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Gender Analysis of Children’s
Activities in Pakistan
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This paper estimates gender differences in childrééme allocation among four ordered
options. It analyses the sample of boys and gatmmately through a series of probit models
using primary data. We compare the socio-econongterchinants of boys’' and girls’
activities. The results suggest that boys are rikety to go to school as compared to girls
with the increase in their age. The provision diciing as an instrument to decrease child
labour and home-care would affect boys more thds. dio make the adults literate (five years
of education) only is not enough to eliminate tlkadgr gap in schooling; a greater number of
years of adult education is necessary. The fentl# aducation may be devised to eliminate
gender discrimination in child schooling. In theglar households, girls drop out of school and
are absorbed in the labour market earlier than.bBlys results further suggested that the use
of resources is significantly different for boysidcagirls’ welfare. Thus, we conclude that girls
can be a better target for increase in the wetided! children in Pakistan.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The interaction of gender-based indictors of welfarcapability, work
participation, and earnings reflects the centratifyfemale education for economic
growth, mortality and fertility reduction, and etiln Asia, in the next decade, gender-
based educational inequality in the countries Wwdl a weightier source of inequality
[Bardhan and Klasen (1998)]. Gender discriminaiiomuman investment is one of the
major reasons of poverty in South Asia [Human Depelent Report (1997)]. Pakistan
has remained at rank 92nd out of 94 on gender empoent Index [Haq (1997)]. Ranis,
et al. (2000) opined that human development in Pakistas $uffered a lot due to
discrimination against females. Girls lag remarkathind boys in education in many
developing countrieSwhich may slow economic growth and increase inktyyd odaro
and Smith (2003); ADB (2003)]. In Pakistan, theerim poverty in the 1990s has

Rana Ejaz Ali Khan <ranaejazalikhan@iub.edu.pkAdsistant Professor, Department of Economics,
The Islamia University of Bahawalpur.

There are some exceptional results by some stufiims.example Akhtar (1996) found that the
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adversely affected welfare of children especialygwols [Arif (2000)]. Mahmood and
Nayab (1998) have shown that gender inequalitiesigieat large in various social
indicators as women have gained disproportionatedyn the development process.
Particular attention is needed to reduce thesee lgander disparities. Recent research
suggested that female schooling has important eafiey as it plays a significant
beneficial role on fertility [Summers (1994); Hdhd King (1993); Pall and Makepeace
(2003) for India] and child health outcomes [Pa®99) for India]. The rate of return on
investment on female education is highest in PakigBummers (1991); see also, Khan
(1997)].

Human capital theory explains how national outmaréases more quickly than
could be accounted by the neoclassical growth nsodghlike neoclassical growth
models, human capital theory explicitly considemwhsociety invests to enhance its
labour force quality. One deficiency of human calpgrowth models is their failure to
consider gender differences in human capital. Tigry concern is with low-income
countries where gender differences continue to diatively large and where human
capital is an important and crucial force for eamimdevelopment [Polachek and Robst
(1997)]. Evidences from Pakistan, Bangladesh, ahdrdow-income countries shows
that girls’ education cannot automatically increbgancrease in family income [Todaro
and Smith (2003)]. But some specific policy measusre needed, which require
examining the issue of gender in children actigitiBardhan and Klasen (1998) narrated
that economic growth is not sufficient conditiorr fgender equality but public policies
must consistently pursue for it in the distributioh opportunities and resources. The
urgency of achieving gender equity can be gaugethéyact that it has been identified
as one of the three millennium development goalsbgethe United Nations General
Assembly [ADB (2003)].

The child labour hinders human capital developmand the nature and intensity
of girls’ work (child labour) is very different fra that of boys. Girls tend to work for
longer hours than boys, often in physically andialbcisolating occupations. Girls are
more likely than boys to be concentrated in home-§Rosati and Rossi (2001)]. The
girl child labour faces more moral and health hdga6irls are found starting work at far
earlier age than boys and their work is often iitlgs that is why girls are identified as a
priority group within the IPEC strategy. The gendssue of children activities has
important implications for research and policy reatt

In Pakistan, 8.72 percent of the children in the agoup of 5-14 are child
labourers, while 11.78 percent of boys and 4.54q#rof girls are labouring in the same
age group [FBS (1996F]. The twin problems of child schooling and chilbdar and the
related problem of gender disparity in Pakistaneh@een discussed in the previous
studies [see for instance, Ray (2000, 2001); RasatiRossi (2001); Barki and Shahnaz
(2003); Bhalotra and Heady (2003); see also, Behramal Knowles (1999) for Vietham;
Duraisamy (2000) for India; Emerson and Portel®0QCor Brazil]. Ray (2000) using
the data from Peru and Pakistan [Pakistan Integjretieusehold Survey (1991) for the
children 10-17 years] confirmed the hypothesis Fakistan and rejected for Peru, that
there is a positive association between hours td ¢abour and poverty and there is a
negative association between child labour schoaimdjpoverty. On the gender basis the

*The same is the pattern in all South Asian cousitsee for details CUTS (2003).
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hypothesis was also tested. The interaction betwleradult and child labour markets
was found varied with gender of the child and addh Pakistan, a strong

complimentarity between women'’s and girls labourkats was found. Ray (2000) have
taken the children in the age group of 10-17 yeaisg the data for 1991. It needs to
revisit the matter for the children 5-15 years watlresh primary data. Bhalotra and
Heady (2003) made a remarkable observation by uiegSurvey Data from rural

Pakistan [Pakistan Integrated Household Surveyl)J]%hd Ghana, that children in land
rich households are often more likely to be in wahian the children of land-poor

households. For Pakistan, they examined the geadpect of wealth paradox, and
concluded that school attendance rates of girlsewegher in landless households.
However, in the case of boys, the school attendave® found higher amongst land-
owners. To revaluate this matter we have takemaegland have used prima data. Barki
and Shahnaz (2003) have also discussed the gespectaof children activities using

data from Labour Force Survey 1996-97. They haveméned the four categories of
children in the age group of 10-14 years using #aneous logit model. However, the
interest of the present study is to investigatedgemspect of children activities by using
probit model. For the purpose, in the primary date have taken completion of

secondary school level education as the targetgemép, which extends to about 15
years.

The objective of this paper is to discuss the gersdeie for children activities, i.e.
to analyse how the gender of the children affeetdthooling, part-time work, full-time
work and home-care activity of children. The papers four sections. Section two
represents the definitions, data collection andhoalogy. In section three, empirical
results are discussed. In final and fourth secsommary of the results is described.

2. DEFINITIONS, DATA COLLECTION, AND METHODOLOGY

Children are defined as the individuals in the agbort of 5-15 years. In the
economic literature economic activity of childrenmeasured by working hours of
children [see for instance, Ray (2000, 2001)] asoatinuous variable. Another
proxy is the wage rate of children. Some economeattodels have used a binary
variable to represent the economic activity of dheh, i.e. whether the child
participate in economic activity or not. Before ggito define economic activity of
children, it is important for us from the policy ipb of view to evaluate whether it
is child’s work or the amount of work that affedtaman capital accumulation. If
working hours had only a negligible effect on schearticipation, then school
attendance rather than work would be the corretitpaarget (at least in terms of
human capital formation). On the other hand, if king hours strongly affect
human capital accumulation, then child labour aleeds to be monitored. As the
working hours, whether they are less than 2-3 halaity or more than 2-3 hours
affects the leisure of the children, so it seemtdveto define child labour on the
basis of their labour force participation not wargihours. We have defined child
labour as the children involved in wage employmehtusehold enterprises,
household employmehor seasonal agricultural work (or being availatieany of

*Household employment of children refers the siorativhere whole of the household including
children works at piece rate and head of housefealeives wages.
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them) without schooling irrespective of their waggsnumber of hours. Home-care
children are defined as the children involved ie #ctivity inside or outside their
home without remuneration other than work at hoo$glenterprise and household
employment, and children reported as doing nothing, no-working and no-
schooling? They need some clarifications. In fact they ardndonothing and
usually remain at home to care for the younger ot and sisters, and home to
free their parents to engage in economic activ@gartwright (1999) called these
children home-care children. Burki and Shahnaz 8)00alled them children
involved in home production. Home production reféosthe activities and home
chores that do not result in payment. These a@diviinclude custodial care, food
preparation and cleaning activities, etc.

Data is collected by cluster sample technique amdpse of the population is
consisted of four thousand households from rurdliban areas of Pakistan. The survey
contains the particulars of household membersduil, head of household, parents of
children), and household. Using the data set, wienated the probability derivative for
boys and girls separately by using a series ofiprobdel. The household are assumed to
use a sequential decision process, keeping thekobhf their children as a priority for
the welfare of their children. The sequential cksienaking the welfare of the child are
assumed: (i) schooling, (ii) schooling and worli) fivork only, and (iv) neither school
nor work. This leads to the following four choicemd choice probabilities, to be
estimated for boys and girls separately. In thst fiegression, activities of boys (BP
BP,, BP;, BP,) is the function of several explanatory variablshere

BP; = Probability to go to school and not to work
BP, = Probability to go to school and to work

BP; = Probability not to go to school but to work
BP, = Probability neither to go to school nor to work

The probabilities for the four choices are deteedias follows,

BP, = f (b,X)

BP, = [1-f (b,X)] f (b2X)

BP; = [1-f (b,X)] [1-f (b2X)] f (bsX)

BP, = [1-f (buX)] [1-f (b2X)] [1-f (bsX)] f (b4X)

Wheref represents the standard normal distribution fungtiandb,, b,, andb; are
vectors of the model parameters. Four groups ofaggtory variablesX;—X,) have
been selected to distangle the determinants ofddnl activities, i.e. child
characteristics, head of household characteristigparent characteristics, and
household characteristics.

