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"ABSTRACT

This study was exploratory in nature. The purpose of
this study was to: (i) design a new division of housework
measure that did not have some of the flaws of instruments
used in previous research about the division of household

labour, and (ii) attempt to replicate ’previous‘findings in the
Eliterature about the unequal division of housework between
dual-earner couples and some of the variables previous studies
found which might predict this pattern.

To accomplish these two aims, 10 couples participated
in the instrument development phase of the,study,' and 27 dual-
earner couples participated in the replicatiron phase of the
study. .

The dependent variables examined were: (i) husband's
perception of the arﬁount of time he spent on Housework minus
his perceptions of the amount of time his wife spent on
housework, and (ii) wife's perceptions of the amount of time
her husband spent on housework minus her perceptions of the
amount of time she spent on housework. The independent
variables assessed that might predict the pattern of
housework distribution were: (i) difference between husband's
and wife's time spent at paid work, (i) difference between
husband's and wife's annual income, (iii) husband's sex-role

‘attitude, and (iv) wife's sex-role attitude.



It was found that both ‘husbands and wives perceived that
wives spent significantly moré time on housework than‘
husbands. Further, both husbands and wives perceived that
wivés spent significantly more time on the combination of
paid work and housework than husbands. In addition, husbands'
and wives' perceptions about time wives spent on housework
differed, but husbands' and wives' perceptions about time»
husbands spent on housework did not differ.

However, the variables difference in husband's and wife's
time spent at pa-id work, difference between husband's and |
- wife's annual’ income, husband's sex-role attitude, and wife's
sex-role attitude were not significantly related to either
husband's or wife's percéptions of the difference in time spent
on household tasks.

- The implication of these results and suggestions for

future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1

| INTRODUCTION

Over the past two decades, the percentage of women who
participate in the labour force has increased. In 1988, 57.4%
of all women were émployed éither full-time -or part-time,
compared to 38.3% in 1970 (Statistics Canada, 1990). In
particular, there was a large increase in labour force
participation among married women between 1975 and 1988.
In 1975, 41.6% of married women were employed. In 1988, the
peréentage increased over 17 percehtége points to 59.1% of
married women (Statiétics Canada, 1990). The percentage of
married, employed women with children under 15 years of age
" has also increased. | In 1976, 34.9% of married women with
preschool children, and 49.0% of married women with children
between the ages of 6 and 15 years were employed. In 1988,
the labour force participation rate of married women with
preschool children increased over 27 percentage points to
62.2%, and the participation rate of married women with
children between the agés of 6 and 15 years increased 23
perceniage' points to 73.0% (Statistics Canada, 1990).. The
traditional arrangement of wife as homemaker and husband as
sole breadwinner no longer describes the majority of Canadian

marriages.



Married women's increased involvement in paid work
outside the home, however, has not been accompanied by
equivalent .changes in work distribution inside the home.
Numerous studies have found that dual-earner couples, where
both husband and wife are employed, still have specialized -
roles‘within the home. They sﬁll divide household tasks_
traditionally according to gender: the husband is primarily
responsible for traditionally "masculine” tasks and the wife is
primarily responsible for traditionally "femininé" tasks.
Specifically, the wife generally takes responsibility for
laundry, housecleaning; cooking and child-care, and the husband
generally takes responsibility for car maintenance, yard work,
and household repairs (Atkinson & Boles, 1984; Beckman &
Houser, 1979; Berheide, 1984; Hiller & Philliber, 1986;
Koopman-Boyden & Abbott, 1985; Krausz, 1986; Lawrence,
Draugh, Tasker & Worniak, 1987; Nyquist, Slivken, Spence &
Helmreich, 1985; Sack & Liddell, 1985). Not only do spouses
divide tasks traditionally according to gender, ‘but many
studies have found that employed wives also do much more
housework than their employed husbands do (Beckman &
Houser, 1979; Condran & Bode, 1982; Hiller & Philliber, 1986;
Lawrence et al, 1987; Lupri, 1988; Lupri & Mills, 1987; Rexroat
- & Shehan, 1987; Sack & Liddell, 1985; Spitzé, 1986; Tavecchio
et al, 1984; Yogev, 1981). Thus, employed wives have double



duty: they are working for pay outside the home and working -
for their families inside the home.

| There are negative consequences of women's double duty.
One consequence is the damaging effects on the marital
'relationship. Therapists report that inequality in the home is
a common presenting problem in marital and family conflicts
(Krausz, 1986). This contention is supported by research that
has found women's double-duty to be related to role strain
(Bird & Ford, 1985), wives' lack of leisure time (Chambe‘rs, |
1986), poorer marital adjustment (Sack & Liddell, 1985), and
marital dissatisfaction -(Belskey, Lang & Huston, 1986: Nicola
& Hawkes, 1985; Ruble, Fleming, Hackel, & Stangor, 1988;
Yogev, 1983; Yogev & Brett, 1985). Another negative
consequence of women's double-duty is their reduced ability to
compete with men in the work Wforce. Cairns (1981), the
Canadian Advisory Council on the Status of Women (1987),
Model (1981), and Stafford, Backman,(and Dibona (1977) all
argued that as long aé women are burdened with the major
responsibility for housework, they will have little time or
energy to devote to occupational demands. This circumstancé
seriously undermines women's ability to compete with their
male counterparts. . ,

Intervention on many levels is probably necessary to

reduce the negative effects -of women's double-duty on their



marriages and on their ability to compete in the work force. In
order to plan appropriate counselling interventions, it is
important to determine what variables are associated with the
division of labour in the home. The present study explored {he
current literature on the division of housework for variables
that might be associated with a more equal distribution of
housework. A review of the literature found that time
availability, economic resources, and sex-role ideology of
Spouses were some of the variables that may be related to how
household tasks are shared between spouses. However, the
researcher found that thénje were various méthodological flaws
common to many of the studies about the division of
housework and the variables related to it.

