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25. Cooperation and Competition Begin at 
Home: Bridging Household Ecology and 

Human Evolutionary Demography

 Julia A. Jennings

Households are the next social unit above the individual and are home to shared 
activities that can include resource production, distribution and transmission in addition 
to reproduction and co-residence. They overlap with biological and social kin groups 
but are defined by activities rather than by relationships alone. This chapter reviews 
literature from historical and anthropological studies of households with relevance for 
human evolutionary demography. Selected research on household effects on  mortality, 
 fertility, and intra-household conflict across different agricultural societies is presented 
to familiarize evolutionary demographers with concepts, issues, and findings in the 
interdisciplinary and comparative literature on the household. Household researchers 
have drawn upon evolutionary concepts as part of explanatory models but are less 
likely to test evolutionary hypotheses directly. Evolutionary researchers have focused 
on familial relationships, but seldom consider power structures within households 
and the effects of household composition and dynamics on  behaviour. Areas with 
potential for mutually beneficial collaboration between evolutionary and household 
analysts are highlighted and advocated for. Such collaborations have the potential to 
advance our understanding of the determinants of demographic  behaviour by joining 
rich data sources with theoretical frameworks drawn from evolutionary and household 
perspectives.

Introduction
The household is an important unit of social and behavioural analysis as it is the context 
in which essential decisions are made and activities are carried out including production, 
consumption, and social and biological reproduction. This chapter aims to draw the attention of 
researchers in evolutionary social science to concepts and issues in household research relevant 
to human evolutionary demography. Households overlap with, yet are distinct from, family 
and kin. While kin are studied in a diverse range of evolutionary analyses, especially those 
that draw upon Hamilton’s inclusive  fitness (1964a; 1964b), households are considered less 
systematically even while the datasets used by many evolutionary demographers comes from 
collection methods driven by household concepts including  censuses,  household  registers, and 
household surveys. 

© 2024 Julia A. Jenning, CC BY 4.0  https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0251.25

https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0251.25


600 Human Evolutionary Demography

The literature on household analysis and theory has been informed by a broad collection 
of disciplines, including anthropology, sociology, economics, demography, and history, 
especially historical demography. These fields have contributed to household definitions, 
cross-cultural comparisons of household composition and structure, analyses of household 
change over time, and descriptions of the social, cultural, and economic forces that affect and 
are affected by household formation and dissolution, household activities, and the roster of 
household members. There is potential for productive dialogue and collaborative efforts among 
researchers interested in human evolutionary demography and households. The opportunities 
and constraints on individual actions that are shaped by households may be overlooked in 
individual- or family-level analyses, so it is important for evolutionary analysts to consider 
the effects of these domestic contexts. Household researchers bring rich social, cultural, 
and historical understandings of the household to bear in their research, and evolutionary 
perspectives can assist their efforts to make cross-cultural comparisons and understand 
household effects on outcomes and behaviours, such as those tied to survival and reproduction. 
It is time for concerted efforts to bridge across these scholarly traditions to integrate households 
carefully and explicitly in the analysis and interpretation of human evolutionary demography. 

While some have speculated on the evolutionary origins of human households (Quiatt and 
others 1985; Quiatt and Kelso 1987) or whether certain household forms have some basis in 
biology or human evolutionary history (Smith 1993), these are not the aims of this chapter. 
Instead, I wish to argue for the importance of household settings and dynamics in shaping 
behaviours of interest to human evolutionary demographers. More specifically, this chapter 
illustrate cases where predictions drawn from evolutionary theory may or may not align with 
results from analyses of  mortality and  fertility that include household-level variables or studies 
of intra-household processes and dynamics. This discussion is limited to literature and data 
from agricultural communities, especially those that practice traditional or preindustrial 
agriculture. There is a wealth of research from historical demographic and anthropological 
studies of agricultural societies, much of which includes longitudinal data and detailed cultural, 
economic, and historical contextual information to allow for comparative analysis and the 
investigation of household dynamics and change over time. Further, many household analyses 
of historical and anthropological agricultural populations may not be familiar to evolutionary 
researchers as much of this research does not draw explicitly from evolutionary theory, even if 
there is overlapping interest in the underlying behaviours or outcomes. In addition, household 
activities may look rather different across different economic systems. For example, co-residence 
may operate differently in foraging groups than in farming groups. The focus on one economic 
system reduces some of this comparative complexity for the purpose of this chapter. 

Background: Households as a Unit of Analysis
Households are a fundamental social unit in human societies and are considered the first level 
of aggregation above the individual by some analysts (Hammel 1984). In several disciplines, 
including anthropology, sociology, and economics, households are considered an essential 
element of social and economic organization. Households are the context in which many 
demographic activities and related decisions occur. The household concept is commonly 
distinguished from family or kin through a focus on patterns of activity rather than on biological 
and social relatedness, although household and family typically overlap to some degree. For 
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example, some kin may co-reside within the same household while other kin may reside in 
separate independent households. Household activities include some combination of resource 
production, distribution and transmission; biological and social reproduction; and co-residence. 
Despite the ubiquity of households, settling on a single, cross-culturally appropriate definition 
has proven difficult. Some prefer definitions that emphasize co-residence (Laslett and Wall 
1974; Verdon 1998), while others stress genealogical relationships (Hammel and Laslett 1974), 
collaborative work and other tasks (Carter 1984; Laslett 1983), or control of property (Gray and 
Gulliver 1964). Households change over time as members enter, exit, and grow older, and this 
complicates attempts at definition even further (Keilman and others 1988; Carter 1984; van de 
Walle 2016; Murphy 1996). To address the fluid nature of households in statistical analyses, 
some analysts treat households as contexts through which focal individuals pass during the 
life course (Ruggles 2009; Ruggles and Brower 2003; Hareven 1974). In demographic literature, 
the household concept is often driven by the definitions developed for  census enumerations 
and survey instruments, which may not accurately represent the complex social realities in 
which people live and carry out activities (Kriel and others 2014; Randall and others 2011). 
For instance,  census enumerations are designed to reduce double counting and therefore must 
assign individuals to only one household even if they consider themselves to be part of more 
than one household. 

For the purposes of this chapter, I adopt the household concept of overlapping spheres 
of densely shared activities put forth by Wilk and Netting (1984). Households are groups of 
individuals that share a combination of production, distribution, transmission, reproduction, 
and co-residence activities. It is essential to note that the specific details of a Venn diagram 
describing the set of overlapping activities characteristic of households varies within and 
between societies and is subject to change over time. This definition of the household focuses 
on what these social groups do, rather than what they look like (household composition or 
morphology) or their symbolic or cognitive meanings. These aspects of the household are 
important, but for this discussion, I choose a definition that is flexible, applicable across a 
broad range of societies, and encompasses matters of interest to evolutionary and demographic 
analysts such as resource acquisition, resource distribution and consumption, and social and 
biological reproduction. 

Household characteristics, including size and composition, are affected by demographic 
processes. Individuals may enter a household through birth,  marriage, or  migration and exit 
a household by death,  marriage, or  migration. Demographic models of the household often 
use microsimulation to understand how different age-specific rates of  fertility and  mortality, 
the timing of events such as  marriage or  first reproduction, and practices associated with 
post-marital residence, affect households (Burch 1970; Wachter 1987; Dyke 1981). These 
computational models assume sets of  fertility and  mortality rates and rules about  marriage 
and co-residence to explore the effects of different demographic regimes and varying types 
of norms and customs concerning household formation and dissolution on measures of 
household composition, such as the frequency of three-generation households. While 
demographic events shape household size and composition, there is evidence for feedback 
between demographic events and households, such that household characteristics also affect 
the risk of demographic events, some of which are described below. Households in this sense 
are more than a collection of individuals, and there exists a complex web of interactions among 
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individuals, their household contexts, and demographic events. Households can be considered 
a “knot of individual interests” (Laslett 1984), and decisions with consequences for  fertility, 
 mortality,  migration, and  marriage are made within the context of this sometimes collaborative 
and sometimes competitive group. Households, then, may have emergent properties, making 
them more than the sum of their parts (Netting and others 1984; Cobb 2017; Anderson and 
others 1994).

