moreover, the inolusf unpaid work in the calculations of the
GDP is discouraged, since it doesn’t seem to maitththe current economic concepts.

We maintain that, considering the economic relegavicthe work performed for no pay, it would
be advisable to redefine what production meansinGia monetary value to such activities, though
not being a definitive solution, could be a good/waletting economists and policymakers realize

the role of unpaid work, and of those who perfotnmithe economic system and in society.

Keywords: women, unpaid work, housework, caregivegluation.
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