The second regression model is same, where aesivitf girls (G, GR, GR;,
GPR,) is a function of same explanatory variables. ™adinitions of dependent and
explanatory variables are presented in Table 1.

“Biggeri, et al. (2003) and Cigneet al. (2002) have called them idle children. Cigno amda&i (2002)
categorised them as missing children and Chaud#taal, (1999) named them nowhere children.
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Table 1
Definitions of Dependent and Explanatory Variables
Variables Definition
Dependent Variables
(For Boys)
BP; (Boy goes to school only) +1 if boys goes to school and not to work, 0 otheewi

BP, (Boy goes to school as well as to worky1 if boy goes to school and to work, 0 otherwise
BP; (Boy does not go to school but to Work)Lif boy does not go to school but to work, O othisew
BP,(Boy neither goes to school nor to work)l if boy neither go to school nor to work, 0 othisev
(For Girls)
GP; (Girl goes to school only) +1 if girl goes to school and not to work, 0 othesgvi
GP; (Girl goes to school as well as to work}1 if girl goes to school and to work, 0 otherwise
GP; (Girl does not go to school but to Worle)lif girl does not go to school but to work, 0 othise
GP, (Girl neither goes to school nor to worke)l if girl neither go to school nor to work, 0 otivse
Independent Variables

Child Characteristics

BORD (Birth order of child) +Birth order of child in his/her brothers and sister
CAGE (Child’s age) +Child’'s age in completed years

CAGESQ (Child’'s age squared) +Child’'s age squared

CEDU (Child’s education) +Child’s education in completed years of education

Head-of-Household Characteristics
HGEN (Head of household’s gender) +1 if head of the household is male, O otherwise
HEDU (Head of the household’s educationyHead of the household’s completed years of edutatio
HLIT (Head of household’s literacy stattis)+1 if head of household is literate, 0 otherwise
HEMP (Head of household’s employment)+1 if Head of household is employed, O otherwise

HY (Head of household’s income) *Head of household’s income per month in Rs 000
Parent Characteristics

FEDU (Father's education) +Father’s education in completed years of education

FLIT (Father’s literacy status) +1 if father is literate, O otherwise

FEMP (Father’ employment) +1 if father is employed, O otherwise

FY (Father’'s income) +Father’'s income per month in Rs 000

MEDU (Mother’s education) +Mother’s completed years of education

MLIT (Mother’s literacy status) +1 if mother is literate, 0 otherwise

MEMP (Mother's employment) +1 if mother is employed, 0 otherwise

MY (Mother’s income) *Mother’s income per month in Rs 000

Household Characteristics
ASST (Household's ownership of assets) <1 if the household has ownership of assets, 0 witber

HHY (Household’s income) *Household’s income per month in Rs 000
HHPCY (Per Capita Expenditure of +Household’s per capita expenditure in Rs 00 pertmon
Household)

HPOVTY (Household poverty status) +1 if household’s per capita income per month iSRS or
below, 0 otherwise

HHSIZ (Household family size) *Number of household members

HHSSIZ (Household’s small size) +1 if the family size is small (5 or fewer membefsptherwise

NCHILD *Number of children ages 15 or less than 15 yeattsen
household

CHILDO4 *Number of children ages 4 or less than 4 yearsarhbusehold

CHILD515 *Number of children ages 5-15 years in the household

SIB16 *Number of siblings of children ages 16 or more théryears
in the household

LOC (Locality of the household) +1 if the household is urban, 0 otherwise

®Literacy status of the head of household, fatherranther, is defined as the minimum of five yedrs o
formal schooling completed by the individual.

®pakistan Planning Commission has adjusted Povémey for Pakistan at Rs 670 per capita per month
[CRPRID (2002)]. Ray (2000) for his study has sevesty line at 50 percent of the Median non-child
household income per adult equivalent of the sample
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3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Though the objective of the study is to analysegéeder aspect of determinants
of children activities by econometric model, bug tjualitative results are also compiled.
If the activities of children vary with the gendet,is possible that they have been
differently affected by explanatory variables. ™wivities of boys and girls are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2
Activities of Boys and Girls (5-15) Years
Activities Boys Girls Overall
School-going Children 27.82 19.29 47.04
Children Combining School and Work 3.41 2.83 6.24
Child Labourers 9.29 3.43 12.72
No-School, No-Work/ Home-care Children 141 20.39 4.49

The gender bias in favour of boys is evident a4 %ercent of girls are
participating in school as compared to 27.82 pdroéboys. The smallest proportion of
the children, i.e. 6.24 percent is combining schantl work and comparatively less
proportion of girls is involved in this activity. sAfor as child labourers are concerned
boys are more involved in this category as compéaoegirls. In the home-care activity
more girls are engaged than boys.

Here we are going to summarise estimated gendfereliices in boys’ and girls’
time allocation among four ordered options. We hsagarately analysed the sample for
boys and girls. The summary statistics and secgigamobit results for boys are shown in
Tables 3 and 4 while for girls they are expressetiables 4 and 5 (see Appendix A). The
first stage results show the probability of goingsthool for boys and girls. The second
stage estimation eliminates the school-going boyd girls from the sample. The
probability to be determined for the remaining skarip that of combining school and
work or part-time labour force participation of Isognd girls separately. The third stage
looks only at the boys and girls who are not inoethand not combining school and
work, but they work for wages or in household gmiises. So this stage estimates the
probability of full-time labour force participatioof boys and girls. Finally fourth stage
estimation of model sees all the remaining boysgins, that is boys and girls not going
to school, not combining school with work, and natrking but doing home-care. Some
of the results of interest are discussed below.

3.1. Child Characteristics

There is extensive literature on differences in Aorapital investments based on
gender discrimination. A number of studies [see ifstance, Thomas (1994)] have
shown that boys are favoured in the intra-househbttation of nutrients and they have
better anthropometric outcomes. We have found énfifst stage that the earlier-born
boys (elder or low-birth order) in their brothersdasisters are more likely to go to
school, and the later-born girls (younger or higtthborder) are more likely to attend
school [see also, Emerson and Souza (2002) forilBrahe results explain that
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households behave boys and girls differently ipees of their birth-order. The possible
explanation for boys (the negative sign of birtdar (BORD) coefficient) may be that
the first-enrolment of boys in schools is delayatithe age of five, all the boys are not
enrolled in schools, so the younger boys (highbartder) have lesser probability to be in
schools as compared to elder boys. As concerngjith®e positive sign of birth-order
coefficient shows that younger girls in the househmave higher probability to be in
school as compared to elder girls. It seems thsttdinrolment of girls is not delayed but
the the fact is that there is higher drop-out rategirls at higher grade of school.
Furthermore the households have higher opportwaisy in sending elder girls to school
instead of having them render household work ahtingi-care [Hill and King (1993);
Alderman, et al. (1996); Summers (1994)]. In the third stage, weehfound that the
earlier-born boys are more likely to work than tatern boys. This is consistent with the
perception that elder boys are sent to the laboanket because they command higher
wages, and younger boys who cannot command higlesyage sent to school. This is
true, apparently even though earlier-born childremd to have higher genetic
endowments. For the girls, the earlier-borns ase likely to work as compared to latter-
borns. The elder girls are not permitted to do paidk due to social norms likeurdah
even though these girls may have higher wageshdnfdurth stage results the earlier-
born boys are less likely to do home-care whildieaborn girls are more likely to do
this. It is corroborated by third stage results @oys) where elder boys are more likely
to go to labour market, and first and third stagmutts (for girls) where the elder girls are
less likely to go to school and less likely to woilkhe result is consistent with the
common practice in Pakistan where elder girls apt lout of school and expected to
assist mothers with household chores and child-care

The school participation of boys and girls (semyat is found positively
associated with ages of boys and girls and it dse® at a decreasing rate by increase in
ages. The boys are two-times more likely to godieosl than girls by an incremental
change in their age. It means the first-enrolmehtgiols is two-times delayed as
compared to boys. The school participation is maxinat the age of 9.64 years for boys
and 8.15 years for girfsj.e. girls are dropped out of the school at arieraage than
boys. The possible explanation may be the impasitm movement of girls after
reaching the age of puberty. In the second stagtime labour force participation of
boys and girls is positively related to their agesl boys are more likely to do part-time
work than girls by increase in their ages. In thedt stage full-time labour force
participation of boys and girls is also positiveglated to their ages. The increasing age
has a greater impact on boys’ labour force padidgm than on girls [see also, Ray
(2000) for Pakistan]. This differential may be doethe fact that older girls in Pakistan
are likely to spend time in unpaid domestic workjak we have not considered in child
labour. The increasing-age affects the labour f@aicipation of boys at an increasing
rate but of girls at a decreasing rate though R&PQ) has found a linear relationship
between the boys’ and girls’ labour hours and thgas.