Household Contexts and Demographic Behaviour
The discussion that follows highlights examples of variation in associations among household 
characteristics and demographic outcomes that sometimes correspond and sometimes conflict 
with expectations drawn from evolutionary theory. The examples are taken primarily from 
historical demographic and anthropological studies of the household, which may occasionally 
reference evolutionary hypotheses but seldom perform systematic tests of evolutionary 
predictions. Collaboration between evolutionary and household researchers could contribute 
to the  development of new systematic explanatory frameworks to aid in the analysis of the 
effects of household traits, such as the presence of certain coresident kin or the role of internal 
power dynamics and  trade-offs, on outcomes of interest to both fields including  mortality and 
 fertility.

Mortality
Analysis of living standards in the past can provide insight into how household settings affect 
the wellbeing and decision-making of their members and the demographic consequences 
of inability to overcome economic  stress. A comparative historical demographic study of 
populations in Europe and Asia conducted by the Eurasia Population and Family History 
Project (EAP) used time series of staple grain prices and the timing of demographic events to 
examine living standards in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Bengtsson and others 
2004; Tsuya and others 2010; Lundh and Kurosu 2014). In these innovative studies of micro-level 
demographic data, living standards were assessed using estimates of demographic responses 
to short-term fluctuations in food prices. This approach proposes that for households with 
low standard of living, even relatively minor increases in food prices could not be adequately 
managed with common household-level fall back mechanisms to smooth consumption, such 
as drawing down savings, selling assets, borrowing, poor relief, delaying purchases and sending 
out household members as migrants (Thomas and Leatherman 1990). During times of struggle, 
failure to smooth consumption affected demographic  behaviour, as  mortality could increase, 
 fertility could be reduced, and  marriages could be postponed. These responses may be seen 
as a way that household members adapted, or failed to adapt, to constraints both internal and 
external to the household. 

In contrast, for households with relatively high standard of living, food price fluctuations did 
not affect household budgets to the same degree. Consumption could be smoothed such that 
the timing of births and deaths were unaffected. Thus, demographic responses to economic 
 stress can provide insight into consumption decisions at the household level. This approach can 
uncover differential resource distribution within households as it identifies which household 
members were more likely to be allocated scarce resources in times of  stress. For example, 
exposure to poor health is associated with socioeconomic standing and standard of living, but 
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it can also affect household economic production in its own right. Among poor households, 
the illness of a primary productive member can reduce production and drive the household 
into even more dire economic conditions (Leatherman 1996). When household allocation 
of increasingly limited resources favours the most productive members, usually adult men, 
others including children are at higher risk of under nutrition (Longhurst 1984). Findings from 
this line of research are of interest to evolutionary analysts, as decisions regarding household 
production, allocation, and consumption affect  mortality risk in varying ways depending on 
historical, social, and household contexts.

In their comparative research on  mortality patterns and responses to short-term economic 
 stress, the Eurasia Project (EAP), found broad similarities in  mortality levels across European 
and East Asian populations. However, responses to short-term food price variations were more 
diverse. Socioeconomic differences in  mortality responses reflected the institutional and socio-
political environments in which households were embedded. There was a stronger  mortality 
response and socioeconomic gradient in  mortality in Western communities than in Eastern 
communities that mirrored higher levels of inequality in landholding in the West and better 
organized state responses to shortages in the East (Lee and others 2004). In historical European 
communities, access to land protected children from variability in food prices (Bengtsson and 
others 2004). Even in relatively poor and remote regions, such as Southern Sweden, food-
producing households were able to shelter their members from increases in food prices, as 
farming households could adapt their consumption and production to ensure that household 
members were fed before food was sold on the market. These findings have been replicated 
in other remote European communities, including Northern Scotland (Jennings and others 
2017). Socioeconomic stratification in demographic responses to short-term  stress accord with 
relatively straightforward predictions concerning access to resources and  mortality risk.

However, the EAP project dug deeper into East-West differences by testing predictions 
about the role of household structure and composition in demographic responses to short-
term  stress. Their household models moved beyond concepts of unitary household decision 
making to consider agency and power structures within households in an approach consistent 
with bargaining models of the household developed in economics. While the balance of 
total production capacity and consumption needs of a household are important predictors of 
resource availability and the associated wellbeing of household members, models that view the 
household as a single, unified entity over-simplify the internal dynamics of household activities 
(Wong 1984). Instead of modelling households using a single production, consumption, or 
utility maximization  function or framing household decisions in terms of an authoritarian head 
or group consensus, alternate approaches address the potentially competing goals of individual 
household members (Agarwal 1997). Thus, the household bargaining approach directly 
considers the competing interests of household members and the incentives and disincentives 
to cooperation (Mattila-Wiro 1999; Behrman 1990). 

Households operate within a set of constraints and when essential resources, such as food 
or money, are insufficient to meet household needs, allocation within the household may have 
important implications for the survival and reproduction of household members. Even when 
food is sufficient, household allocation may contribute to elevated risk of malnutrition in some 
contexts (Messer 1983). Researchers have observed variation in resource allocation within 
households. Sometimes males are favoured, sometimes females are favoured, sometimes adults 
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are allocated more resources, and sometimes children are protected to the potential detriment 
of adults (Graham 1997). Resource allocation is associated with the health and wellbeing of 
individuals, especially potentially vulnerable household members such as children, elders, 
and in some societies, women (Das Gupta 1997). Allocation decisions are partly driven by 
cultural or economic preferences, which may or may not fit with evolutionary or behavioural 
ecological explanations. Such explanations may help address why households preferentially 
direct resources to certain members, and whether these differences can be understood in light 
of evolutionary theory.

In contrast to the socioeconomic gradient in  mortality risk in Europe, in East Asian 
households, relationship to the head and other indicators of power and status within the 
household were related to  mortality risk (Tsuya and Kurosu 2004; Campbell and Lee 2004). 
In Japanese villages, female infants were more vulnerable than male infants to short-term 
economic  stress (Tsuya and Kurosu 2004). Among adults, women with less powerful positions 
in the household, such as daughters-in-law and non-stem kin members (those not the spouse, 
mother, or daughter of the head of household), faced higher  mortality risks. Similarly, non-
head adult men experienced higher  mortality, an indication of the benefits of the authority 
conferred by household headship. Further, there were negative effects on the  mortality of male 
children in households that co-resided with a grandfather, possibly indicating intra-household 
competition for resources. 

In Chinese communities, the  mortality of women and children was sensitive to the 
configuration of kin within the household (Campbell and Lee 2004). Intra-household allocation 
processes were associated with these differences in  mortality risk (Campbell and Lee 1996). 
Widows, widowers, and orphans experienced higher chances of death. A woman’s  mortality 
was conditioned on whether she had produced an heir, as women with at least one son were at 
lower risk of  mortality than those who had no children or only daughters. Elder males could 
make strong claims on household resources. In households with grandfathers, children had 
higher  mortality, a finding that reflects how norms about allocation and power relationships 
may override a strategy drawn from evolutionary theory that would favour the survival of the 
youngest generation with greater reproductive potential over the eldest,  post-reproductive 
generation.