The methodological flaws of the studies included seve_ral
problems with the measure of how housework is divided
between spouses. The typical problems included: not using a
time measure, so that each spouses’ time spent on housework
was not determined; using an incomplete list of household
tasks, so more accurate assessments of housework di\}ision
could not be obtained; and asking only one opouse obout how
housework was divided, resulting in possible subject
perception bias.. These flaws cast doubt on the reliability of
the results of these studies. Do wives really spend more time

on housework than husbands? Do time availability, economic



resources, and sex-role ideology of spouses really predict how
housework is divided?

The study was exploratory in nature. Given the flaws
with the existing instruments for measuring how spouses
divide housework, a new instrument was created. With this
instrument, the study attempted to replicate some of the
findings of previous research about the division of housework
between married working spouses and the variables that

predict the patterns of work distribution.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

A review of the research on the division of housework
between married working spouses revealed that wives do much
more housework than husbands (Beckman & Houser, 1979:
Condran & Bode, 1982; Hiller & Philliber, 1986; Lawrence et al,
1987; Rexroat & Shehan, 1987; Sack & Liddell, 1985; Spitze, -
1986; Tavecchio et al, 1984; Yogev, 1981). The review also
revealed several variables that may be related to the division
of housework. These variables are time availability, economic
resources, and sex-role ideology of spouses. The following
three sections describe the findings of studies that have
explored the relationships of each of these three variables
with the division, of labour between spouses. A fourth section
discusses the methodological limitations of these studies, and
the final two sections detail the purposes and hybotheses of
this study.
T vail bilit

One variable that may be related to .how housework is
divided between spouses is time availabilit){. According to
Blood and Wolfe (1960), the amount of time each partner
spends at work is related to how housework is divided between
the spouses; the spouse who spends more time at paid work

spends less time on housework. If husbands typically spend



more time at paid work than wives, they would be expected to
spend less time on housework.

Several studies have found that the number of hours the
husband spends at paid work is related to increased
participation in housework. Model (1981) found greater male
'participation in housework to be rélated to shorter working
hdurs for the husband. Coverman and Sheley (1986) and
Rexroat & Shehan (1987) found that the more time males spent
in paid work, the less time they spent in housework.

Similarly, Atkinson and Boles (1984) found that husbands of
wives in nontraditional occupations spent fewer hours at work
than their wives did, and that the couples had a near equal
distribution of household‘tasks. Caution should be used when
interpreting the results from this study, since the sample was
selected to represent nontraditional couples.

The number of hours wives work for pay outside the home
may also be related to the division of housework. Stafford et
al (1977) found that the more hours a wife worked outside the
home, the less responsible she was for household tasks.
Similarly, other studies have'fo'und that the greater the
number of hours the wife was employed outside the home, the
greater the husband's performance of traditionally fem“ale
tasks (Barnett & Baruch, 1987; Krausz, 1986) and of all
household tasks (Krausz, 1986; Model, 1981). According to



these studies, it appears that the number of hours husbands _
and wives spend at paid work is related to the distributioﬁ of
housework between them.
Economic resources i

A second variable that may be related to the division of
labour in the home is the economic resources of spouses.
Blood and Wolfe (1960) argued that resources, such as income,
determine the power distribution in the relationship. This
power can be translated into the ability to avoid tasks, such as
Hou'sework, that offer no pay and minimal sdcial prestige. |
According td this hypothesis, husbands and wives who
contribute equal incomes to the relationship should have equal
power, and, consequently, experience shared roles.
‘ Several studies have investigated tﬁe relationship
between income and the division of labour in the home. Bird,
Bird, and Scruggs (1984) found that as wives' incomes rose, |
the wives reported increased participation by husbands in the
more time consuming tasks of meal preparation and cleaning.
Maret and Finlay (1‘984) found that those women with higher
incomes than other women in .the study were more likely not to
have sole responsibility for household tasks; similarly, women
whose husbands had lower incomes than other husbands in the
study were more likely not to have sole responsibility for

household tasks. These researchers argued that it may be the



wife's relative contribution rather than her abéolute
contribution that increases her domestic power and, thus, the
probability of her husband sharing household tasks.

Some studies have found support for Maret and Finlay's
(1984) argument. Harrell (1985) found that the greater .thex
wife's contribution to the total hpuseh;)Id income, the more
likely her husband was to become involved in cooking and
cleaning. - Model (1981) found that when incomes of spouses
were nearly equal, husbands showed a higher rate of
participation in household duties than husbands who earned
more than their wives. In the previously mentioned Atkinson
and Boles (1984) study, wives earned considerably more than
their husbands did, and the couples spent nearly equal time on
household tasks. o

A third variable that may be related to the division of
| housework is sex-role ideology. " The term 'sex-role ideology'
is defined as people's beliefs abbut’ what are appropriate
behaviors for males and females. Sex-rble ideology includes
sex-role attitudes and sex-role orientation. The argument
here is that people with traditional sex-role ideology will
adhere to a traditional division of labour in the home.

