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0.0 Introduction

The persistence of high fertility in especially sub-Saharan Africa (Caldwell,
1987) only declined by one child, from about 7 in the 1950’s to a little less
than 6 in Year 2000 (United Nations, 2004) _ and the accompanying similar
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large household, especially in a situation of nearly abject poverty conditions
(the rich get richer and the poor get children) has elicited much interest and a
wide range of explanations. Most interesting has been the polar difference
between the neo-classical school seeing lack of knowledge of means of
contraception in contrast to a systemic outlook by the other side, with the
value of children to families being the basic explanation (Cain, 1977,

Caldwell, 1977; Kamuzora, 1984).

A homo sapiens basis, especially that people live sustainable life in corporate
household units, brings up an idea of complementarity _that each member is

of critical value that makes for no need of fertility limitation. Interest in this
line of pursuit arises from convincing evidence in Africa, of less poverty with

higher household size.

Evidence of declining poverty with larger household size in Africa is not new.
Analysis of Demographic and Health Surveys across Africa (Kamuzora,
2001), sequel to prompting surveys, e.g. (Kamuzora and Gwalema, 1998;
Kamuzora and Mkanta (2000), has been a major corroborative source. This
seemingly strange result compels for seeking more independent evidence.
Readily available has been the Tanzania 1988 Census, which is a large sample
of a little more than 900,000 households. This contains household variables,
namely type and quality of housing and sanitation, that are argued to be close
proxies of poverty level: interesting results emergeshowing less poverty with
higher household size (Kamuzora, 2006), corroborating findings of earlier
surveys. However strange this may look, valid explanations are given, both

empirically and perhaps most importantly, theoretically, being the context of
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labour intensive technology of African economies, and the life cycle of

household formation.

1.0 Data and Methods

A time use survey (recording a household member’s activities of the day) has
been conducted in all regions of mainland Tanzania over the 2005-06 period.
A limitation, due to time and financial resource constraints, was that only the
head, spouse and other two adult members of opposite sex were covered. With
the aim of this paper being complementarity of household members’ activities,
a profile of activities for eight time periods of the day (see Table 1 below),
from morning to evening is presented. Specifically, four activity groups,
namely, economic, domestic, social, and leisure are made; observed then is the
activity distribution of household members in each of the eight time periods;
1.e. in each period (e.g. 6 to 8 a.m. percent of members reporting to be in one
of the four activity categories). Thus a day’s profile, of extent of a member’s
involvement in each activity group during each of the eight periods of the day

1s had.

The profiles of four main groups of members, namely male heads of
households, their (female) spouses, female heads and the other, male and
female adult members, are dealt with. Thus complementarity, (at each time

period can be discerned.
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2.0 Results: work activities

Relevantly, focus is on work activities, which are economic and domestic; as
described above four household groups are involved: male heads of
households, their (female) spouses, female heads, and the others, namely male

and female adult members.

2.1 Work of Male, Female Head, and Spouse

In Figure 1, detailed in Table 1, are shown work profiles of the three groups of
household members; that is male and female heads and the female spouse, for
each of the eight periods of the day, shown as percent of members involved in

the two work categories (economic and domestic) put together.

Figure 1: Work Day Profile of Male, Female Head, and Female Spouse: percent of involved by
period of day

70

60

X
/

- —e— Work Male Head
—a—Work Female Head
Work Female Spouse
10 \

06-07 07-08 08-14 14-15 15-17 17-18 18-19 19+
(mean)

Percent of Persons Involved

e

Period of Day

30



Table 1: Work Day Profile of Household

Members (percent persons involved by

Work

Female Female

period of the day)

Work Work
Periodin  Male
Day Head Head
06-07 20.1 19.3
07-08 48.4 43.2
08-14 41.7 50.9
14-15 324 52.9
15-17 224 44.2
17-18 21.1 34.7
18-19 13.0 37.8
19 +
(mean) 4.1 25.5

Females, nearly 50 percent, are engaged in work throughout the day (from 7

Spouse

19.8
49.7
57.9
52.2
46.0
39.4
44.9

24.77
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am to beyond 19:00 hours), while work for the male head peaks only between

7 am and 15 hours, and they range only from less than 50 to just above 30

percent. This indicates that work complementarity between males and females
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is doubtful. Let us break down work into economic and domestic categories.

This is show in Figure 2 and detailed in Table 2.

Percent Persons Involved

45.0

Figuree 2: Male, Female Head, Spouse Econ and Dom Day Profile (percent persons involved

06-07 07-08

by period of day)
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Table 2: Work Day Profile of Male, Female Head and Female

Spouse

Period in
Day
06-07

(percent persons involved by period of the

day)

Male Male Female Female Female Female
Head Head Head Head  Spouse Spouse
Econ Dom Econ Dom Econ Dom

11.8 8.3 10.4 8.9 8.8 11.0
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07-08 362 122 221 211 218 279
08-14 353 64 230 279 218 361
14-15 274 50 219 310 170 352
15-17 167 57 125 317 88 372
17-18 153 58 105 242 89 305
18-19 73 57 109 269 58  39.1
19 +

(mean) 1.7 23 37 218 28 219

The breakdown of work activities into two categories, namely economic and
domestic, for each of the three types of household members, brings in six
curves on the figure: however it is not difficult to make observations on,
because they cluster into only two points of focus. One is, as expected, high
involvement of females in domestic activities throughout the day in contrast to
very low for males; the second cluster is not so higher involvement of males
than females, except briefly in the mornings between 7 am and 2 pm. A heavy
burden of females _as the cornerstone of household survival, observed widely

(Bryceson, 1995; Kamuzora, 2000) 1is established.
More relevant though, for this paper, is it points to little or lack of
complementarity. An arising question is whether this is done by the other

members. This 1s explored next.

In Figure 3is involvement in work by the other, male and female adult

members of the household.
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Figure 3: Other Male, Female member Econ, Dom Day Profile
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A glaring fact observed first is little involvement by the male member in work
activities _indeed none in domestic work. It is the female member who is
highly involved, though virtually only in domestic work. She seems to be the
one complementing her ‘mother’. This is indicated by almost equal
involvement in domestic activities (see Figure 4 below) for the three types of
female household members, namely the female head, spouse and other

member
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Figure 4: Domestic activities day Profile of Female Head, Spouse and Other Member of
Household
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3.0 Conclusion

The most critical aspect of this study is whether the evidence so far from the
time use survey answers the research question whether the household
members’ reports indicate complementarity of activities. Male heads of
households most 33 to less than 50 percent involve in work for a relatively
short period of the day: 8 am to 2 pm (adult male members are worse:
virtually no work), in contrast to their female counterparts at more than 43
percent between 8 and 5 pm peaking even to over 50 percent during most of
this period. Complementarity is only indicated only by the female adult

member.
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It is possible that complementarity has to do with younger children, missed by

this study, thus a limitation.
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