Standing in the household hierarchy also affects  mortality risks in community contexts 
outside of historical East Asia. For example, in contemporary rural Punjab, women’s and 
children’s  mortality risk were associated with their relative standing in the household hierarchy 
(Das Gupta 1995). During times in the life course when women’s power and autonomy were 
lowest, they experienced excess  mortality relative to age-matched men. When their position 
in the household hierarchy improved, women’s excess  mortality risk was reduced. In this 
community, women’s power and autonomy was lowest after  marriage and during their early 
childbearing years, the period when reproductive potential is high. Indeed, even infant 
 mortality rates reflected status within the household, as infants were more likely to survive 
if a mother gave birth in her natal household, where she enjoyed higher status, than in her 
husband’s household, where her status was low. The intra-household allocation of authority 
and resources disadvantaged reproductive women, a group that expectations drawn from 
evolutionary theory would typically favour for resource allocation. 
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Fertility
Characteristics of households, such as household size, sibship composition, and the presence 
of certain types of coresident kin, can affect reproduction, one of the defining household 
activities. Evolutionary literature has influenced the analysis and interpretation of household 
data often drawn from historical demographic studies. Within this line of research, hypotheses 
concerning the relationships among household variables and  fertility outcomes reference 
literature related to the  grandmother hypothesis (Alvarez 2000; Hawkes and others 1998; 
Hawkes 2003) and models of human cooperative breeding (Mace and Sear 2005; Kramer 2010; 
Sear and Coall 2011) to support expectations about the potential  fertility-enhancing role of 
 post-reproductive household members or others who may help reproducing women, such as 
older children (Turke 1988). Indeed, comparisons can be made between  life history theory and 
household ecology. For example, both approaches suppose a shared or pooled budget, although 
the units over which budgets are pooled differ, as life history theorists often focus on parent-
offspring and alloparent-offspring pooling while household ecologists consider all household 
members as part of the shared consumption and production budget (Kramer 2018; Kramer and 
Boone 2002; Kramer and Ellison 2010; Reiches and others 2009; Laslett 1983; Hirth 2009; Hunt 
1979; Reyna 1976; Schmink 1984).

While borrowing from evolutionary theories, historical studies have arrived at mixed 
results concerning household effects on  fertility outcomes. Returning to the findings of the 
EAP group and related historical demographic research, household effects on  fertility appear 
to depend on systems of household and family formation that differ both within and between 
the East and West (Dong 2016). Socioeconomic status was found to be an important resource 
for reproduction in historical Europe, while power within household hierarchies determined 
reproductive decisions in historical East Asia (Lee and others 2010). The kinds of individuals 
present in the household, especially certain types of coresident kin, were associated with 
 fertility. In the East Asian populations, having a coresident elder female (mother or mother-in-
law) in the household increased  fertility of women, but only if the older woman did not have an 
aged husband to care for (Feng and others 2010). The presence of coresident married children 
lowered the chances of a birth, especially second order and higher male births, an indication 
that male births were restricted after a patrilineal heir was produced. In households with more 
than one married couple present, women’s relationship to the household head signalled their 
position within in the household power hierarchy. Household heads and their spouses were 
more likely to reproduce and began their reproductive careers at younger ages. Women further 
removed from the household head were less likely to give birth. 

Given the low frequency of extended coresident kin observed in historical Northwest 
European households relative to other regions of the world, such as East Asia, researchers have 
begun to expand beyond strict definitions of household co-residence to identify non-co-resident 
kin living in close geographic proximity and assess whether these relatives affected  fertility 
outcomes. However, the effects of coresident kin in European and North American contexts may 
be mixed, especially in the case of  post-reproductive adults. If small, nuclear family households 
were the norm, then the presence of the older generation would strain household budgets if 
ill, frail, or impoverished elders were taken into households unaccustomed to accommodating 
more complex kin arrangements (Hareven 1994; 1996; Kertzer 1995; Laslett 1988). However, a 
three-generation household would be an indicator of economic security, rather than strain, if it 
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formed when the elder generation retired and passed a farm or business to an heir or if three-
generation co-residence was more commonly practiced among the wealthier classes (Ruggles 
2009; Manfredini and Breschi 2013; Ruggles 2003; Alter 1996). 

Given the opposing scenarios in which three-generation co-residence could occur historical 
European and North American communities, the effects of coresident kin may not easily 
align with simplistic predictions drawn from evolutionary theory, including cooperative 
breeding hypotheses. For example, in the historical United States,  fertility was reduced by kin 
co-residence, especially in 3-generation households, possibly the result of overcrowding small 
dwelling spaces or poor health of the elder generation (Hacker and Roberts 2017), a contrast 
to the patterns described for East Asia. However, results were mixed concerning the  fertility 
effects of spatially proximal kin, who would be nearby and could offer assistance yet were 
not subject to some of the unfavourable conditions associated with co-residence. Sometimes 
 fertility was promoted, sometimes it was reduced, sometimes there was no clear effect, and 
differences were observed between different kinds of nearby kin, including paternal and 
maternal grandparents and siblings (Jennings and others 2012; Hacker and Roberts 2017; 
Willführ and others 2018). Some mixed results are found even in careful comparative analyses 
that construct similar measures and compare the effects of the same types of kin (for an example, 
see Dillon and others this volume). The integration of hypotheses drawn from evolutionary 
theory and social and historical analysis has the potential to contribute to the  development of 
an analytical framework to address household effects on  fertility that applies across a broader 
range of societies, enhances comparative research, and aids in the contextualization of these 
mixed findings. Bridging the household literature on competition and cooperation with the 
evolutionary literature on cooperative breeding and the smaller evolutionary literature on 
resource constraints and competition associated with  fertility outcomes (Strassmann 2011; 
Mace and Alvergne 2012; Mace 2013; Schaffnit and Sear 2014) could be a fruitful avenue for 
collaborative research. 

In addition to the  fertility effects of cultural norms and expectations, such as differences in 
status afforded to age and sex groups within households described in East Asia, a household 
member’s access to economic resources affects their bargaining power, which influences 
 fertility  behaviour. In Tanzania, birth intervals became shorter and  fertility increased when 
women’s power within the household changed (Lockwood 1998). With economic change, 
women’s earnings, based primarily on rice production, were curtailed. When Islam began to 
displace traditional religious practices, gender norms shifted, and traditional postpartum sex 
taboos were not strictly enforced. Instead, women felt pressure to resume sexual relations 
sooner after a birth to shore up their relationship with their spouse, upon whom they were 
increasingly dependent. Thus, women’s changing bargaining capacity within the household 
was associated with shorter birth intervals and higher  fertility rates. 

Fertility  behaviour has been observed to respond differently to resource scarcity in varying 
household contexts. Fricke (1986) described household strategies among the Tamang of 
Himalayan Nepal. The Tamang practiced a diverse economy in an environment of resource 
scarcity, which included agriculture in marginal upland plots. Exchange and reciprocity among 
neighbours and kin groups were essential for the functioning of the household economy. 
Given diverse economic activities and the importance of extended kin networks, there was an 
incentive for high  fertility. High  fertility not only offset high infant  mortality, but more children 
helped diversify the household economy and expand and reinforce local kinship networks 
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that households relied upon for exchange in times of need. In contrast, in historical Hungary, 
complex household formation and  fertility control within households have been described as 
a strategy to address land scarcity by reducing the number of heirs and limiting the division of 
land (Andorka and Farago 1983). Similarly, in the land-limited and demographically saturated 
Krummhörn region of Germany, low  fertility and high age at  marriage limited family sizes 
within households (Willführ and Störmer 2015). Transmission practices, in this case impartible 
inheritance, also contributed to low  fertility.  Marriage and inheritance were essential decisions 
that balanced the demand for children and the needs of the youngest generation against the 
considerations of household alliances in Nepal or household landholding size in Germany and 
Hungary.