Sex-role attitude refers to the beliefs an individual has

about appropriate characteristics and behaviors for males and



females (Schau, 1984). Sex-role attitudes are considered
-"traditional” if they conform with the stereotypic social
beliefs about men and women, and are considered
“nontraditional" if they diverge from these stereotypic beliefs.
Women are stereotypically viewed as domestic, warm,
emotional, physically weak, and passive, whereas men are
stereotypically viewed as intelligent, unemotional, physically
strong, independent, active, and aggressive).

Some studies have supported this hypothesis, that sex-
role attitudes of spouses may be related to household task
distribution. - Greater sharing of tasks has been found to be
associated with less traditional sex-role attitudes of wives'
(Barnett & Baruch, 1987; Beckman & Houser, 1979; Kooprmah-
Boyden, & Abbott, 1985; Staffor& ef al, 1977), and of husbands
(Koopman-Boyden & Abbott, 1985; Lee, 1986).

Somewhat related to sexfrole attitude is sex-role
orientation. Both. sex-role attitude and sex-role orientation
refer to the rating of people's characteristics as gender
appropriate. Sex-role_ attitude refers to the way an individual
rates other people's - characteristics, whereas sex-role

orientation refers to the way an individual rates his/her own

characteristics. Sex-role orientation is the extent to which an

individual has internalized "masculine" and/or "feminine"

stereotyped traits (Schau, 1984).  Thus, a man who rates

10



himself high on a number of stereotypically "masculine” traits
or a woman who rates herself high on a number of
stereotypically "feminine" traits would be considered to
exhibit a traditional sex-role orientation.

Studies have found that the sex-role orientation of
‘husbands may be related to the distribution of household tasks.
Husbands' non-traditional sex-role orientation has .be‘en found
to be associated with more sharing of housework (Bird et al,
1984; Denmark, Shaw, & Ciali, 1985; Harrell, 1985). Husbands
who rate themselves as traditional in sex-role orientation
have been found to be less likely to contribute to performance
of household tasks (Nyquist et al, 1985).

There is incon{sistency in the research on the -
relationship of'v,vives' sex-role orienta'tion to the distribution
of household labour. Some studies have shown that a wife's
non-traditional sex-role orientation is associated with

greater sharing of household tasks by the husband (Krausz,

1986; Model, 1981). However, other studies have not supported °

this relationship (Bird et al, 1984; Denmark et al, 1985). The
discrepant results may be due to the different heasures of

| sex-role orientation that these four studies used. Two of the

studies did not use reliable measures of sex-role ideology

(Krausz, 1986; Model, 1981). -

11



In summary, the research findings described above
suggest that time-availability, economic resources, and sex-
role ideology may be related to the Vdistributionrof household
tasks. Number of hours employed, incorﬁe level, and husbands'
and wives' sex-rolé attitude are ‘rall variables possibly
associated with distribution of household labour. However,
there are serious limitations in the re_search des'ign of most of
the studies about the distribution of housework. -

limi |

The design limitations of many of the studies about the
division of household ‘work include:l (i) not using a measure of
the ambunt of time spent on household tasks, (ii) using a scale
for the housework qbestionnaire that does not specify with
whom the spouse shares the housework, (iii) not using a
complete list of household tasks, (iv) relying on only one
spouse's perceptions of the distribution of housework, (v) not
using reliable and valid measures of sex-role ideology, and (vi)
using a sample which limits the genéralizability of the
results. These limitations are described in more detail below.

Time measure

Numerous studies about the division of household tasks
do not use a measure of the amount of time spent on household
tasks. Instead, respondeﬁts were asked to indicate on a Likert

scale the extent of their responsibility for each task in a

12



13

typical week (Beckman & Houser, 1979; Condran & Bode, 1982;
Harrell, 1986; Hiller & Philliber, 1986; Koopman-Boyden &
Abbott, 1985; Krausz, 1986; Lee, 1983; Model, 1981; Nyquist et
-al, 1985; Spitze, 1986; Stafford et al, 1977: Tavecchio et al,
1984). The problem with using a Likert scale is that this
procedure does not allow for an accurate measure of the
amount of time each spouse contributes to each task. 'By
rating spouses' performance of each task as a relative
contribution rather than as an amount of time, important data
are lost. For instance, the husband may be primarily‘
responsible for five tasks that each take 10 minutes of his
‘time, while the wife is primarily reéponsible for five tasks
that each take 30 minutes. If fime is not taken into account,
the data appear to indicate that both spouses are contributing
equally to the performance of household tasks. Although many
studies used a Likert scale, some studies did ask for an
estimate of the émount of time spent on housework (Atkinson
& Boles, 1984; Barnet & Baruch, 1987; Coverman & Sheley,'
1986; Denmark et al, 1985; Lawrence et al, 1987; Rexroat &
Shehan, 1987; Yogev, 1981). '

Scale for sharing

Some studies used a scale on the household task
questionnaire that does not compare one spouse's contribution

to the housework with the other spouse's contribution (Harrell,



1985; Lee, 1983; Maret & Finlay, 1984). The scales ask
whether the respondent does the task most of the time, éome
of the time, shares it with someone else or someone else does
the task. It is unclear whether "someone else" is referring to
the other spouse, to children, or to a hired housekeeper.
Therefore, caution must be used when interpreting how
spouses in these studies distribute housework.

