
Miscellany

The Welfare Implications of
Homosexuality

Recent trends in the types of problems to which economic analysis is be-
ing applied indicate that, to many economists, economics is very rapidly
becoming a Weltanschauung instead of a social science (Kafoglis 1970).
It is in keeping with this trend that this piece is written.

Let there be an economic system in which there are X number of males
and Y number of females. Courtship and marriage exist as institutions.
Now this, of course, means that any single member of the male set (X)
can choose for a marriage any single member of the female set (F) , and
vice versa. Hence, the set of choices open to each person is maximized (or
is it?).

The introduction of homosexuality into this analysis reduces the general
welfare level of the society. Let there be, in each sex set, a given number
of homosexuals, X' and F'. This, of course, means that a male member
of the society now has a smaller set of females to choose from (F — F')
and the female has only {X — X') to choose from to select her mate. The
homosexuals are even more limited in that they must choose a mate from
either X' or F', depending on their sex. Consequently, males are worse off
as their set of choices has been reduced, and females are worse off as their
set of choices has been reduced also.

The homosexuals are better off as they can now exercise their sexual
practices and select mates from a set of their choice. Unfortunately, mov-
ing from a position of no homosexuality to some homosexuality is not
Pareto-optimal, as all except the homosexuals are worse off.

How, then, can we achieve a Pareto-optimal situation. Let there be a
change in the society in which all people become bisexual, that is, they
are indifferent between their own sex and the opposite sex as mates.
Clearly, this is a Pareto move, as everyone now has an expanded choice
set from which to select a mate (X -\- F) , and, hence, is better off (ignor-
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ing moral precepts and prejudices which have no place in any positive
science).

The policy implication here is that everyone would be better off if he
(or she) became bisexual, as his (or her) choice set would be expanded.
The logic is clear and correct, but perhaps another example would be use-
ful. Let us take a country at peace. The choices open to it are to stay at
peace or go to war. Clearly, willingness to go to war expands its choice
set. Once in a war, it can always return to peace, which gives it the same
number of choices it had when it was at peace. But, additionally, if it
is willing to go to war, it can choose to go when, how, and at what level
it will conduct the war, not to mention against whom.
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