Intra-household Processes: Conflicts and Trade-offs Between Individual and 
Group Interests 

 Life history theory is concerned with how evolutionary forces shape responses to the  trade-offs 
faced by organisms (Stearns 1992; Kuzawa and Bragg 2012; Hill 1993). Evolutionary researchers 
focus on  trade-offs at the individual level, such as the allocation of resources to potentially 
competing processes, like growth, reproduction, and  somatic maintenance. Households also 
face  trade-offs, as their members must decide how to allocate limited resources within the 
household and must prioritize some household activities or members over others in times of 
scarcity. Indeed, reproductive ecologists conceptualize a shared energy budget at the level of 
the family or breeding community that is driven by cooperative breeding (Kramer and Ellison 
2010; Reiches and others 2009), but a similar argument might be made for the shared budget 
at the level of the household. The decisions household members make when faced with  trade-
offs shape the characteristic household activities (production, distribution, transmission, 
reproduction, and co-residence) as discussed above with respect to household effects on  fertility 
and  mortality. 

In addition to facing  trade-offs, household members also negotiate potential conflict 
between individual and group interests. These conflicts can lead to household division and 
disagreements about the transmission of property and resources. Conflicts can also contribute 
to behaviours and decisions that may disadvantage some household members and privilege 
others. Given these fields’ common interest in  trade-offs, the  development of joint household 
and evolutionary hypotheses about the internal dynamics of these important social units can 
advance our understanding of which household members are likely to benefit or suffer if 
risks and resources are distributed unevenly within the household and under what conditions 
unequal distribution occurs. 

Household structure and composition affect household activities and vice versa (Netting 
and others 1984). For example, household economic productive capacity and consumption 
requirements are determined by the age and sex composition of household members. All 
other things being equal, a household with more net consumers relative to net producers 
should face greater intra-household economic pressure. The balance of workers to consumers 
changes as children are born into a household and grow up (Chayanov 1986; Hunt 1979). 
Thus, the internal “life cycle” of a household contributes to both consumption requirements 
and productive capacity. Household composition can be considered a determinant of intra-
household competition for resources, especially in households with young children or elders. 
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In nineteenth century Orkney, Scotland, children were at higher risk of  mortality in households 
with unfavourable ratios of consumers to producers and when twins were born (Sparks and 
others 2013). A similar pattern is found in contemporary Laos, where children in households 
with higher ratios of consumers relative to producers experienced higher odds of  mortality, even 
after controlling for other household variables and unobserved inter-household heterogeneity 
(Tomita and others 2015). 

Inheritance, retirement, and household division are times of potential conflict that highlight 
some of the tensions between individual and group interests. In societies where property is 
transferred between the generations, inheritance practices shape the transmission of resources. 
Inheritance is often a critical event in the household cycle and it is a time when the needs of the 
collective can conflict with the needs of the individual (Sieder and Mitterauer 1983). Household 
inheritance systems take two general forms, partible inheritance, in which multiple heirs have 
a claim, and impartible inheritance, in which only one person has a claim. Inheritance practices 
are a source of parent-offspring conflict in humans, especially when inheritance is impartible 
and one child is favoured over its siblings (Salmon 2008; Trivers 1974). Parents must balance 
offspring provisioning with maintaining a viable household economic enterprise, especially in 
contexts with limited resources, such as access to productive farmland. Inheritance practices 
can thus be viewed along a continuum of offspring provisioning, from equal provisioning of all 
offspring (some forms of partible inheritance) to directing all resources toward one offspring 
(impartible inheritance). Households do appear to use inheritance practices strategically and 
will, if possible, adjust household composition or manipulate social rules to adapt to either 
the underproduction or overproduction of heirs and ensure the continuation of the household 
(Goody 1976). 

There are economic and ecological reasons to favour one heir over multiple heirs. If division of 
property is costly, impartible inheritance is often practiced. This is often the case for aristocratic 
families and farmers in contexts where smaller plots are ecologically or economically untenable 
or division is not allowed by the landowning class. Indeed, for farming households, it is possible 
to consider inheritance practices and access to  marriage as part of a land-based breeding system 
where the combination of broader ecological conditions and the individual household’s access 
to resources result in different strategies of inheritance (Hrdy and Judge 1993).

Inheritance, land, and household size and composition are closely related. If an economic 
niche is a prerequisite for  marriage, then heirs may marry only after they inherit and non-
heirs must remain unmarried or out-migrate (Engelen and Wolf 2005). If no such economic 
requirement for  marriage exists,  marriage will become more accessible. Population growth 
may be affected by these interrelated systems. In early-modern Saxony, population growth 
was higher and households were smaller in regions with partible inheritance, while larger 
three-generation households and slower population growth were associated with impartible 
inheritance (Berkner 1977). Impartible inheritance in this setting restricted population growth 
by stopping the fragmentation of land holdings, preventing the formation of new households, 
and encouraging the outmigration or celibacy of non-heirs. 

The timing of inheritance often coincides with the retirement of the household head. 
In societies that lack access to financial institutions to save money for retirement or other 
insurance plans, the decision to step down from household leadership means an uncertain 
future for elders. In historical Europe, it was common for retiring household heads to insist 
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upon drawing up a contract with their heirs that specified precise levels of support as they aged 
(Gaunt 1983). Legal scholars at the time complained of the conflict between parents and their 
children. Heirs wished to inherit early, especially if  marriage was conditioned on inheritance. 
However, parents were reluctant to give up their position and authority as household head and 
rely upon their children for their upkeep. Retirement contracts reflected the potential for, or at 
least fear of, the neglect of aging parents. 

In complex household systems, such as those of joint-family households where multiple 
married couples and their families co-reside, household division was an additional source 
of intra-household conflict. Large households have certain economic advantages, as the 
presence of additional household members allows for the diversification of economic activities 
and hedges against risk (Lockwood 1998; Cohen 1976). Households that contain more than 
one married couple can reduce the magnitude of unfavourable fluctuations in the ratio of 
consumers to workers and benefit from economies of scale (Hammel 2005; 1972). Apparently 
aware of the economic benefits of large households, landlords often attempted to encourage 
large households and prevent their fission. In historical Russia, landlords were invested in the 
stability of farm production and prevented the division of households whenever possible (Czap 
1983). In Poland, the interest of manorial estates in maintaining large households was often in 
conflict with peasant households that wished to divide (Kochanowicz 1983). 

An analysis of the forces that unify and divide large complex households in Taiwan by 
Cohen (1976) provides a detailed account of the sources of tension within households and 
conflict between individual and group interests. Taiwanese households were complex, joint 
family households, where married adult sons remained in the household with their wives and 
children. The household head was responsible for the allocation of household resources and 
claimed the income or labour of any coresident children and redistributed it to household 
members. Children were entitled to the resources required for a proper and timely  marriage 
and married sons could demand a portion of household income or a household division. Once 
children reached marriageable age, tensions arose between the generations in the household. 
The household head was primarily interested in the survival of the household estate, while 
married sons were motivated to claim as much of the household resources as possible to 
provision their spouses and offspring. For the older generation, a further disincentive to 
household fission was the position of the household head and spouse after division. The former 
head and his wife would become the dependents of one of the resulting smaller households, 
which would be a loss of status and power for the older couple. 