Incomplete list of tasks

For some studies, the questionnaire concerning household
tasks did not include tasks assumed to be traditionally
performed by males ‘(Denmark et al, 1985; Maret & Finlay,
1984; Model, 1981; Rexroat & Shehan, 1987). Assessing only
traditionally "female" tasks can result in é biased assessment
of time spent in housework. Since husbands are more likely to

perform traditionally "masculine” tasks, their participaiion in

housework may be underestimated. Some studies did not even °

indicate what tasks were included on the questionnaires |

(Hiller & Philliber, 1986; Koop.man-Boyden & Abbott, 1985;

Sack & Liddell, 1985), making it difficult to assess their
methddological desiéns. _

| Many studies used both4 traditionally masculine and

feminine tasks. Typically, these studies assessed chores
assumed to be traditionally "feminine", such as meal

preparation, meal cleanup, .house cleaning, laundry, and grocery

14



shopping, and c'hores assumed to !be traditionally "masculine”,
such as home repairs, yard work, and car repairs (Atkinson &
Boles, 1984, Barnet & Baruch, 1987; Beckman & Houser,1979:
Condran & Bode, 1982; Harrell, 1985; Lawrence et al, 1987;
 Lee, 1983; Maret & Finlay, 1984; Spitze, 1986; Stafford et al,
1977, Tavecchio et al, 1984).. Although both masculine and
feminine tasks were included, important information is still
lost when a few broad categories are used. - Although wives
may do most of the house cleaning tasks, husbands may
contribute by taking on a few house cleaning tasks. Therefore,
to more accurately assess each spouse's contribution, specific
tasks in each of the broad categories should be identified.
Only a few studies have a reasonably comprehensive list of
household tasks within each category (Bird et al, 1984;
Denmark et al, 1985; Krausz, 1986; Nyquist et al, 1985).

One spouse's perceptions only

In numerous studies, only one of the spouses was asked
~ for his/her perceptions of the distribution . of housework
(Beckman & Houser, 1979; Coverman & Sheley, ;1 086;- Harrell,
1985; Krausz, 1986; Lawrence et al, 1987; Maret & Finlay,
1984; Model, 1981; Rexroat & Shehan, 1987; Sack & Liddell,
1985; Spitze, 1986; Stafford et al, 1977; Yogev, 1981).

Previous research has found that spouses differ in their

perceptions of the division of labour, with husbands perceiving :

15



16

a more egalitarian distribution of tasks than wives do
(Atkinson & Boles, 1984; Condran & Bode, 1982; Hiller & 7
Philliber, 1986; Nyquist et al, 1985). Therefore, relying on
only one spouse's perceptions may bias the results.
-role i r.

A reliable and valid measure of sex-role ideology was
not used in several of the studies (Beckman & Housgr, 1979;
Krausz, 1986; Lee, 1983; Maret & Finlay, 1984; Model, 1981;
Stafford et al, 1977). If a measure is not reliable, it increases
the error variance in the study, which can account for
variability and inconsistency in ‘results across studies.

rali "i

Some studies used sémples that were not representative
of the general p.opulation of married couples, which limits the
generalizability of their results to the population of married
dual-earner couples. Examples of such subjects include
females in traditionally male occupationsr(Atkinson & Boles,
1984), highly eduéated women (Yogev, 1981), couples without
'young children (Atkinson & Boles, 1984; Denmark et al, 1985:
Stafford et al, 1977), couples with preschool children (Krausz,
'1986), low-income coupies (Model, 1981), hi"gh-income'couples
(Hiller & Philliber, 1986), or samples from outside North
America (Koopman-Boyden & Abbott, 1985: .Tavecchio et al,
1984). ;
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Present study

The main limitation of tﬁe studies about the division of
labour was that the measures of the division of housework did
not acburately assess how each spouse contributes to the
completion of housework. Additional limitations were
- unreliable measures of sex-role ideology and samples |
unreprésentative of the pop’ulation of married dual-earner
couples. These methodological limitations needed to be
addressed by additional research. Thérefore; one purpose of
" the present study was to design and test a new division of
housework measure that did not have the previously descrribed
flaws. The second purpose was to verify previous findings
about the division of housework between dual-earner couples
and some of ‘the variables which might predict the pattern of
this division. The study attempted to determine whether .
wives spend more time on housework than husbands, and if
timre availability, relative income, and sex-role ideology are
related to the distribution of household taské between dual-
earner couples.

Independent varjables

The four independent variables in this study were:
relative time spent at paid work, relative incomes of spouses,
husbands' sex-role attitudes, and wives sex-role attitudes.