It is documented by a number of studies that asiageases there is lower
probability for the boys to involve in householdoés and higher probability for girls to

"The parameter estimate of CAGE (Child’s age) foyshis 0.0897 and CAGESQ (Child’s age squared)
is —0.0046. For the girls the CAGE=0.0455 and CAQES-0.0027.
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do home-care signaling a “faminisation” of househahores and the inter-family
specialisation of tasks [see Biggest, al (2003)]. The forth stage results of our study
have shown the same, that is an increase in atfeedfoys decreases the probability for
them to do home-care at an increasing rate andi@ndse in the age of girls increases
the probability to do home-care at an increasing. ra

The continuation of schooling is positively relatedhe current years of schooling
of boys and girls but the relation is strongerboys. It reflects a stark gender disparity in
the continuation of schooling alternatively thelgiare more likely to drop out from
school than boys. The result is corroborated bysilmamary statistics, where average
years of education of boys are 3.91 years andritsf gind 3.04 years. In the second stage,
the current years of education has again showrsithdar effect for boys and girls on
part-time labour force participation. An additiongéar of education enhances the
probability of part-time work for both boys andlgibut boys are more likely to join part-
time work as compared to girls. By the assumptlwat an increase in schooling grade
needs more financing and more children have togait-time labour, the boys enjoy this
advantage more than the girls. In the third stégjétime labour force participation of
boys and girls is negatively related to the currgedrs of education. An incremental
change in the completed years of education decehaseboy’s full-time child labour
double than girls. So from the policy perspectivevision of schooling may decrease
child labour more effectively for boys than girsliternatively there is less demand for
girls’ schooling in Pakistan. It concerns with @de support for parents and marriage
customs [see Rosenzweig and Schultz (1982); Kisfi®@@3)]. Constraints in demand for
girls schooling may be a culturally unaccepted emiliof girls’ schooling, including
female teachers, appropriate sanitation facilittes] locational proximity [Hill and King
(1993); Aldermangt al (1996); Summers (1996)]. In the forth stage, entrryears of
education negatively impacts the home-care actofityoth boys and girls but the impact
is stronger for boys. Precisely the results shoat frovision of schooling as an
instrument to enhance school participation and edese child labour and home-care
would affect boys more effectively than girls.

3.2. Head-of-Household Characteristics

The parameters of head of the household are driticdetermining the children
activities. One group of households identified adnerable is the female-headed
households, a category considered to be increasingumber and needing policy
attention [Buvinic and Gupta (1993)]. However, tiee of female-headed households as
a marker for poverty and vulnerability has comearratiticism [Varley (1996)]. Widows
in this group are a particularly vulnerable growgrinivasan and Dreze (1995) found that
single widows as well as widow-headed householdh winmarried children appear to
have among the highest poverty incidence of allskbold types and are significantly
poorer than counterpart male-headed households.alEdmaded households are
identified as indicators of family disintegratiohife is difficult for female-heads, not
least because of prejudice, but social stigma. Tae far more difficulty in maintaining
their families because they have less access tketnaconomy, when they do earn their
wages as far lower. Folbre (1984) has called tméspgauperisation of motherhood [see
also, Woldfogel (1997)]. In the first stage, werddound that boys and girls (separately)
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from the female-headed households are more likelgotto school. That is matriarchal
households favour both boys and girls but they dagirls schooling slightly more than
boys. The result is in fact surprising. The possiplanation may be that female-heads
are good managers of households. They feel moezims about their future and their
children’s future due to absence of male-head$iep $tress more on schooling of their
children (both male and female). The girl childfeom female-headed households are
left vulnerable in marriage market again due toeabe of male-head of household, so
their mothers stress on their education to haveoadgspouse in future. Another
possibility may be that female-heads can not intnysical capital due to poverty so
they desire for their children to have human cépitéhe form of education.

To see the impact of education of head of houseboldoys’ and girls’ activities,
we have used two types of variables regarding educaf head of household, i.e.
continuous variable (number of completed years daiication) and binary variables
(whether the head of household is literate orillite). In the first stage, it is found that
education of the head of household (as a continuatiable) enhances the prospects of
the education of both boys and girls. It means tinate exist complementarities between
the education of head of household and both baysgirls’ (separately) schooling. In
the third stage an incremental change in the eturcaf head of household lowers the
labour force participation of both boys and girlEhe results further indicated an
important notion that highly educated head of hbok#s are more prone for their girls’
education and restrict girls’ labour force partatipn more than boys. The phenomenon
has an important policy perspective for eliminatiohgender differences in children
activities, i.e. increase in adult education mayease girls’ welfare more than boys. The
literacy status of the head of household (as arpimariable) has also shown positive
impact on boys’ and girls’ schooling but literateakls of households favour boys’
schooling more as compared to girls. It means tkenthe adults literate (having at least
five years of education) only is not enough to favihe girls schooling and ultimately to
eliminate gender discrimination in child schoolibgt more years of education are
required for adults for the purpo$eThe literacy status of the head of household
negatively affects the part-time and full-time labdorce participation and home-care
activity of boys, and full-time labour force paitiation and home-care of girls.

The employment status and income level of the hafaldousehold both impact
schooling of boys and girls positively but the irapaf both is stronger for boys. The
results again show the lower demand for girls’ sting. In the third stage full-time
labour of both boys and girls is negatively relatedhe income of the head of household
and girls’ labour is strongly related to it.

3.3. Parent Characteristics

The decision of children activities is fundamentatletermined by the parent
characteristics and their bargaining power witlie household. Generally there exists a
differential effect of mother’s schooling and fateschooling on the acquisition of their
children schooling. Why does parent's schooling teratiin determining children’
schooling? Parental schooling may be a proxy foost of unobservable determinants,

8Summers (1994) has found similar results for tHecefof primary education on fertility rates, i.e.,
achievements beyond primary education have largierence on fertility rates than primary educatidone.
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such as parental preferences for education andtaissé given by parents in school
work. If parent’s education matters, it is naturalsk which parent’s education matters
more. The conventional wisdom is that the mothedscation is more important than the
father’s education in children’ attainment, incluglischooling [see for arguments, Maitra
(2003) for Bangladesh]. Why is mother’s schoolingrenimportant than father’'s? One
explanation rests on with the economists time ation model. Time spent in child-care
and time spent in labour market both contributénigh quality children. It raises the
question of the role of non-market versus markgduis in children’ educational
attainments. If we assume that non-market inputsnaore important, then the parent
who engages in relatively greater non-market agtisfhould exert a greater influence on
children’s schooling. Alternatively, if the contution through market work is more
important in determining children’ education thdre tinput through non-market, the
spouse who is relatively more engaged in markeivigctshould have the greater
influence?

The implication of the argument is that, for exaepghe mother spends relatively
more time than father at home versus in the labmarket, either her influence is
expected to be greater or lower. We might expeciatrans in this influence across
gender, (i) which face different relative pricesnadirket versus non-market activity, and
(ii) have differing elasticities of child rearingtévity with respect to labour force activity.
These two elements might lead us to expect a difteeffect of mother’s versus father’s
schooling and employment on children’ schoolinggender.

Behrman (1988) has argued that parents are generadlse to inequality among
children, while there are evidences of “son prefees” among resource constraint
parents [see for instance, Kishore (1993); King(k002)]. It is however difficult to have
a direct measure of parental preferences and tluss existing evidences in this respect
is of indirect nature. For instance, Kingdon (2002kd a variable relating to parental
opinion about gender equality in education anddititht girls whose parents believed in
gender equality attained significantly more edwratithan other girls. Parental
preferences may not always be aligned, for exanmpdgher may have more empathy for
daughters [see, Rosenweig and Evenson (1977) fai ldia] and fathers for sons.
Lillard and Willis (1994) found that in Malaysiaeghmother’s education has a far larger
effect on the daughter’s education (than on sond)tlae father’s education seems to have
greater impact on sons. Arguing that each paredtgation may be taken as indicator of
his/her individual preference, Kamphampati and E2001) suggested that higher
women'’s literacy encourages female education.

The first stage results of our study have showh phsent’s education (separately
of fathers and mothers) positively impacts (as rtinaous variable) the boys and girls’
schooling [see also, Ray (2000) for Pakistan; Kaangbati and Pal (2001) for India], but
the impact of both father's and mother’'s educationboy’s schooling is stronger than
girls. The question arises, why do parents’ edoodivours boys’ schooling? A possible
explanation is that the returns from education mfsbare generally higher than for girls,
and parents who care about the human capital ah#tiren, direct human resources to
the children with the highest marginal returns. eMtatively, it may be that the

°In the context of Pakistani and South Asian malevdated societies, the argument is hard to prove as
father’s word has more weight than mother’s dedpétecontribution to work.
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opportunity cost of schooling is higher for girlsah for boys due to the norm that
household activities are normally performed bygiffinally, it could be that in many
families it is the role of male children to takeeaf the parents when they are old. In the
situation both parents may prefer to ensure theit gons have higher human capital as
compared to their daughters, whose human capitaing may soon be shifted to another
family through marriage. What is interesting toenbere is that in the case of the boys,
father’ years of education has a higher effect dmosl participation as compared to
mother’s year of education. On the other handgfds, mother’ year of education has a
larger effect on school participation as compacethther’s years of education. Thus, the
effect of parent educational level on school atéereg@ of children is stronger for a given
sex than cross-sexes.