The benefits that accrued to large households also led to the risk of household division. 
Cohen (1976) documented how brothers competed and argued over household partition. Their 
wives took sides in the arguments, especially if they felt that the intra-household allocation 
of resources was unequal or unfair. This was common when one married couple had more 
dependent children and therefore received a larger portion of household resources. The couple 
with fewer children, in effect subsidized the  fertility of the couple with more children through 
the logic of income pooling and redistribution. Household fission became imminent when 
sharing and pooling of resources failed or if there was outright embezzlement of household 
funds. Cohen argued that household unity could only prevail if it was in the economic 
interest of all parties. However, not all sub-units of the household would benefit equally 
from household partition, as some received greater benefits from the efficiency of the larger 
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work group than others. The process of household division could disadvantage some former 
household members, especially if the benefits of large households were lost after partition. 
Interestingly, household economic diversification appeared to reduce the chances of household 
division, as the potential gains related to division of labour and task specialization were greater. 
It is possible that household and evolutionary approaches together can provide a framework to 
understand the dynamics of household conflict and fission.

Discussion
Households are the social unit home to intersecting activities that shape demographic 
 behaviour, often some combination of production, distribution, transmission, reproduction, and 
co-residence. As such, they may overlap with family and kin groups, but they are not equivalent 
entities as households are distinct from families and feature different internal dynamics and 
pressures. Cultural practices and social institutions influence household effects on outcomes of 
interest to an interdisciplinary set of researchers, including survival and reproduction, as they 
are a factor in determining who is present in a household, the relative frequencies of types of 
household activities, and the structure of internal power dynamics and bargaining. Indeed, it 
has been argued that “households are the level at which social groups articulate directly with 
economic and ecological processes (Wilk and Rathje 1982: 618).” Given the essential functions 
and role of households in shaping individual  behaviour and social contexts, it is time for closer 
collaboration among household and evolutionary analysts. 

While there is a well-established body of work at the intersection of human  evolution 
and kinship or family (Emlen 1995; Davis and Daly 1997; Salmon and Shackelford 2008) and 
evolutionary demographers frequently examine kin effects on  behaviour, fewer evolutionary 
studies explicitly examine the effects of household composition, structure, or dynamics on 
 behaviour. The challenges in household definition and measurement described above may 
contribute to this lack of integration, but there is potential for fruitful work at the intersection 
of human  evolution and household analysis. I suggest that the rich understanding of household 
activities, morphology, and change that come from historical, anthropological, and demographic 
research can be usefully combined with theories and hypotheses from evolutionary analysis to 
understand  behaviour. Together, these perspectives can enhance our knowledge of the ways 
that households affect life chances and complement evolutionary analyses of kin and family 
effects on demographic outcomes. Further, coordination among household and evolutionary 
researchers can advance the analysis and interpretation of rich historical and contemporary 
household data sources,  development of theories and hypotheses that incorporate household 
variation and change within and between societies, and establishment of new collaborative 
research in the social and evolutionary determinants of demographic  behaviour. 

References1

Agarwal, Bina. 1997. ‘“Bargaining” and Gender Relations: Within and Beyond the Household’, Feminist 
Economics, 3.1: pp. 1–51, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/135457097338799

1 Note this chapter has been posted on the Open Science Framework website since 27/02/2020, after it was 
accepted for publication, so the references will reflect when the chapter was written and not the OBP 
publication date.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/135457097338799


 61125. Cooperation and Competition Begin at Home

Alter, George. 1996. ‘The European Marriage Pattern as Solution and Problem: Households of the Elderly 
in Verviers, Belgium, 1831’, The History of the Family, 1.2: pp. 123–38, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
S1081-602X(96)90002-0

Alvarez, Helen P. 2000. ‘Grandmother Hypothesis and Primate Life Histories’, 
American Journal of Physical Anthropology, 113.3: pp. 435–50, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1002/1096-8644(200011)113:3<435::AID-AJPA11>3.0.CO;2-O

Anderson, Michael, Frank Bechhofer, and Jonathan Gershuny. 1994. ‘Introduction’, in The Social and Political 
Economy of the Household, ed. by Michael Anderson, Frank Bechhofer and Jonathan Gershuny (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press), pp. 1–18.

Andorka, Rudolf, and Tamas Farago. 1983. ‘Pre-Industrial Household Structure in Hungary’, in Family Forms 
in Historic Europe, ed. by Richard Wall, Jean Robin and Peter Laslett (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press), pp. 281–307.

Behrman, Jere R. 1990. ‘Peeking into the Black Box of Economic Models of the Household’, in Intra-Household 
Resource Allocation: Issues and Methods for Development Policy and Planning, ed. by Beatrice Lorge Rogers 
and Nina P. Schlossman (New York: United Nations University), pp. 44–51.

Bengtsson, Tommy, Cameron Campbell, and James Z. Lee. 2004. Life Under Pressure: Mortality and 
Living Standards in Europe and Asia, 1700–1900 (Cambridge: MIT Press), https://doi.org/10.7551/
mitpress/4227.001.0001

Berkner, Lutz K. 1977. ‘Peasant Household Organization and Demographic Change in Lower Saxony (1689-
1766)’, in Population Patterns in the Past, ed. by Ronald D. Lee (New York: Academic Press), pp. 53–69.

Burch, Thomas K. 1970. ‘Some Demographic Determinants of Average Household Size: An Analytic Approach’, 
Demography, 7.1: pp. 61–69, http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2060023

Campbell, Cameron, and James Z. Lee. 1996. ‘A Death in the Family: Household Structure and  Mortality 
in Rural Liaoning: Life-Event and Time-Series Analysis, 1792–1867’, The History of the Family: An 
International Quarterly, 1.3: pp. 297–328, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1081-602X(96)90026-3

Campbell, Cameron, and James Z. Lee. 2004. ‘Mortality and Household in Seven Liaodong Populations, 
1749–1909’, in Life Under Pressure: Mortality and Living Standards in Europe and Asia, 1700–1900, ed. by 
Tommy Bengtsson, Cameron Campbell and James Z. Lee (Cambridge: MIT Press), pp. 293–324, https://doi.
org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.003.0016 

Carter, Anthony T. 1984. ‘Household Histories’, in Households: Comparative and Historical Studies of the 
Domestic Group, ed. by R. M. C. Netting, Richard R. Wilk and Eric Arnould (Berkeley: University of 
California Press), pp. 44–83.

Chayanov, A. V. 1986. The Theory of Peasant Economy (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press).

Cobb, Charles R. 2015. ‘The Spooky Entanglements of Historical Households’, in Beyond the Walls New 
Perspectives on the Archaeology of Historical Households, ed. by Kevin R. Fogle, James A. Nyman 
and Mary Beaudry (Gainesville: University Press of Florida), pp. 188–207, https://doi.org/10.5744/
florida/9780813061559.003.0009 

Cohen, Myron L. 1976. House United, House Divided: the Chinese Family in Taiwan (New York: Columbia 
University Press).

Czap, Peter. 1983. ‘“A Large Family: The Peasant’s Greatest Wealth”: Serf Households in Mishino, Russia, 
1814–1858’, in Family Forms in Historic Europe, ed. by Richard Wall, Jean Robin and Peter Laslett 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp. 105–52.

Das Gupta, Monica. 1995. ‘Life Course Perspectives on Women’s Autonomy and Health Outcomes’, American 
Anthropologist, 97.3: pp. 481–91, http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aa.1995.97.3.02a00070

Das Gupta, Monica. 1997. ‘Kinship Systems and Demographic Regimes’, in Anthropological Demography: 
Toward a New Synthesis, ed. by David I. Kertzer and Thomas E. Fricke (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press), pp. 36–52.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1081-602X(96)90002-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1081-602X(96)90002-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1096-8644(200011)113
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1096-8644(200011)113
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2060023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1081-602X(96)90026-3
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.003.0016
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.003.0016
https://doi.org/10.5744/florida/9780813061559.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.5744/florida/9780813061559.003.0009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aa.1995.97.3.02a00070


612 Human Evolutionary Demography

Davis, Jennifer N., and Martin Daly. 1997. ‘Evolutionary Theory and the Human Family’, Quarterly Review of 
Biology, 72.4: pp. 407–35, http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/419953

Dillon, Lisa, Martin Dribe, Sacha Engelhardt, Alain Gagnon, Heidi A. Hanson, Luciana Quaranta, Ken R. 
Smith, and Hélène Vézina. This Volume. ‘Helpful Grandmothers and High Fertility: Testing Evolutionary 
Theories on Historical Demographic Data in Scandinavia and North America’, Human Evolutionary 
Demography, ed. by Oskar Burger, Rebecca Sear and Ronald Lee (Open Book Publishers). 