These are described in more detail below.
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Relative time at paid work  Although both

spouses may be employed full-time, they may differ in how
much time they spend at paid work. Men average 41.0 'hours
per week at paid work, whereas women average 33.3 hours per
week (Statisticé Canada, March 1990). The absolute amount of
time spent at paid work may not be as important as which
spouse has more time left over to contribute to housework.
Therefore, for the purposes of this study, relative time
availability was assessed by subtracting the amount of time
wives spend at paid work frdm the amount of time husbands
spend at paid work. '
Relative incomes of spouses Similarly, the
absolute income of each spouse may not be as important as
which spouse contributes more money, therefore more power.
Therefore, this study assessed relative income of husbands and
wives by subtracting wives' income from husbands' income.

: ives' - ' The
relationship husbands' and wives' sex-role attitudes have on
the division of labour were assessed se'parately. Husbands' and
wives' total score on the 25 item version of the Attitudes
Toward Women Scale were used as the measure of their sex-

role attitude.
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Dependent variables

The dependent variables in this study were husbands' and
wives' perceptions of the relative time. spent on household
tasks per week. Since it is possible that husbands and wives
_differ in their perceptions of the distribution of housework,
their perceptions were analyzed separately. Husbands'
perceptions of the amount of time they spent on each of a list
household tasks were subtragted from the amount of time they
thought their wives spent on the same tasks. This procedure
wés used to compute a difference score between husbands'
perceptions of the amount of time spent on household tasks per
week by self and by wife. Similarly, wives' perceptions of the
amount of time they spent on the same list of household tasks
were subtracted from the amount of time they thought their
husbands spent on these tasks. This procedure was used to
compufe a difference score between wives' perceptions of the
- amount of time spent on household tasks ber week by husband
and by self. '
Hypotheses

The hypotheses of this study were:

H1: There will be a significant difference between
husbands' and wives' perceptions of the amount of time spent
on household tasks. Specifically, (H1a) wives will “report

- spenhding more time on household tasks than their husbands'



report their wives spend on tasks, and (H1b) husbands will
report spending more time on tasks than fheir wives report
their husbands spend on tasks.

H2: There will be a significant difference in the amount
of time wives and husbands spend on housework. Speciﬁcallyu,
both husbands and wives will report that wives spend more
time on household tasks than husbands.

H3: The relative incomes of the spouses will be
signiﬁcantly related to the division of housework.
Sp'ecifically, similarity in income between spouses will be
positively related to equal time spent on household tasks. ‘

H4: The relative number of hours sbent at paid work will
be significantly related to the number of hours spent on
housework. Specffically, similarity in the number of hours
spent at paid wo'rk will be positively related to equal ‘time
spent on household tasks.

H5: Sex-role attitude will be significantly related to the
division of household tasks. Specifically, both husbands' and
wives' nontraditional sex-role attitudes will bé positively
related to equal time spent on household tasks.

H6: Relative income, time available, and sex-role‘
attitude together will predict a greater amount of the variance
in the amount of time spent on housework than any of these

three variables alone.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD |

The following chapter is a description of the research
methodology and design of this exploratory study. The study
was conducted in two phases. The first phase involved the
developmént of a comprehensive measure of how spouses
divide housework. The second phase of the study involved
sample selection and data collection. The first section of this
chapter describes the development of the'instrument fo.r
measuring how tasks are divided between spouses. The second
section of this chapter describes the sample, the measures
used for gathering data on the independent and dependent
variables, and th;a procedures for 6btéining this information
from the subjects. | |
Phase one: Ins |

A search of the literature showed that one of the most
comprehensive instruments for measuring how household tasks
‘are distributed between spouses is the Family Responsibility
Index (FRI)', developed by Alley (1984). It consists of 54 items
covering both traditionally male and traditionally female
tasks. 'The items on the questionnaire are divided into 10
sections: yardWork, laundry, housecare and upkeep, kitchen
cleanup, family business, light housecleaning, heavy

housecleaning, car care, family care, and meal preparation.



22

Subjects are asked to rate on a five-point scale the extent of
their responsibility for each task in a typical week, with one
indicating that the wifer is primarily responsible, three
" indicating husband and wife share responsibility equally, and
five indicating that the husband is primarily responsible. The
scale also includes a response category for items which .do not
‘apply to either the husband or wife. The FRI appears to be a
reliable measure of household task distribution. Alley (1984)
administered the FRI to two groups of dual-earner coupleé.
Between-spouse - correlations for the first group ranged from
64 to .89, with a mean'r of .82. For the second group,
correlations ranged from .00 to .82, with a mean r of .79. The
moderately high agreement betWéen spouses suggests that the
FRI is a reliable measure.

A ion e F

‘There are two problems with the Alley (1984) Family
Responsibility Index (FRI).‘ One prbblem is that the rating
scale does not allow for a measure of the amount of time each
spoUse contributes to each task. As discussed in Chapter 2,
important data are lost when spouses' performance of each
task is rated as a relative contribution qsing a Likert scale
rathef than as an actual amount of time. A second problem is
that it is not known whether the list of 54 items on the

original FRI is.a complete, representative list of the household
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tasks typically performed by couples. A comprehensive list of
specific tasks within each of the broad categories is needed in
order to accurately assess each spouse's contribution.
Therefore, in order to make the FRI more responsive to the
researcher's concerns about previous research, two
adaptations were made to the measuré.

One adaptation to the FRI was to the responsé scale. The
scale was changed in order to measure time spent on household
tasks. Instead of a Likert scale, subj‘ects ‘were asked to
answer the following two questions for each task: (i) How long
does it take you to do. the task? (ii) How often do you do the
task?‘ Subjects' responses to these duestions were used to
calculate how much time per vw;eek was spent on each task.