The parent education as a binary variable, i.¢éerdcy status of the parents
(whether the parents—separately, father and mothee-titerate or illiterate), has shown
a positive impact on both boys’ and girls’ schoaltipation. The boys with literate
fathers and mothers are 18 and 15 percent morly likego to school respectively. The
girls with literate fathers and mothers are 13 déghercent more likely to go to school. It
is evident from the figures that literate paremts more particular about the education of
children of their sex. It suggests, that, withie tiousehold father’s literacy could lead to
an advantage to boy’'s schooling and mother’s liter@ould lead to an advantage to the
girl's schooling. It explains that educated womee &etter able to understand the
ramifications of being educated. The result matoi#bh a number of studies [see for
instance, Thomas (1994) for child health], whiclowh that there exist intra-household
gender bias in the allocation of resources withrttweher favouring girls and the fathers
favouring boys. In the policy context, female adwdtication may be devised to eliminate
gender discrimination in child schooling.

In the third stage results, parent’s educatiora(asntinuous variable) have shown
negative impact on child labour of boys and ginlsywever father’'s education has shown
a greater impact on labour decision of boys thats.gDn the other hand, mother’'s
education has shown greater impact on the worksibeciof the girl than boy [see also,
Emerson and Portela (2001) for Brazil]. Similarlyarents’ education (as a binary
variable) has also shown negative impact on botts’hand girls’ full-time labour force
participation. The boys from literate father haveren probability not to work as
compared to girls. From literate mothers the bones rmore probable not to work as
compared to girls.

In the parent characteristics, the first stage Itesbhave further shown that
employment status of father and mother has a pesitinpact on boy's and girl's
schooling, i.e. boys and girls separately fromeh#loyed parents (fathers and mothers
separately) are more likely to go to school. Thihdds employment supports boy’s
schooling more than girl’s schooling. The boy's@aling as well is more supported by
mother’s employment as compared to girl's schootfhl is evident that employment
impact of father and mother is stronger for boyscampared to girls. The mother’s
employment impact on girl’s education is weakercampared to boy’s schooling. The

9t contradicts the general finding that mothersess to income-generating opportunities has a
significant positive effect on the well-being ofildnen, particularly female ones, indicating tharents’
relative bargaining positions affect children’s denequity [Thomas (1990); Haddad and Haddinot 199
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possible explanation may be that, although the eympént status of the mothers
positively impact the girl's schooling, but the iagt is partially weakened by the fact
that when mothers work outside the household, dauglfespecially elder daughters) are
often expected to stay at home to look after yousg@ings and do household chores.
The third stage results of mother's employment sutspthis notion, as the girls from

employed mothers are more likely to work [see digay (2000) for Pakistan] though the
result for mother’s employment on boys’ employmieritisignificant.

There are empirical evidences in the literaturewshg different effects of
mother’'s and father’'s resources on child activitifeomas (1997) concluded that the
share of the household budget spent on investmesgeciated with human capital
accumulation (health, education, and householdices) increases when both a
mother’s and father’s income increases, but theeage is well over four-times greater
for a mother. Similarly, the share of the budgeéntépon leisure (as aggregate of
recreation and ceremonial expenditures for birtysdaveddings, etc.) increases over
three-times as much as when a mother’s incomeasereelative to the income of father.
Thomas (1997) further examined the differenceshm éffects of parental income on
siblings. The results have shown that an increasaather’'s income improved height-
for-age and weight-for-height of both sons and déeig, but the effect on daughters was
much greater. An increase in a father's incomeéhasuch smaller effect on the health
measures for both sons and daughters but the effextiarge for sons. In our study the
income level of father has shown negative impadbath boys and girls’ full-time labour
force participation. Girls have more advantage atf going out for work by increase in
their father’s income as compared to the boys.h@mother hand income level of mother
has shown negative impact on both boys’ and giést-time labour force participation.
Here girls have more than two times advantage ofcombining school with work by
increase in their mother’s income as compared y3.bo

3.4. Household Characteristics

Household characteristics are important to analyse gender aspect of the
children activities. There prevail some complexintlation between household resource
constraint and parental preferences in intra-haaldehallocation of resources.
Quisumbing (1993) argued that families with differéand constraints have significantly
different pattern of schooling investments resgltin inequality among siblings. There
exists credit constraints in the case of humantahjmvestments. For a number of
reasons (i.e. human capital does not have collatealue; lenders cannot coerce
repayment on educational investments; returns ioamucapital are too risky, and parents
cannot insure that their children will repay sclioglinvestment) investments in human
capital are likely to be credit constrained, paitcly for poor households. On the other
hand, for assets-rich household, the credit coimstfar human capital investment is
substituted by credit on assets. Generally childmen engaged in household enterprise
activities [Rosati and Rossi (2001)], whether itdbéarm, a home-based manufacturing
operation, or a retail enterprise. These produdciisgets would have mixed impacts on
child labour. On the one hand, they may raise ll'shbpportunity cost of time in school
because the child is productive in labour actigiti©n the other hand, adults in the
household are also more productive, so the houdetai better afford allocating child
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time to schooling activities. This explains why sostudies have found that measures of
farm capital stock lower child labour [Levy (1985)hile others find the opposite
[Rosenzweig and Evenson (1977); Cockburn (200halotra and Heady's (2003)
results challenge the common presumption that daildur emerges from the poorest
households. They found that girls (from rural Pis and Ghana) of land-rich
households are more likely to be in work than giddand-poor households. The first
stage results of our study have shown that ownershiassets by the household has
positive impact on the schooling of both boys amtbgThe positive sign of coefficient
for boys and girls schooling is due to the econostitus of households due to ownership
of assets. Furthermore, the girls from househollsny assets are more likely to go to
school as compared to boys. It means the househultisassets are more inclined
towards girls schooling. The lower effect of assétthe household on boy’s schooling as
compared to girls is due to the positive impacasdets on boy’s activities of combining
school and work and negative impact of assets s gctivity of combining school and
work. The positive impact of ownership of assets bmys’ part-time work may be
explained as, more the assets a household has\aiteeis the probability for the boys to
continue school and work against the girls becajiite are more involved to household
chores.

The negative impact of ownership of assets on’gidg-time work may be due to
the fact that girls are more involved in househdidres instead of household enterprises
where they spend their part-time. As concerns thietime work, boys and girls from
households with ownership of assets are less liteelyork and girls in such households
are many times less likely to work as comparedagsbThe home-care activity of both
boys and girls is negatively related to the ownigrsi assets by the household. The girls
are many times less likely to do home-care as coenjgaboys in such households.

Becker and Lewis (1965) argued that investmenthia guality of children
increases at higher levels of household incomereTlle also some evidence that the
gender gap closes at higher levels of income, éapedf households are resource
constraint [Quisumbing (1993)]. We have found thausehold income and household
per capita income raise the school participatiod lamver the labour force participation
of both boys and girls. The increase in househaolwbine and household per capita
income favours girls more than boys, i.e. girls amere likely to go to school and less
likely to work as compared to boys by increase dadehold income and household per
capita income. Household per capita income decsetise home-care activity of both
boys and girls but boys get advantage over girthag are less likely to do home-care as
compared to boys. The results make it clear thatlgiedisparities in children welfare are
not only due to discriminatory attitude of the helusld but their inability to arrange the
equity of their children’ welfare.

Similarly the household poverty impacts the schaplof the boys and girls
negatively [see also, Arifet al. (1999)] and labour force participation positivelyhe
poverty status of the household impacts the gatdiooling and full-time labour force
participation more strongly. When a household faite poverty (also for the decrease in
household’s income and household per capita incothe)girls are more likely to drop
out schooling and join labour force as comparebadygs. It explains the inability of poor
parents to pay for girls as much in school feesraaterials [Hill and King (1993); Khan
(1993)]. This confirms the earlier observationse[far instance, Basu (1999)], that South
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Asian children, especially girls from poor houselspldrop out their schooling to enter
the labour markets. It indicates that eradicatingegpty can do a lot in reducing the gap
between welfare of boys and girls. The girls alacefworse due to seclusion ethic,
widely prevalent in poor communities of South Askom a long-term perspective,
policies have to aggressively erode the pillarg thgport seclusion norms along with
financial support to poor households. The lack obdy and accessible schools in
Pakistan, along with the consequent discount tlaermis place on the value of their
children’s education may also explain their behav{®&Ray (2000)].

Conceptually holding household wealth or parentahén capital constant, larger
households would have fewer resources per capitas We might anticipate household
size to be an alternative measure of poverty amday affect the activities of boys and
girls differently. This is not quite accurate, haxwe More adults per household would
raise the earning potential of the household. Térafraphic information on number of
adults and children in the household would be irgrdrfor children activities. Similarly,
school-age children may benefit from the preserfcearking-age siblings in the poor
households. Nevertheless, it may be important tmwkeuch type of effect, but whether
the child is boy or girl. We have included two tgpef explanatory variables regarding
household size in the model to analyse the impabbasehold size on boys’ and girls’
activities. They are, (i) continuous variables, hamber of household members, and (ii)
binary variable, i.e. whether the household sizmall (having maximum of 5 members)
or large. The family size has emerged as an impbdaterminant of boys’ and girls’
activities. An incremental change in family sizecidmses the schooling probability for
boys by 3.6 percent and for girls by 9.9 percette Tmpact is stronger for girls than
boys, that is, as the household size increasegitlseare dropped out schooling earlier
than boys. Similarly, if the family size is smdila/ing maximum of 5 members) the girls
are 14 percent more likely to go to school, thoubb result of this variable is
insignificant for boys. On the other hand, the fgnsize (as a continuous variable)
impacts the labour force participation of boys aids positively. The girls are three
times more likely to join labour force as compatedoys by an incremental change in
family size. It is corroborated by the first staggsults. As concerns the home-care
activity, the household size (as a binary variakligcts the boys and girls differently.
The boys from the smaller households are moreylikeldo home-care while girls are
less likely to do this.