Dong, Hao. 2016. Patriarchy, Family System and Kin Effects on Individual Demographic Behavior throughout the 
Life Course: East Asia, 1675–1945 (Hong Kong: Hong Kong University of Science and Technology). 

Dyke, Bennett. 1981. ‘Computer Simulation in Anthropology’, Annual Review of Anthropology, 10: pp. 193–207, 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.an.10.100181.001205 

Emlen, Stephen T. 1995. ‘An Evolutionary Theory of the Family’, Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America, 92.18: pp. 8092–99, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.92.18.8092 

Engelen, Theo, and Arthur P. Wolf. 2005. ‘Introduction: Marriage and the Family in Eurasia. Perspectives on 
the Hajnal Hypothesis’, in Marriage and the Family in Eurasia: Perspectives on the Hajnal Hypothesis, ed. by 
Theo Engelen and Arthur P. Wolf (Amsterdam: Aksant), pp. 15–36.

Feng, Wang, James Z. Lee, Noriko O. Tsuya, and Satomi Kurosu. 2010. ‘Household Organization, Co-Resident 
Kin, and Reproduction’, in Prudence and Pressure: Reproduction and Human Agency in Europe and Asia, 
1700–1900, ed. by Noriko O. Tsuya, Wang Feng, George Alter and James Z. Lee (Cambridge: MIT Press), 
pp. 67–95, https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8162.003.0010 

Fricke, Thomas E. 1986. Himalayan Households: Tamang Demography and Domestic Processes (Ann Arbor: 
UMI Research Press).

Gaunt, David. 1983. ‘The Property and Kin Relationships of Retired Farmers in Northern and Central Europe’, 
in Family Forms in Historic Europe, ed. by Richard Wall, Jean Robin and Peter Laslett (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press), pp. 249–79.

Goody, Jack. 1976. Production and Reproduction: A Comparative Study of the Domestic Domain, Cambridge 
Studies in Social Anthropology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Graham, Margaret A. 1997. ‘Food Allocation in Rural Peruvian Households: Concepts and Behavior 
Regarding Children’, Social Science & Medicine, 44.11: pp. 1697–1709, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
S0277-9536(96)00372-3. 

Gray, Robert F., and P. H. Gulliver (eds.). 1964. The Family Estate in Africa: Studies in the Role of Property in 
Family Structure and Lineage Continuity (Boston: Boston University Press).

Hacker, J. David, and Evan Roberts. 2017. ‘The Impact of Kin Availability, Parental Religiosity, and Nativity 
on Fertility Differentials in the Late 19th-Century United States’, Demographic Research, 37: pp. 1049–80, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.37.34

Hamilton, W. D. 1964a. ‘The Genetical Evolution of Social Behaviour. I’, Journal of Theoretical Biology, 7.1: 
pp. 1–16, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-5193(64)90038-4

Hamilton, W. D. 1964b. ‘The Genetical Evolution of Social Behaviour. II’, Journal of Theoretical Biology, 7.1: 
pp. 17–52, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-5193(64)90039-6.

Hammel, Eugene A. 1972. ‘The Zadruga as Process’, in Household and Family in Past Time, ed. by Peter Laslett 
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press), pp. 335–74 

Hammel, Eugene A. 1984. ‘On the *** of Studying Household Form and Function’, in Households: Comparative 
and Historical Studies of the Domestic Group, ed. by R. M. C. Netting, Richard R. Wilk and Eric Arnould 
(Berkeley: University of California Press), pp. 29–43 

Hammel, Eugene A. 2005. ‘Chayanov Revisited: A Model for the Economics of Complex Kin Units’, Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 102.19: pp. 7043–46, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.0501987102

http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/419953
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.an.10.100181.001205
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.92.18.8092
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8162.003.0010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(96)00372-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(96)00372-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2017.37.34
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-5193(64)90038-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-5193(64)90039-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0501987102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0501987102


 61325. Cooperation and Competition Begin at Home

Hammel, Eugene A, and Peter Laslett. 1974. ‘Comparing Household Structure Over Time and Between 
Cultures’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 16.1: pp. 73–109, http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/
S0010417500007362

Hareven, Tamara K. 1996. ‘Introduction: Aging and Generational Relations Over the Life Course’, in Aging and 
Generational Relations Over the Life Course: A Historical and Cross-Cultural Perspective (New York: Walter 
de Gruyter), pp. 1–12.

Hareven, Tamara K. 1974. ‘The Family as Process: The Historical Study of the Family Cycle’, Journal of Social 
History, 7.3: pp. 322–29, https://doi.org/10.1353/jsh/7.3.322 

Hawkes, Kristen, James F. O’Connell, Nicholas G. Blurton-Jones, Helen Alvarez, and Eric L. Charnov. 1998. 
‘Grandmothering, Menopause, and the Evolution of Human Life Histories’, Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 95.3: pp. 1336–39, http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.95.3.1336

Hawkes, Kristen. 2003. ‘Grandmothers and the Evolution of Human Longevity’, American Journal of Human 
Biology, 15.3: pp. 380–400, http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajhb.10156

Hill, Kim. 1993. ‘Life History Theory and Evolutionary Anthropology’, Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, 
and Reviews, 2.3: pp. 78–88, http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/evan.1360020303

Hirth, Kenneth. 2009. ‘Craft Production, Household Diversification, and Domestic Economy in Prehispanic 
Mesoamerica’, Archeological Papers of the American Anthropological Association, 19.1: pp. 13–32, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1551-8248.2009.01010.x

Hrdy, Sarah Blaffer, and Debra S Judge. 1993. ‘Darwin and the Puzzle of Primogeniture’, Human Nature, 4.1: 
pp. 1–45, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02734088

Hunt, Diana. 1979. ‘Chayanov’s Model of Peasant Household Resource Allocation’, Journal of Peasant Studies, 
6.3: pp. 247–85, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03066157908438075

Jennings, Julia A., Allison R. Sullivan, and J. David Hacker. 2012. ‘Intergenerational Transmission of 
Reproductive Behavior During the Demographic Transition’, Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 42.4: 
pp. 543–69, http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/JINH_a_00304

Jennings, Julia A., Luciana Quaranta, and Tommy Bengtsson. 2017. ‘Inequality and Demographic Response to 
Short-Term Economic Stress in North Orkney, Scotland, 1855–1910: Sector Differences’, Population Studies, 
71.3: pp. 313–28, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00324728.2017.1346196

Keilman, N., A. Kuijsten, and A. Vossen (eds.). 1988. Modelling Household Formation and Dissolution (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press).

Kertzer, David I. 1995. ‘Toward a Historical Demography of Aging’, in Aging in the Past: Demography, Society, 
and Old Age, ed. by David I. Kertzer and Peter Laslett (Berkeley: University of California Press), pp. 363–83.

Kochanowicz, Jacek. 1983. ‘The Peasant Family as an Economic Unit in the Polish Feudal Economy of the 
Eighteenth Century’, in Family Forms in Historic Europe, ed. by Richard Wall, Jean Robin and Peter Laslett 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp. 153–66.