The second adaptation to the FRI was the addition of
household tasks to the list. The 54 -item list of household
tasks was presented to 10 married women at the University of
Calagary and their spousés iﬁ order to ensure that the original
FRI was a representative list of household tasks typically
performed by couples. Five of these women were graduate
students and fivg were secretarieé. These women and their
spouses were asked to indicate if the instructions on the
questionnaires were clear. They were also asked to answer
the fo“llowing question for each item: Do e:ither you or your

spouse complete this task? At the end of each of the 10



sections, the women and their spouses were also asked to
indicate tasks that are completed in their homes but that were
not included on the list.

All ten couples indicated they understood the
instructions to’ the questioznnaires. The majority of the
couples indicated that they performed most of the tasks
included on the origin‘al FRI (see Table 1), and,édded several
tasks to the list (see Table 2). The criteria for 'ftem inc_lusion
was to include all tasks mentioned by subjects ih this phase.
No original FRI items were excluded from the questionnaire.
Since some of the couples sampled for this phase did not own
or rent houses, or did not have children, they indicted that they
did not perform some of the tasks (e.g. yardwork, housecare
and upkeep, or family care). Although items in some of the
categories in the questionnaire did not apply to these couples,
other couples who own or rent homes or have children may
perform those tasks. Therefore, to exclude such tasks would
result in the loss of important information. The main purpose
was to gather as complete a list of routinely performed
- household tasks as possible. The result was a comprehensive
list of 83 household tasks (see Table 3). Once the
questionnaire was revised, the second phase of the study was

started.

24



Table 1
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Number of Couples (N =10) Who ‘Aareed Either They or Their Spouse

Complete the Tasks Listed in the Familv Responsibility Index

Yardwork

* mow lawn

* trim and/or edge lawn ﬂ

* plant and tend flower garden
water lawn and flower garden
plant and tend vegetable garden
service lawn and garden tools
trim bushes, fertilize lawn & garden
Laundry

* wash clothes

" put clothes away

* iron clothes ,
Housecare and upkeep

* indoor painting

" outdoor painting

* physical upkeep of house exterior
household repairs (e.g. fix taps)
household remodeling
put up storm windows/screens
Kitchen clean-up )

° put dishes in dishwasher/wash dishes

" empty dishwasher/put dishes away

* clean stove and put cookware away
Family business

* balance check book

" pay bills

* prepare income tax forms

* make major financial decisions
Heavy housecleaning

* wash windows and drapes
wash walls
* clean refrigerator and stove
shampoo rugs and furniture
polish floors

«

-

*

*

*

*

*

*

10
10

NNNOO

@

10
10

NN®o®

Light housecleaning

* clean bathroom 8
* vacuum rugs 8
* wash floors 8
* dust furniture 8
* change beds 8
* care for indoor plants 8
* make beds 7
* empty garbage 7
Prepare meals
* plan meals/buy food ’ 10
* prepare meals 10
Car care .
"~ *check and add gas, oil, etc. 9
* decide when car needs servicing 9
" buy and change tires/take to garage to
have tires changed )
" perform routine servicing (e.g change
oil and antifreeze)/take to garage 9
Family care
* buy clothes for self 10
* buy clothes for family members 8
* make dental/doctor appointments 10
* take children to dentist/doctor 6
* stay with children when sick 5
" care for family pets 6
* take care of preschool children 3
* teach, help, and discipline children 8
* arrange for childcare 3
* organize family
recreation/entertainment 7

keep in touch with relatives/friends 10




Table 2
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ltems Added From Subiect Questionnaire to Constitute thé Revised Family

Responsibility Ind

Yardwork

* rake lawn :

* shovel- snow from walk/driveway

*. sweep .sidewalks

* clean and maintain garage/shed
fix fence

* pick up litter
Laundry

" machine wash clothes

* hand wash clothes

" put dirty clothes in hamper

* mend and/or sew clothes
sort clothes for seasons/charity
Kitchen clean-up

* clean stove and counter tops

* clean appliances
(e.g.toaster,microwave)

* clean drawers and cupboards
Family business

* major purchases (e.g.’ car, furniture)

* prepare and monitor family budget

* take care of insurance
Heavy housecleaning

* wash drapes/curtains

* defrost and clean refrigerator

* clean oven

*

*

Light housecleaning
* pick up and put away toys, books, etc.
* sweep floors :
Prepare meals
* plan meals
* buy food
* put away groceries _
prepare and serve snacks
* set table
* serve food
* make lunches for school/work
* put away leftover food
Car care
"“repair car/take to garage to be repaired
* clean car
Family care
" “taxi driver" for family members
change children's diapers
* bathe children
* feed children
* dress children

*

~




Table 3
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Final Set of 83 Items Included on-the Révised Family Responsibiliv Index