The household composition affects the activitieb@fs and girls differently. Garg
and Morduch (1998) suggested that children (irretipe of their gender) are better off
on measured health indicators if they have sistadsno brothers. Dasgupta (1987) found
that girls with older sisters suffer most. We h&wmend that household composition exerts
an impact on boys’ and girls’ activities. The impacthrough the number of children in
the household, their age, and composition. The murob children (up to the age of 15
years) in the household has shown a negative effectchooling an positive effect on
labour force participation of school-age boys amdls JRosati and Rossi (2001) for
Pakistan have found such type of results for séhgobf girls only]. The effect is
stronger for girls than boys. That is, larger thwnber of children in the household, it is
more likely for girls than boys not to go to schawit to labour market. Further, for the
girls the number of children in the household haeguential effect, that is more the
number of children in the household they are ld®dyl to school, less likely to combine
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school with work, more likely to work and also mdifeely to do home-care. As a policy
proposal the fertility and population control padis in the country may contribute to the
welfare of children generally and girls specifigalbimilarly, the presence of school-age
children in the household decreases the boys’ arsl grobability for schooling and
increases the probability of labour force partitipa The girls face more disadvantage,
as girls are less likely to go to school and ldssy to work as compared to boys.

It is estimated that the presence of prime-agengibl(16 years or above) in the
household positively impacts the schooling probgbibf both boys and girls. But it
supports the boys’ schooling more than girls. Ssiblings decrease full-time work only
for girls. So the presence of prime-age siblingshim household enhances girls welfare
more than boys.

Locality of the household matters for both boys aywds activities. We have
estimated that in the urban households, both tlys bad girls are more likely to go to
school than in rural households [see also, Ray (qRGOr Pakistan]. The possible
explanation may be the better availability of sdhap facilities in urban areas as
compared to rural areas and urban households hare paying capacity for their
children as compared to rural ones. We are condewitd gender aspect of their effect,
so boys from urban households are 8.6 percent liketg to go to school as compared to
their rural counterparts. The girls from urban fehads are 18 percent more likely to go
to school than their rural counterparts. It shohat trural-urban disparity is higher for
girls’ schooling than boys. Hazarika (2001) fouhdt distance from primary school is a
significant determinant of female primary schootatment in rural Pakistan [see also,
Alderman, et al. (1996)]. This has the policy implication that iroping access to
primary schools will reduce the present gender larie in school participation. The
locality of the household affects full-time work bbys and girls differently. Being un
urban household the household has shown negatipacinon labour force participation
of boys and girls. The boys from urban househotddess likely to do work as compared
to girls. In the forth stage, the rural boys andsgare more likely to do home-care than
urban boys and girls, but the likelihood is muchheir for girls. For the policy matter
provision urban utilities may enhance children wedfand may provide more benefits to
girls as compared to boys.

4. CONCLUSION

The model and estimation we presented above allsvio analyse the gender
differences of children activities. To test howfei€ntly various parameters affect the
activities of boys and girls, we estimated our niddeboys and girls. The conclusion of
the study is summarised as below.

* The first-enrolment of both boys and girls is deldyut girls’ first enrolment is
more delayed than boys. The provision of pre-sdhgdlacilities may induce
the first-enrolment earlier for both boys and girls

« For the boys, after 9.64 years of age, increasggglawers school participation
and raises labour force participation but for gater 8.15 years, increase in age
lowers school participation and raises labour fgragicipation (home-care also
increases for girls by increasing-age). The comgiims of opportunity cost of
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schooling may reduce the school drop-out and chédour. But more
compensation is required for girls.

Girls are likely to drop out of the school earliban boys, i.e. there exists a stark
gender disparity in continuation of schooling. Rs@mn of girls’ schools may
increase the continuation of girl's schooling. Bgénerally provision of
schooling facilities will reduce boys’ child laboorore than girls. So incentives
for demand for girls’ schooling are required.

Education of head of household (as a continuousabia) enhances the
prospects of education and lower labour force piadtion of both boys and
girls but the variable supports the girl's welfatightly more than boys. On the
other hand literacy status (at least five yearsdafcation) of head of household
(as a binary variable—whether the head of househatédcompleted at least five
years of education or not) supports the boys satgpahore than girls. So only
five years of adult education can not eliminate dggndisparity in children
education. More than five years of adult educatonaverage is proposed for
elimination of gender disparity in children eduoati It needs hectic adult
literacy programs.

The father's education negatively affects the bdgdour force participation
stronger than girls and mother’'s education affélogsgirls stronger than boys.
The adult education may increase children’ welfame specifically mother’s
education may decrease the gender disparity.

The employment of father and mother supports theang of both boys and
girls separately but father as well as mother’s legnpent supports boys’
schooling more than girls’.

The girls are more likely to go to school than bayshe households having
assets and they are many times less likely to Wolkime than boys. The
provision of collateral loaning to asset-less hbodgs may increase the children
welfare and decrease the gender disparity in ehéliflare.

The increase in household income and householdgpta income come out to
support the girls in school participation and lowss labour force participation,
more as compared to boys. Income subsidies targatpdorer families whose
children are unlikely to attend school in the alegeof policy interventions may
be effective.

Poverty status of the household discourages theosioly of both boys and girls
but girls’ schooling is severely affected by sligliof household into poverty. On
the other hand poverty pushes the girls into fatlet labour force early than
boys. The provision of subsidised schools can ki t reduce child labour and
gender disparity among children by breaking thk between poverty and child
labour.

Household size (number of household members) impaet schooling of boys
and girls negatively and full-time labour force ti@pation positively, and girls
are affected more than boys. Similarly presencsabiool-age children in the
household decreases the boys and girls probafilitgchooling and girls are at
more disadvantage. The fertility and populationtomnmay decrease gender
disparity in children welfare.
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« The presence of prime-age siblings in the househatdshown positive impact
on the schooling probability of both boys and giltsit it supports the boys’
schooling more than girls

« Urban boys and girls are more likely to go to sdhban rural boys and girls but
rural urban disparity is higher in girls’ schoolingn the other hand rural boys
and girls are more likely to do home-care than mrbaes and likelihood is
much higher for girls. The provision of basic ti#s in rural areas may be used
to enhance children welfare specifically of girls.
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Appendix A
Table 3

Summary Statistics (Mean and Standard DeviationBfiys (5-15 Years)

Boys going to Boys going to school as Boys not going to Boys neither going to

Variable school only well as work school but work school nor work
1. Child Characteristics
BORD 2.08527 2.1051 2.4954 2.9675
(1.0310) (1.6824) (1.5466) (1.2141)
CAGE 9.1938 13.1255 10.9947 8.9725
(2.7812) (2.8841) (2.1189) (3.4895)
CAGESQ 92.2015 178.61 111.6567 75.9425
(52.4562) (57.0445) (58.9625) (67.4851)
CEDU 3.9105 6.3917 1.0572 0.6224
(2.5788) (2.4431) (1.7624) (1.3442)
2. Head-of-Household Characteristics
HGEN 0.9794 0.9246 0.9216 0.9729
(0.0734) (0.0446) (0.0761) (0.0746)
HEDU 6.9302 4.1343 1.8223 0.9843
(6.1226) (3.6144) (1.4636) (2.8163)
HLIT 0.3675 0.2247 0.0864 0.0711
(0.5914) (0.3964) (0.6831) (0.4126)
HEMP 0.9147 0.7926 0.6732 0.8024
(0.2803) (0.7621) (0.2887) (0.4265)
HY 4031.39 3260.65 1221.84 1926.25
(7617.87) (1734.92) (824.62) (1363.11)
3. Parent Characteristics
FEDU 4.9147 2.7243 0.8559 0.7266
(6.1416) (3.6197) (2.6145) (2.4619)
FLIT 0.6176 0.2171 0.1425 0.1266
(0.5730) (0.8698) (0.6508) (0.4691)
FEMP 0.9147 0.9337 0.7464 0.9253
(0.2803) (3.9862) (1.8808) (2.5619)
FY 5996.51 1861.74 1345.49 1862.03
(7623.19) (1245.34) (653.94) (845.27)
MEDU 3.4573 2.0134 0.4524 0.1956
(6.6930) (2.4919) (0.8162) (0.7345)
MLIT 0.2224 0.0639 0.0282 0.0806
(0.6224) (0.6522) (0.2391) (0.2265)
MEMP 0.1023 0.1727 0.1831 0.1210
(0.2557) (0.4610) (0.6149) (0.5721)
MY 1974.03 676.27 821.37 886.53
(3015.41) (876.38) (724.62) (773.52)
4. Household Characteristics
ASST 0.8759 0.8503 0.6275 0.5981
(0.3309) (0.4173) (0.4761) (0.6328)
HHY 9877.63 3772.37 2085.41 2196.70
(4361.67) (2843.51) (1296.69) (1764.82)
HHPCY 1720.62 888.67 417.92 345.45
(2088.29) (461.53) (210.65) (280.67)
HPOVTY 0.4092 0.7419 0.8725 0.6706
(0.5284) (0.4742) (0.6193) (0.5416)
HHSIZ 6.4031 7.3268 7.5496 7.4605
(1.7832) (1.6731) (1.8857) (2.3352)
HHSSIZ 0.3720 0.1447 0.3193 0.2353
(0.4852) (1.5671) (0.5122) (0.4592)
NCHILD 3.4263 3.6597 4.9408 4.7215
(1.3737) (1.7801) (1.9430) (1.8473)
CHILDO4 0.4418 0.3813 0.5073 0.7452
(0.6835) (0.5283) (0.6139) (0.7174)
CHILD515 3.0166 3.2371 2.4542 2.8831
(1.1792) (1.4043) (1.5763) (0.7293)
SIB16 0.9491 1.2437 1.0226 0.7864
(0.8941) (1.4253) (1.3741) (1.6401)
LOC 0.7241 0.5173 0.6964 0.2937
(0.6754) (0.6361) (0.5287) (0.5103)
Sample Size 3911 484 1318 1946

Total sample size is 7659.