Kramer, Karen L. 2010. ‘Cooperative Breeding and Its Significance to the Demographic Success of Humans’, 
Annual Review of Anthropology, 39.1: pp. 417–36, http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.012809.105054

Kramer, Karen L. 2018. ‘The Cooperative Economy of Food: Implications for Human Life History and 
Physiology’, Physiology & Behavior, 193.B: pp. 196–204, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2018.03.029

Kramer, Karen L., and James L. Boone. 2002. ‘Why Intensive Agriculturalists Have Higher Fertility: 
A Household Energy Budget Approach’, Current Anthropology, 43.3: pp. 511–17, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1086/340239

Kramer, Karen L, and Peter T. Ellison. 2010. ‘Pooled Energy Budgets: Resituating Human Energy -Allocation 
Tradeoffs’, Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, and Reviews, 19.4: pp. 136–47, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1002/evan.20265

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0010417500007362
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0010417500007362
https://doi.org/10.1353/jsh/7.3.322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.95.3.1336
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.95.3.1336
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajhb.10156
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/evan.1360020303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1551-8248.2009.01010.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1551-8248.2009.01010.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02734088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03066157908438075
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/JINH_a_00304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00324728.2017.1346196
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.012809.105054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2018.03.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/340239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/340239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/evan.20265
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/evan.20265


614 Human Evolutionary Demography

Kriel, Antoinette, Sara Randall, Ernestina Coast, and Bernadene de Clercq. 2014. ‘From Design to Practice: 
How Can Large-Scale Household Surveys Better Represent the Complexities of the Social Units Under 
Investigation?’, African Population Studies, 28.3: pp. 1309–23, http://dx.doi.org/10.11564/0-0-618

Kuzawa, Christopher W., and Jared M. Bragg. 2012. ‘Plasticity in Human Life History Strategy’, Current 
Anthropology, 53.S6: pp. S369–82, http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/667410

Laslett, Peter. 1983. ‘Family and Household as Work Group and Kin Group: Areas of Traditional Europe 
Compared’, in Family Forms in Historic Europe, ed. by Richard Wall, Jean Robin and Peter Laslett 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp. 513–64.

Laslett, Peter. 1984. ‘The Family as a Knot of Individual Interests’, in Households: Comparative and Historical 
Studies of the Domestic Group, ed. by R. M. C. Netting, Richard R. Wilk and Eric Arnould (Berkeley: 
University of California Press), pp. 353–82.

Laslett, Peter. 1988. ‘Family, Kinship and Collectivity as Systems of Support in Pre-Industrial Europe: A 
Consideration of the “Nuclear-Hardship” Hypothesis’, Continuity and Change, 3.2: pp. 153–75, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1017/S026841600000093X

Laslett, Peter, and Richard Wall. 1974. Household and Family in Past Time (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press).

Leatherman, Thomas L. 1996. ‘A Biocultural Perspective on Health and Household Economy in Southern Peru’, 
Medical Anthropology Quarterly, 10.4: 476–95, https://doi.org/10.1525/maq.1996.10.4.02a00040 

Lee, James Z., Tommy Bengtsson, and Cameron Campbell. 2004. ‘Family and Community Standards’, in Life 
Under Pressure: Mortality and Living Standards in Europe and Asia, 1700–1900, ed. by Tommy Bengtsson, 
Cameron Campbell and James Z. Lee (Cambridge: MIT Press), pp. 85–106, https://doi.org/10.7551/
mitpress/4227.003.0009 

Lee, James Z., Wang Feng, and Noriko O. Tsuya. 2010. ‘Differences and Similarities: Toward a Comparative 
Social Science’, in Prudence and Pressure: Reproduction and Human Agency in Europe and Asia, 1700–1900, 
ed. by Noriko O. Tsuya, Wang Feng, George Alter and James Z. Lee (Cambridge: MIT Press), pp. 319–28, 
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8162.003.0020 

Lockwood, Matthew. 1998. Fertility and Household Labour in Tanzania (Oxford: Clarendon Press).

Longhurst, Richard. 1984. The Energy Trap: Work, Nutrition and Child Malnutrition in Northern Nigeria (Ithaca, 
NY: Cornell University Program in International Nutrition).

Lundh, Christer, and Satomi Kurosu (eds.). 2014. Similarity in Difference: Marriage in Europe and Asia, 
1700–1900 (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press), https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/9780262027946.001.0001 

Mace, Ruth. 2013. ‘Cooperation and Conflict between Women in the Family’ Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, 
News, and Reviews, 22.5: pp. 251–58, https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/evan.21374

Mace, Ruth, and Alexandra Alvergne. 2012. ‘Female Reproductive Competition Within Families in Rural 
Gambia’, Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 279.1736: pp. 2219–27, https://dx.doi.
org/10.1098/rspb.2011.2424

Mace, Ruth, and Rebecca Sear. 2005. ‘Are Humans Cooperative Breeders?’, in Grandmotherhood: The 
Evolutionary Significance of the Second Half of Female Life, ed. by Eckart Voland, Athanasios Chasiotis and 
Wulf Schiefenhövel (Piscataway: Rutgers University Press), pp. 143–59.

Manfredini, Matteo, and Marco Breschi. 2013. ‘Living Arrangements and the Elderly: An Analysis of Old-Age 
Mortality by Household Structure in Casalguidi, 1819–1859’, Demography, 50.5: pp. 1593–1613, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13524-013-0218-0

Mattila-Wiro, Paivi. 1999. Economic Theories of the Household: A Critical Review (New York: United Nations 
University).

Messer, Ellen. 1983. ‘Intra-Household Allocation of Resources: Perspectives from Anthropology’, in Intra-
Household Resource Allocation: Issues and Methods for Development Policy and Planning, ed. by Beatrice 
Lorge Rogers and Nina P. Schlossman (Washington, DC: United Nations University), pp. 51–62.

http://dx.doi.org/10.11564/0-0-618
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/667410
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S026841600000093X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S026841600000093X
https://doi.org/10.1525/maq.1996.10.4.02a00040
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8162.003.0020
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/9780262027946.001.0001
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/evan.21374
https://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.2424
https://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.2424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13524-013-0218-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13524-013-0218-0


 61525. Cooperation and Competition Begin at Home

Murphy, Michael. 1996. ‘The Dynamic Household as a Logical Concept and Its Use in Demography’, European 
Journal of Population, 12.4: pp. 363–81, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01796913

Netting, R. M. C., Richard R. Wilk, and Eric J. Arnould. 1984. ‘Introduction’, in Households: Comparative and 
Historical Studies of the Domestic Group, ed. by R. M. C. Netting, Richard R. Wilk and Eric J. Arnould 
(Berkeley: University of California Press), pp. xiii–xxxviii.