Yardwork
* mow lawn
* trim and/or edge lawn
* plant and tend flower garden
* water lawn and flower garden
* plant and tend vegetable garden
* service lawn and garden tool
* trim bushes, fertilize lawn and garden
* rake lawn
" shovel snow from walk/driveway
sweep sidewalks
clean and maintain garage/shed
¥ fix fence
" pick up litter
Laundry
* machine wash clothes
* hand wash clothes
* put dirty clothes in hamper
" put clean clothes away
* iron clothes
mend and/or sew clothes
sort clothes for seasons/charity
Housecare and upkeep
* indoor painting
" outdoor painting
" physical upkeep of house exterior
" household repairs (e.g. fix taps)
* household remodeling
Kitchen clean-up
* put dishes in dishwasher/wash dishes
" empty dishwasher/dry; put dishes away
* clean stove and counter tops
* clean appliances(e‘g.toaster,microwave)
* clean draws and cupboards
Family business
* balance check book
* major purchases (e.g. car, furniture)
pay bills '
° prepare income tax forms
make major financial decisions
prepare and monitor family budget
take care of insurance
Heavy housecleaning
* wash windows
wash drapes/curtains
wash walls
* defrost and clean refrigerator

*

*

L

*

*

-

"

*

*

* clean oven
* shampoo rugs and furniture
* polish floors
Light housecleaning
* clean bathroom
* vacuum rugs
* wash floors
* dust furniture
* make and/or change beds
* care for indoor plants
* empty garbage
pick up and put away toys, books, etc.
sweep floors
Prepare meals
* plan meals
* buy food
" put away groceries
* prepare meals )
* prepare and serve snacks
* set table
" serve food
" make lunches for school/work
put away leftover food
Car care
* check and add gas, oil, fluids, etc.
" repair car/take to garage to be repaired
* buy & change tires/have tires changed
* routine servicing/take to garage
* clean car
Family care
* buy clothes for self
* buy clothes for other family members
* make dental/doctor appointments
take children to dentist/doctor
“taxi driver" for family members
stay with children when sick
care for family pets
" take care of preschool children
* teach, help, and discipline children
* arrange for childcare
" organize recreation/entertainment
* keep in touch with relatives/friends
* change children's diapers
* bathe children
* feed children
* dress children

*

*

L

»

*

*

[ ]
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‘Phase two: Research study

Subjects

The targét sample: for this research study was married
dual-earner couples living together in the same residence.
Female subjects names were selected from thev University of
Calgary telephone directory, and questionnaire packages were
mailed to them through campus mail (see Procedures section
for a detailed description of the selection process). A total of
27 dual-earner married couples participated in the study. On
average, couples had been married for 16.41 years. Fourteen of
the 27 couples had children under 18 years of age living at
home. The average age of the younge.st child under 18 years
living at home was 8.54 years. The mean age of the wives in
this sample was 40.00 years, and the mean age of the husbands
was 41.22 years (see Table 4). The educational Ievéls of wives
ranged from completionro.f high school to completion of a
Master's degree: nine womeh had completed grade 12, eight had
a college diploma, two had some university, six had a
Bachelor's degree, and two had a Master's degree. The
educational levels of husbands ranged from completion of high
school to completion of a Doctorate degree: three men had
completed grade 12, six had a college diploma, one had some
university, three had a trade, nine had a Bachelor's ‘degrée,

three had a Masters, one had a medical degree, and one had a



Table 4

Sample T hic_Ci -

mean - s.d. range
Length of marriage (yrs) 16.41 11.21 1-35
No. children at home 1.64 0.89 '1-4
Age of youngest child (yrs) 8.54 yrs 5.13 1-16
Age of wife (yrs) 40.00 yrs 10.72 24-60
Age of husband (yrs) - 41.22 yrs 11.05 26-68
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Doctorate degree (see Table 5). On average, wives earned
$22,735 annually, and husbands earned $39,269 annually. The
average amount of time spent at paid wdrk in a week for wives
was 33.19 hours, and for husbands was 42.07 ho‘urs. Six wives
and two husbands were working part-time, about 20 hours a
week, and one husband had retired.

Measures

mographi ionnair Demographic

“information about each spouse was gathered via questionnaire.
The following variables were included: ége, length of marriage,
" number of children under 18 years of age, age of youngest
child, education level, and occupation. These measures served
as demographic descriptors of the sample of subjects, as well
as control variables for regression analyses.

Annual income measure Included on the
demographic questionnaire was a question on individqal
income. Subjects were asked to report their gross annual
income. A couple's relative income was calculated by
subtracting the wife's annual income from the husband's annual
income. A positive value indicated that the husband had a
higher income, whereas a negative value indicated the wife had
a higher income. Relative income served as one of the first of

four independent variables.



Table 5

Husbands .

Wives
N % N %

grade 12 9 33.3 3 1-1.1
college diploma 8 29.6 6 22.2
trade diploma - - 3 11.1
some university 2 7.4 1 3.7
Bachelor's degree 6 202 9 33.3
Master's degree .- 2 7.4 3 111
Doctorate degree - - 1 3.7
medical degree - - -