Note: The figures in normal font are Mean and figurepanenthesis are Standard Deviation.
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Sequential Probit Results for Boys (5—15 Years)

Table 4

187

First Stage:
P1:

Second Stage:
P2:

Third Stage:

P3:

Fourth Stage:
P4:

probability that the probability that the probability that the probability that the
boy goes to school boy goes to school boy does not goto boy neither go to

school nor work

Variable only as well as work school but work
Constant —1.8696 0.1165 —0.4902 0.8617
-10.2345 1.5323 -4.2063 14.3570
(-3.03290) (0.3027) (-1.2973) (2.2515)
1. Child Characteristics
BORD —0.0016 0.0095 —0.0085 0.0466
-0.9141 0.1249 —1.2983 0.7771
(-1.4671)* (0.4130) (-1.2881)* (1.6096)*
CAGE 0.2409 0.0244 0.0953 -0.0943
1.3519 0.3213 0.7120 -1.5725
(4.03975)** (1.5638)* (1.7937)* (-2.3127)*
CAGESQ -0.1121 0.0010 0.0016 0.0031
—-0.846 0.0144 0.4502 0.0525
(~4.6908)** (0.5631) (1.6800)** (1.4135)*
CEDU 0.2869 0.0376 -0.0517 —-0.0839
0.1569 0.4956 —0.3892 -1.3981
(1.9046)** (4.1090)** (~4.1704)** (-2.7808)*
2. Head-of-Household Characteristics
HGEN -0.1537 0.0267 0.0465 -0.0219
—-1.2095 1.7382 1.1156 -1.7762
(-2.4873)** (0.4351) (1.2869)* (-1.6851)**
HEDU 0.1699 —0.3088 -0.272 —-0.2768
6.4017 -4.0610 -3.2561 -4.6130
(1.5253)* (—0.3408) (-1.3669)* (-0.4174)
HLIT 0.2486 —0.6829 -0.1325 —-0.0944
1.5289 1.3239 —1.0552 -1.0395
(1.3245)* (-2.3343)** (-2.2756)** (-1.8732)**
HEMP 0.1121 0.0064 —0.0080 0.1351
0.6139 0.1657 -0.6021 2.2508
(2.1083)* (0.0268) (-0.1205) (1.9199)*
HY 0.0193 —0.0003 0.0014 -0.004
0.1740 —-0.4240 0.4779 -0.7616
(1.6640)** (-0.3496) (1.6020)* (~1.7081)**
3. Parent Characteristics
FEDU 0.0737 0.2992 -0.2193 0.2719
6.3159 3.9337 —-4.1927 4.5306
(1.5182)* (0.3301) (-1.3602)* (0.4100)
FLIT 0.1832 -0.8421 -0.1934 -0.0138
1.1283 0.6347 -1.4127 —0.3295
(2.2465)* (-0.4327) (-1.9325)** (-0.6047)
FEMP 0.0627 -0.0201 0.0128 0.0668
0.1535 -0.3047 0.5227 0.3428
(2.3415)** (-1.3961)* (0.0016) (0.0155)
FY —-8.5949 0.0003 —0.0007 0.0004
-0.4705 0.4208 -1.6630 0.7972
(-0.1661) (0.3918) (-1.9960)** (1.7347)*
MEDU 0.0477 —0.0098 —0.0291 0.0191
0.1517 -1.3812 -1.6873 0.3191
(1.9874)** (-2.1698)** (-2.2169)** (1.3265)*

Continued—
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Table 4—Continued

MLIT 0.1534 0.9762 —0.2680 0.8721
1.1147 0.3756 -1.7022 0.6726
(1.7628)** (0.8432) (-1.6745)** (0.0065)
MEMP 0.0815 -0.0201 0.0500 0.0228
0.4462 —0.2655 1.6685 0.3806
(1.9296)** (-1.1961) (0.7152) (0.3751)
MY 0.0001 —-0.0007 2.5482 0.0001
0.6371 -0.1026 0.5109 0.3126
(0.2846) (-2.3177)** (0.0908) (0.4204)
4. Household Characteristics
ASST 0.0631 0.0987 -0.0180 -0.0537
0.3459 1.2982 —1.2406 -0.8953
(1.6273)* (1.6425)* (-1.4033)* (-1.2952)*
HHY 0.0971 -0.1435 -0.1137 0.2198
1.4318 -1.3174 —1.4903 0.9732
(2.7496)** (-1.3829)* (—2.9372)** (0.9216)
HHPCY 0.0008 0.0006 —-0.0003 —0.0004
0.4674 0.9174 -0.1104 —-0.6880
(1.8214)* (1.0656) (-1.4052)* (—2.0683)**
HPOVTY -0.0916 -0.1993 0.0931 0.0021
-1.0628 -0.6928 1.3062 0.2774
(-1.7539)** (-1.9058)** (1.6347)* (0.0675)
HHSIZ —-0.0362 —0.0545 0.0159 0.0205
0.1986 -0.7169 0.2486 0.3417
(-1.8126)** (-1.7884)** (1.4146)* (0.7543)
HHSSIZ 0.0405 -0.1270 0.0116 0.1857
0.2219 -1.6701 0.4851 3.0953
(0.4958) (-2.0137)** (0.2056) (2.7137)*
NCHILD —-0.0552 -0.0267 0.01877 0.0328
-0.3021 -0.3520 0.1754 0.5476
(-1.6181)* (-0.5473) (1.6287)* (1.2620)
CHILDO0O4 -0.0694 0.0563 —0.0468 —0.1300
-0.3799 0.7404 1.0961 -2.1658
(-1.9733)** (0.9732) (-0.9168) (-0.1635)
CHILD515 -0.0618 0.1823 0.0764 0.1826
-0.5289 0.5931 1.5492 0.6812
(-1.6339)* (1.0072) (1.3595)* (0.6738)
SIB16 0.1854 -0.1575 -0.6734 —0.9731
1.2536 -0.0793 -0.9267 -0.9070
(2.6391)** (-0.9347) (—0.9545) (-1.0310)
LOC 0.0863 0.2431 -0.1248 0.0395
1.2564 0.7192 -1.4785 1.9294
(1.5342)* (0.6371) (-1.8436)** (3.4128)**
Log of Likelihood
Function -3274.4871 —335.2305 -941.94 —1224.5858
Number of
Observation 3911 484 1318 1946
Percent Correct
Prediction 0.8296 0.9360 0.9257 0.9475

Note: The figures in normal font are parameter estimdiekl figures are probability derivative, and figs in
parenthesis arestatistics.
** Indicates significant at 5 percent level anchtlicates significant at 10 percent level.
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Table 5
Summary Statistics (Mean and Standard Deviation§ids (5-15 Years)
Girls Girls Girls Girls
going to school going to school not going to neither going to
Variable only as well as work school but work school nor work
1. Child Characteristics

BORD 2.4770 2.9152 2.8296 1.9862
(1.3023) (1.8393) (1.6562) (1.9472)
CAGE 8.9082 10.5162 9.9081 9.3789
(2.5910) (2.5286) (2.4845) (2.9412)

CAGESQ 86.0091 125.7561 94.1986 93.6354
(50.7757) (45.7321) (52.3062) (54.1281)
CEDU 3.0412 5.9571 0.9780 0.4312
(2.569) (3.1576) (1.0189) (1.2694)

2. Head-of-Household Characteristics

HGEN 0.9808 0.9383 0.9495 0.9673
(0.0957) (0.1328) (0.0950) (0.0694)
HEDU 8.6146 2.3523 0.9472 1.0331
(6.2448) (2.9462) (1.7895) (0.6276)
HLIT 0.5293 0.0931 0.1167 0.1483
(0.7382) (0.4113) (0.3094) (0.5837)
HEMP 0.9541 0.6825 0.5294 0.7328
(0.2101) (0.3416) (0.2253) (0.4763)

HY 5646.78 1937.87 958.98 1435.97
(11250.46) (1034.42) (894.69) (924.41)

3. Parent Characteristics

FEDU 7.5963 1.9457 0.4182 0.8394
(6.2688) (4.8730) (3.9629) (2.7143)
FLIT 0.6937 0.19627 0.1275 0.1735
(0.6547) (0.7428) (0.5428) (0.5286)
FEMP 0.9541 0.9447 0.7834 0.9465
(0.2101) (2.9973) (1.9851) (2.7630)

FY 7851.37 1386.83 987.63 2054.87
(11247.82) (983.65) (586.27) (964.72)
MEDU 4.4954 1.9753 0.2749 0.1385
(6.6647) (3.9872) (0.7849) (0.7494)
MLIT 0.5276 0.1964 0.1187 0.1598
(0.7548) (0.5368) (0.2865) (0.2176)
MEMP 0.1649 0.1354 0.1975 0.1674
(0.2291) (0.5287) (0.5934) (0.5732)
MY 3127.06 372.85 543.87 482.86
(5421.18) (275.94) (437.63) (54.87)