Quiatt, Duane, and Jack Kelso. 1987. ‘The Concept of the Household: Linking Behavior and Genetic Analyses’, 
Human Evolution, 2.5: pp. 429–35, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02436382

Quiatt, Duane, Jack Kelso, Colin P. Groves, Susan G. Hornshaw, Adriaan Kortlandt, and others. 1985. 
‘Household Economics and Hominid Origins’, Current Anthropology, 26.2: pp. 207–22, https://doi.
org/10.1086/203250 

Randall, Sara, Ernestina Coast, and Tiziana Leone. 2011. ‘Cultural Constructions of the Concept of Household 
in Sample Surveys’, Population Studies, 65.2: pp. 217–29, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00324728.2011.576768

Reiches, Meredith W., Peter T. Ellison, Susan F. Lipson, Katherine C. Sharrock, Eliza Gardiner, and others. 2009. 
‘Pooled Energy Budget and Human Life History’, American Journal of Human Biology, 21.4: pp. 421–29, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajhb.20906

Reyna, S. P. 1976. ‘The Extending Strategy: Regulation of the Household Dependency Ratio’, Journal of 
Anthropological Research, 32.2: pp. 182–98, http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/jar.32.2.3629662

Ruggles, Steven. 2003. ‘Multigenerational Families in Nineteenth-Century America’, Continuity and Change, 
18.1: pp. 139–65, http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0268416003004466

Ruggles, Steven. 2009. ‘Reconsidering the Northwest European Family System: Living Arrangements of the 
Aged in Comparative Historical Perspective’, Population and Development Review, 35.2: pp. 249–73, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2009.00275.x

Ruggles, Steven, and Susan Brower. 2003. ‘Measurement of Household and Family Composition in 
the United States, 1850–2000’, Population and Development Review, 29.1: pp. 73–101, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2003.00073.x

Salmon, Catherine A. 2008. ‘Parent-Offspring Conflict’, in Family Relationships: an Evolutionary Perspective, ed. 
by Catherine A. Salmon and Todd K. Shackelford (Oxford: Oxford University Press), pp. 145–61, https://doi.
org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195320510.003.0007 

Salmon, Catherine A., and Todd K. Shackelford (eds.). 2008. Family Relationships: an Evolutionary Perspective 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press), https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195320510.001.0001 

Schaffnit, Susan B., and Rebecca Sear. 2014. ‘Wealth Modifies Relationships Between Kin and Women’s Fertility 
in High-Income Countries’ Behavioural ecology, 25.4: pp. 834–42, https://dx.doi.org/10.1093/beheco/aru059

Schmink, Marianne. 1984. ‘Household Economic Strategies: Review and Research Agenda’, Latin American 
Research Review, 19.3: pp. 87–101, https://doi.org/10.1017/s002387910002149x 

Sear, Rebecca, and David Coall. 2011. ‘How Much Does Family Matter? Cooperative Breeding and the 
Demographic Transition’, Population and Development Review, 37.Suppl 1: pp. 81–112, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2011.00379.x

Sieder, Reinhard, and Michael Mitterauer. 1983. ‘The Reconstruction of the Family Life Course: Theoretical 
Problems and Empirical Results’, in Family Forms in Historic Europe, ed. by Richard Wall, Jean Robin and 
Peter Laslett (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp. 309–46.

Smith, Daniel Scott. 1993. ‘The Curious History of Theorizing About the History of the Western Nuclear 
Family’, Social Science History, 17.3: pp. 325–53, http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0145553200018629

Sparks, Corey S., James W. Wood, and Patricia L. Johnson. 2013. ‘Infant Mortality and Intra-Household 
Competition in the Northern Islands of Orkney, Scotland, 1855–2001’, American Journal of Physical 
Anthropology, 151.2: pp. 191–201, http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.22264

Stearns, Stephen C. 1992. The Evolution of Life Histories (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01796913
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02436382
https://doi.org/10.1086/203250
https://doi.org/10.1086/203250
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00324728.2011.576768
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajhb.20906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/jar.32.2.3629662
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0268416003004466
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2009.00275.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2009.00275.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2003.00073.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2003.00073.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof
https://dx.doi.org/10.1093/beheco/aru059
https://doi.org/10.1017/s002387910002149x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2011.00379.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2011.00379.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0145553200018629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.22264


616 Human Evolutionary Demography

Strassmann, Beverly I. 2011. ‘Cooperation and Competition in a Cliff-Dwelling People’, Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Science, 108.S2: pp. 10894–10901, https://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1100306108 

Tamara K. Hareven. 1994. ‘Aging and Generational Relations: a Historical and Life Course Perspective’, Annual 
Review of Sociology, 20.1: pp. 437–61, http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.20.1.437

Thomas, R. Brooke, and Thomas L. Leatherman. 1990. ‘Household Coping Strategies and Contradictions in 
Response to Seasonal Food Shortage’, European Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 44 Suppl 1: pp. 103–11. 

Tomita, Shinsuke, Daniel M. Parker, Julia A. Jennings, and James W. Wood. 2015. ‘Household Demography and 
Early Childhood Mortality in a Rice-Farming Village in Northern Laos’, PLoS ONE, 10.3: pp. e0119191–21, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0119191

Trivers, Robert L. 1974. ‘Parent-Offspring Conflict’, American Zoologist, 14.1: pp. 249–64, https://doi.
org/10.1093/icb/14.1.249 

Tsuya, Noriko O., and Satomi Kurosu. 2004. ‘Mortality and Household in Two Ou Villages, 1716–1870’, in Life 
Under Pressure: Mortality and Living Standards in Europe and Asia, 1700–1900, ed. by Tommy Bengtsson, 
Cameron Campbell and James Z. Lee (Cambridge: MIT Press), pp. 253–92, https://doi.org/10.7551/
mitpress/4227.003.0015 

Tsuya, Noriko O., Wang Feng, George Alter, and James Z. Lee (eds.). 2010. Prudence and Pressure: Reproduction 
and Human Agency in Europe and Asia, 1700–1900 (Cambridge: MIT Press), https://doi.org/10.7551/
mitpress/8162.001.0001 

Turke, Paul W. 1988. ‘Helpers at the Nest: Childcare Networks on Ifaluk’, in Human Reproductive Behavior: a 
Darwinian Perspective, ed. by Laura Betzig, Monique Borgerhoff Mulder and Paul W. Turke (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press), pp. 173–88.

van de Walle, Etienne. 2016. ‘Household Dynamics in a Belgian Village, 1847–1866’, Journal of Family History, 
1.1: pp. 80–94, http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/036319907600100106

Verdon, Michel. 1998. Rethinking Households: an Atomistic Perspective on European Living Arrangements (New 
York: Routledge).

Wachter, Kenneth W. 1987. ‘Microsimulation of Household Cycles’, in Family Demography Methods and Their 
Application, ed. by John Bongaarts, Thomas K. Burch and Kenneth W. Wachter (Oxford), pp. 215–27.

Wilk, Richard R., and R. M. C. Netting. 1984. ‘Households: Changing Forms and Functions’, in Households: 
Comparative and Historical Studies of the Domestic Group, ed. by R. M. C. Netting, Richard R. Wilk and Eric 
J. Arnould (Berkeley: University of California Press), pp. 1–28.

Wilk, Richard R., and William L. Rathje. 1982. ‘Household Archaeology’, American Behavioral Scientist, 25.6: 
pp. 617–39, http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/000276482025006003

Willführ, Kai P, and C Störmer. 2015. ‘Social Strata Differentials in Reproductive Behavior Among Agricultural 
Families in the Krummhörn Region (East Frisia, 1720–1874)’, Historical Life Course Studies, 2: pp. 58–85, 
https://doi.org/10.51964/hlcs9359 

Willführ, Kai Pierre, Johannes Johow, and Eckart Voland. 2018. ‘When the Mother-in-Law Is Just as 
Good — Differential Mortality of Reproductive Females by Family Network Composition’, PLoS ONE, 13.3: 
pp. e0193252–22, http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193252

Wong, Diana. 1984. ‘The Limits of Using the Household as a Unit of Analysis’, in Households and the World-
Economy, ed. by Joan Smith, Immanuel Wallerstein and Hans-Dieter Evers (Beverly Hills, CA), pp. 56–63.

https://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1100306108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.20.1.437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0119191
https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/14.1.249
https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/14.1.249
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.003.0015
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/4227.003.0015
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8162.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8162.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/036319907600100106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/000276482025006003
https://doi.org/10.51964/hlcs9359
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193252