4. Household Characteristics

ASST 0.8715 0.7553 0.5974 0.5287
(0.3361) (0.5387) (0.3964) (0.6539)

HHY 10684 2965.73 1684.87 1975.76
(4872.87) (1853.87) (976.54) (1165.76)
HHPCY 2114.61 653.65 376.65 432.86
(3601.27) (376.84) (187.56) (254.87)
HPOVTY 0.3386 0.8954 0.8156 0.7587
(0.4854) (0.5386) (0.7436) (0.6528)
HHSIZ 6.8807 7.9854 7.6743 7.8723
(1.7623) (1.9637) (1.5479) (1.9754)
HHSSIZ 0.3119 0.1865 0.1674 0.2476
(0.4654) (1.6385) (0.5472) (0.4376)
NCHILD 3.9541 3.7432 4.9659 4.6843
(1.4362) (1.6743) (1.4765) (1.8458)
CHILDO4 0.4311 0.3965 0.4964 0.7356
(0.6578) (0.6423) (0.1486) (0.6587)
CHILD515 3.5504 2.7648 2.2374 2.3418
(3.5504) (1.5376) (1.4765) (0.1174)
SIB16 0.8654 1.0324 1.8643 0.7535
(0.9876) (1.2310) (1.3876) (1.2654)
LOC 0.7532 0.4976 0.5863 0.1875
(0.6423) (0.6321) (0.5327) (0.7424)

Sample size 2655 461 498 2926

Total sample size is 6540.
Note: The figures in normal font are Mean and figurepanenthesis are Standard Deviation.
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Table 6
Sequential Probit Results for Girls (5—15 Years)
First Stage: Second Stage: Third Stage: Fourth Stage:
P= P= Ps= Ps=
probability that the probability that the probability that the probability that the
girls goes to school girls goes to school girls does not go to girls neither go to
Variable only as well as work school but work school nor work
Constant -0.7515 -0.0625 -0.1679 -0.0417
-5.8396 -3.4500 -1.7282 -1.3422
(-1.4503) (-1.1056) (-0.2198) (-0.8294)
1. Child Characteristics
BORD 0.0019 —0.0002 0.0312 -0.0877
0.1492 -0.1615 0.7135 -0.7194
(1.3580)* (—0.0803) (1.8315)* (-2.2828)**
CAGE 0.1207 0.0137 0.0508 -0.1049
0.9383 0.7554 1.3463 —-0.8605
(2.0494)** (1.4555)* (2.3072)** (-2.0375)**
CAGESQ -0.0674 —-0.0063 —-0.0052 0.0073
-0.8462 -0.3484 —-0.5409 0.0603
(-3.2719)** (-1.5063)* (-1.9869)** (2.8395)**
CEDU 0.0803 0.0037 -0.0264 —0.0548
0.6243 0.2076 -0.7296 —0.4498
(3.5587)** (2.6293)** (-0.1857) (—2.9004)**
2. Head-of-Household Characteristics
HGEN -0.1824 -0.0021 0.0019 —0.0004
-0.5128 —-0.7605 1.0256 -1.4421
(-1.9735)** (-0.0011) (1.1439) (-0.0012)
HEDU 0.1842 0.0001 -0.1636 -0.2334
5.6279 0.2250 -1.6813 -1.9142
(1.4683)* (0.0747) (-1.1383)* (-0.1707)
HLIT 0.2175 -0.4623 -0.1583 -0.0432
1.2306 -0.3784 -0.2583 2.5892
(1.2963)* (-0.3641) (-1.5673)* (-1.4807)*
HEMP 0.0482 0.0246 -0.3451 0.3169
0.3746 0.6512 -3.5523 2.5982
(1.9878)** (0.4125) (-2.4271)** (2.4312)**
HY 0.0018 —5.4050 0.0016 0.0011
-0.1444 -0.2979 0.5567 0.9468
(1.2971)* (-0.0699) (1.5876) (0.1451)
3. Parent Characteristics
FEDU 0.0274 0.0003 -0.1362 0.2021
5.4896 0.0211 1.4026 1.6576
(1.4568)* (0.1487) (-1.6154)* (0.1478)
FLIT 0.1386 —-0.0876 —-0.0854 -0.0143
1.2147 -0.2216 -0.0213 -0.6471
(2.8739)** (-0.9742) (-1.9631)** (-0.9874)
FEMP 0.0543 -0.0367 0.0476 0.0054
0.5059 -0.9538 0.3522 0.3042
(1.9643)** (-1.0378) (0.43865) (0.0015)
FY 0.0017 5.4892 —-0.0002 -0.0011
0.2385 0.3025 -1.2473 -0.9040
(1.8491)* (0.6812) (-1.4086)* (—0.1385)
MEDU 0.0396 0.0034 -0.0521 0.0167
0.0536 0.4474 .03366 0.1371
(1.5156)* (0.2532) (-1.7310)** (0.9398)

Continued—
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Table 6—Continued

MLIT 0.1639 —0.0086 —0.2364 0.0876
1.1213 -0.5279 -0.6498 0.6693
(1.6286)* (-0.8700) (1.6310)* (0.9284)
MEMP 0.0610 0.0725 0.0795 -0.0334
0.4747 0.9642 1.8477 -0.2741
(1.5718)* (1.8578) (1.3442)* (-0.3053)
MY —-0.0004 —-0.0016 0.0003 —0.0001
—-0.3686 —0.8909 0.7337 —-0.8445
(—0.9805) (—3.2834)** (2.2728)** (-1.3480)*
4. Household Characteristics
ASST 0.1961 -0.0178 -0.1343 -0.1501
1.5238 -0.9852 -1.3822 -1.2306
(3.3957)* (—2.7059)** (-1.9373)** (—2.4038)**
HHY 0.0362 -0.2165 —0.0964 —0.8951
1.3082 —0.9562 -1.1776 -0.9321
(1.4813)* (-0.9431) (-1.7321)* (-0.4587)
HHPCY 0.0004 —-0.0007 -0.0025 —0.0002
0.3409 -0.4215 -0.1925 -1.2566
(1.2781)* (—2.7284)** (—2.3059)** (-1.1757)
HPOVTY -0.1995 -0.7654 0.2145 0.9535
—1.5942 -0.0291 1.5421 0.4251
(—2.4564)** (-0.7538) (2.1398)** (0.0075)
HHSIZ —-0.0995 —0.0003 0.1491 0.0430
-0.7734 -0.1907 4.6227 0.3527
(-1.3752)* (-0.0953) (2.2630)** (0.6772)
HHSSIZ 0.1407 -0.2436 0.2551 —0.2026
1.0938 -1.8607 2.6265 -1.6610
(1.2865)** (-0.6386) (1.9038)** (-1.5304)*
NCHILD —-0.0346 -0.0107 0.0236 0.0454
-0.2694 0.5902 0.2438 0.3729
(-1.5737)* (-1.8168)** (1.5130)* (1.3249)*
CHILDO0O4 —-0.0303 —0.0005 0.3373 0.0154
-0.2357 -1.3142 3.4717 0.1270
(-0.3551) (-0.0801) (2.0646)** (2.2065)**
CHILD515 —-0.0954 1.2765 0.0075 0.3135
-0.0764 1.0253 0.9164 0.0498
(-1.9635)** (1.0875) (2.1789)** (0.9675)
SIB16 0.1765 —2.7468 —0.0153 0.0325
1.4728 -1.7781 -1.9443 0.5526
(1.9432)* (-0.0065) (-1.9634)** (1.0563)
LOC 0.1823 0.0602 0.0384 -0.2961
1.0234 0.8265 0.1764 -1.2581
(1.6295)* (1.1267) (1.9772)* (—2.2467)**
Log of Likelihood
Function —2242.48 -345.52 -431.95 —2239.91
Number of
Observation 2655 461 498 2926
R-Squared 0.6874 0.5433 0.6176 0.7578
Percent Correct
Prediction 0.9125 0.9892 0.9125 0.8961

Note: The figures in normal font are parameter estimdiekl figures are marginal probability derivatiesd
figures in parenthesis are t-statistics.
** |ndicates significant at 5 percent level anchtlicates significant at 10 percent level.



192 Rana Ejaz Ali Khan

REFERENCES

ADB (2003) Policy on Gender and Developmeritsian Development Bank (ADB).
Manila, Philippines.

Akhtar, S. (1996) Do Girls have a Higher School pout Rate than Boys? A Hazard
Rate Analysis of Evidence from a Third World Cityrban Studie83:1, 49-62.

Alderman, H..et. al. (1996) Decomposing the Gender Gap in CognitivélsSki a Poor
Rural Economy.Journal of Human Resource®l:1, 229-54.

Arif, G. M. (2000) Recent Rise in Poverty and Itsplications for Poor Households in
Pakistan.ThePakistan Development Revie3®:4, 1153-70.

Arif, G. M., Najam-us-Saqgib and G. M. Zahid (1999pverty, Gender and Primary
School Enrolment in Pakistafhe Pakistan Development Reviggi4,979-90.

Bardhan, K. and S. Kalsen (1998) Women in Emerdisig: Welfare, Employment and
Human DevelopmentAsian Development Revieh@:1, 72—-125.

Barki, A. A. and L. Shahnaz (2003chool Attendance, Child Labour or Home
Production? Gender Bias in Household Choitahore University of Management
Sciences, Lahore.

Basu, K. (1999) Child Labour: Cause, Consequenees, Cure, with Remarks on
International Labour Standardgournal of Economic Literatur&7:3, 1083-119.

Becker, G. and H. G. Lewis (1965) On the Interactetween the Quantity and Quality
of Children. Journal of Political Economy279-288.

Behrman, J. R. (1988) Intra-household AllocatiorNeftrients in Rural India: Are Boys
Favoured? Do Parents Exhibits in Equality Aversi@xford Economic Paperd0:1,
32-54

Behrman, J. R. and J. C. Knowles (1999) Househwddme and Child Schooling in
Vietnam. The World Bank Economic Revié®&.2, 211-250.

Bhalotra, S. and C. Heady (2003) Child Farm Labdine Wealth Parado¥Vorld Bank
Economic RevieWw7:2, 197-227

Bhalotra, S. and C. L. Attfield (1998) InterahousiehResource Allocation in Rural
Pakistan: A Semiparametric Analysi®urnal of Applied Econometrick3:5, 463-
80.

Biggeri, M., L. Guarcello, S. Lyon, and F. C. R#s2003) The Puzzle of ‘Idle
Children’: Neither in School Nor Performing Econanfictivity: Evidence from Six
Countries. Research Paper, Understanding Childraierk. An Inter-Agency
Research Co-operation Project. A Joint Project. @, IUNICEF and World Bank.

Buvinic, M. and G. Gupta (1993Responding to Insecurity in the 1990s: Targeting
women-Headed and Women-Maintained Families in @iy CountriesLondon:
London School of Economics.

Cartwright, K. (1999) Child Labour in Colombia. . Grootaert and H. A. Patrinos
(eds.) (1999 he Policy Analysis of Child Labour: A Comparatseidy.New York:
St. Martin Press.

Chaudheri, D. P., A. L. Nagar., T. Rehman, and .BVison (1999) Determinants of
Child Labour in Indian States: Some Empirical Exptmns 1961-1991. Department
of Economics, University of Wollongong. (Workinggta No. 99-9.)

Cigno, A. and F. C. Rosati (2002) Child Labour, Eation and Nutrition in Rural India.
Pacific Economic RevieW, 65-83.



Gender Analysis of Children’s Activities 193

Cigno, A., F. C. Rosati, and Z. Tzannatos (2002)jdCbabour Hand Book. The World
Bank, Washington, DC. (Social Protection Discus$aper No. 2006.)

Cockburn, J. (2000XChild Labour Versus Education: Poverty Constraint lacome
Opportunities Oxford: Nuffield College.

CRPRID (2002) Pakistan Human Condition Report 200&lamabad: Centre for
Research on Poverty Reduction and Income Distobuti

CUTS (2003) Child Labour in South Asia: Are Traden&ions the AnswerResearch
Report by CUTS Centre for International Trade, Exoits and Environment. Jaipur,
India.

Dasgupta M. (1987) Selective Discrimination AgaiRsmale Children in Rural Punjab.
Population and Development Revig@:1, 77-100.

Duraisamy, P. (2002) Changes in Returns to Edutdtiolndia, 1983-94:By Gender,
Age-Cohort and Locatioreconomics of Education Revi@d:4, 609-622.

Emerson, P. M. and A. P. Souza (2002) Birth Ordéhjld Labour and School
Attendance in Brazil. Department of Economics, Madt University, Nashville.
(Working Paper No. 02-W12.)

Emerson, P. M. and A. Portela (200Bargaining over Sons and Daughters: Child
Labour, School Attendance and Intra-household Geriias in Brazil Ithaca:
Department of Economics, Cornell University.

FBS (1996)Child Labour Surveyislamabad: Federal Bureau of Statistics.

Folbre, N. (1984) The Pauperisation of Motherhdedtriarchy and Public Policy in the
United StatesReview of Radical Political Economit§:4, 72-88.

Garg, A. and J. Morduch (1998) Sibling Rivalry at& Gender Gap: Evidence from
Child Health Outcome in Ghandournal of Population Economidsl:4, 471-93.

Haddad, L. and J. Haddinott (1995) Does Femalenec&hare Influence Household
Expenditures®xford Bulletin of Economics and Statisti€s1, 77-96.

Haqg, Mehboob ul (199Muman Development in South As@xford: Oxford University
Press.

Hazarika, G. (2001) The Sensitivity of Primary SechBnrolment to the Costs of Post-
Primary Schooling in Rural Pakistan: A Gender Pectipe. Education Economics
9:3, 237-44.

Hill, A. and E. King (1993)Women’ Development in Developing Countries: Bagjer
Benefits, and PolicieBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Kambhampati, U. S. and S. Pall (2001) Role of Patdriteracy in Explaining Gender
Differences: Evidence from Child Schooling in Indi&uropean Journal of
Development Researdi3:2.

Khan, A. H. (1997) Education in Pakistan: Fifty Yeaof Neglect. The Pakistan
Development Revie®6:4.

Khan, S. (1993) South Asia. In A. Hill and E. Kikigomen'’s Education in Developing
Countries: Barriers, Benefits, and Policiddaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Kingdon, G. (2002) The Gender Gap in Education&giAtment in India: How Much Can
Be Explaineddournal of Development Studigs:1, 39-65.

Kishore, S. (1993) May God Give Sons to All? Gended Child Mortality in India.
American Sociological Revie248-265.



194 Rana Ejaz Ali Khan

Levy, V. (1985) Cropping Pattern, Mechanisationjl€habour, and Fertility Behaviour
in a Farming Economy: Rural EgygEconomic Development and Cultural Change
33, 777-791.

Lillard, L. and R. J. Willis (1994) IntergeneratanEducational Mobility.Journal of
Human Resourcekl26—66.

Mahmood, N. and Durr-e-Nayab (1998) Gender Dimerssiof Demographic Change in
PakistanThe Pakistan Development Revigw4, 705-21.

Maitra, P. (2003) Schooling and Educational Attaémtn Evidence from Bangladesh.
Education Economic$1:2, 129-53.

Pal, S. and G. Makepeace (2003) Current Contraeeptse in India: Has the Role of
Women' Education been Overemphasisdeliropean Journal of Development
Research5:1.

Pall, S. (1999) An Analysis of Childhood Malnutoiti in Rural India: Role of Gender,
Income and Other Household Characteristigerld Developmer27:1, 1151-71.

Polachak, S. W. and J. Robst (1997) Review of: dtment in Women’ Human Capital.
Journal of Economic Literaturg5:2, 1404—-1406.

Quisumbing, A. R. (1993) Intergenerational Trarsfém Philippines Rice Villages:
Gender Differences in Traditional Inheritance CuostoJournal of Development
Economic43:2, 167-96.

Ranis, G., F. Stewart, and A. Ramirez (2000) Ecdoo@rowth and Human
DevelopmentWorld Developmeri28:2, 197-219.

Ray, R. (2000) Child Labour, Child Schooling andeifHnteraction with Adult Labour:
Empirical Evidence for Peru and Pakistsivorld Bank Economic Revieid:2, 347—
67.

Ray, R. (2001) Simultaneous Analysis of Child Labour and Child ddimg:
Comparative Evidence from Nepal and Pakist8ohools of Economics, University
of Tasmania, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia.

Rosati, F. and M. Rossi (2001) Children’ Workingui® School Enrolment and Human
Capital Accumulation: Evidence from Pakistan andcakagua. Understanding
Children’ Work, A Joint Project of ILO, Unicef antforld Bank. (Research Paper.)

Rosenzweig, M. and T. P. Schultz (1982) Market Qpputies, Genetic Endowments,
and Intra-family Resource Distribution: Child Swai in Rural India. American
Economic Review2, 803-15.

Rosenzweig, M. R. and R. Evenson (1977) FertilBghooling and the Economic
Contribution of Children in Rural India: An Econotrie Analysis. Econometrica
45:5, 1065-79.

Srinivasan, P. and J. Dreze (199%)dowhood and Poverty in Rural Indidlumbai:
Indira Gandhi Institute of Development Research.

Summers, L. (1994nvesting in All Peoplé/ashington, DC.: The World Bank.

Summers, L. H. (1991) Investing in All Peoplée Pakistan Development Revigiv4.

Thomas, D. (1990) Intra-household Resource Allocatiournal of Human Resources
25, 634-64.

Thomas, D. (1994) Like Father, Like Son; Like Mathé&ike Daughter: Parental
Resources and Child Heigldburnal of Human Resourc28, 950-989.



Gender Analysis of Children’s Activities 195

Thomas, D. (1997) Income, Expenditure, and Healthtc@mes: Evidence on
Intrahousehold Resource Allocation. In J. H. L. Had and H. Alderman (eds.)
Intrahousehold Resource Allocation in Developingi@oes: Models, Methods, and
Policy. Baltimore: John Hopkin University Press.

Todaro, M. P. and S. C. Smith (200B3onomic Developmendth Edition. Singapore:
Pearson Education.

UNDP (1997) Human Development Report 199TUnited Nations Development
Programme.

Varley, A. (1996) Women-headed Households: SomeeMegual than Others®/orld
Developmeng4, 505-520.

Waldgfogel, J. (1997) The Effects of Children on Mém’'s Wages.American
Sociological Review82, 209-217.