. 3.7




Time at paid work measure  Also included on the

démographic questionnaire was a question on the amount of
time Spent at paid'work. A couple's relative work timer was
calculated by subtracting the wife's time spent at paid work
from her husband's time spent at paid work. A positive value
indicated that the husband spent more time at paid work than
his wife, whereas a negative value indicated that the wife
spent more time at paid work than her husband. Relative timeE
spent at paid work served as the second of the four
independent variables. |
S_e_x_m_LQ_annu_dgs_m_egw Sex-role attitude of
spouses was measured by the 25-item short version of the
Attitude Toward Women Scale (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp,
1973). The scale was designed to' measure commonly _held
attitudes toward the role of women in society. 'Respondents
are rrequired to indicate their agreement with each statement
on a four point scale ranging from "agree strongly" to "disagree
strongly". For items 1, 4, 5, 10, 13-17, 19, 20, 22 and 23,
"agree strongly” was coded as 0, and "disagree strongly" was
coded as 3. For the rémaining items, "disagree strongly" was
coded as 0, and "agree strongly" is coded as 3. A total score is
obtained by adding across all items, with the potential total

score range from 0 to 165. Low scores indicate conservative,
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traditional - attitudes towards women, and high- scores indicate
liberal, non-traditional attitudes. |

The Attitude Towards Women Scale (AWS) is a reliable
measure of sex-role attitude. The 25-item short version has
been found to correlate highly with the 55-item full scale,
which indicates interitem reliability. | Loo a:and Logan (1977)
found correlations between the two versions to be r = 0.87 for
females and r = 0.84 for males. Similarly, Smith and B'radley
(1980) found the corfelation between the two versions to be r
= 0.99. Raeliability analyses of the 25-item scale produced .
Cronbach's alpha of .90 for males and .87 for females (Smith &
Bradley, 1980).

The AWS is also a valid measure of sex-role attitude. A
scale that measures what it is supposed to measure is |
considered vafid. ‘Active feminists have been found to score
significantly higher on the AWS than college students and their
mothers (Kilpatrick & Smith, 1974), indicating that active
feminists have more liberal, non-traditional attitu'des toward
women. Since active feminists advocate equality bétween the
sexes, and they score higher than other women on the AWS,
then the AWS distinguishes active feminists' attitude toward
women fr.om other women's attitude toward wbmen. This
finding suggests that the scale measures what it is supposed

to measure, and, therefore, is a valid measure of attitudes
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toward women's role in society. Husbands' and wives' scores
on the Attitude Towards Women Scale served as the third and
fourth independent variables of the present study.
Household task distribution measure  The revissd
Family Responsibility Index (FRI) devised in the first phase of
the study was used to measure individuals' perceptions of the
amount of time they and their spouses spend on housework in a
week. Each spouse completed two copies of the revised FRI:
one for him/herself and one for his/her spouse. The two
revised FRI questionnaires filled out by the wife were used to
calculate twé sets of data. The questionnaire labelled 'wife
answers for herself’ was used to calculate her perception of
héw much time she spends on household tasks, and the
questionnaire labelled 'wife answers for her husband' was used
to calculate her perception of how much time her husband
spends on household tasks. Similarly, the two.revised FRI
questionnaires filled out by the husband were used to calculate
two additional sets of data. The questionnaire labelled
‘husband answers for himself' was used to calculate how much
~ time he perceives he spends on household tasks, and the
. questionnaire labelled fhusbahd answers for his wife' was used
to calculate how much time he perceives his wife as spending

on household tasks.
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Some. household tasks included on the revised FRI are
probably not performed on a weekly basis, but rather on a
biweekly, monthly, or yearly basis. The result is that on somé
weeks, spouses may spend more or (less time doing household
tasks than they do on other weeks.r For instance, suppose the
lawn is mowed twice a month, and 'it takes one and a half hours
to complete. Every two weeks out of a month, the individual
who mows the lawn spends at least an extra hour and a half on
housework. An attempt was madé in this study to get a -
measure of the amount of time spent on housework in the
"average" week. A task score was calculated for each task by
multiplying the amount of time in minutes spent performing
the task by how often that task is performed monthly. The
task score was then converted to minutes per week by dividing
the time in a month by four. If a task was performed less
frequently than monthly, including the time spent on these
tasks ‘in the "average" time per week would result in |
unrepresentative data. Instead, these tasks were coded to
indicate infrequent performance, and were not .included in the
calculation of total time spent per week on housework.

For each of the four revised FRI quegtionn_aikes
completed. by the couples, total perceived time spent on
housework per week was calculated by summing the task

scores for all tasks performed on a monthly to weekly basis.
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This’ process yielded the following scores: (1) wife's
perception of how many minutes per week she spehds on
household tasks (Wife/Self), (2) wife's percebtion of how many
minutes per week her husband spends on household tssks
(Wife/Husband), (3) husband's perception of how many minutes
per week he spends on household tasks (Husband/Self), and (4)
husband's perception of how many minutes per week his wife
spends on household tasks (Husband/Wife). For simplicity, the
above abbreviations in brackets will be referred to in
subsequent discussion.

There were two dependent variables in thisétudy. One
variable was the wife's perception of how much time she
'spends on housework in relation to how much time she thinks
her husband spends on housework. This was calculated by
subtracting Wife/Husband from Wife/Self in order to obtain
one dependent variable called Wife/Diff. The second variable
was the husband's perception of how much time he spends on
housework in relation to how much time he thinks his wife
spends on housework. This was calculated by subtracting
Husband/Self from Husband/Wife in order to‘ obtain the second
dependent variable called Husband/Diff. For both variables, a
positive score indicated that‘ the wife spends more time on

housework, whereas a negative score indicated that the



husband spends more time on housework. A score of zero
indicated that both spbuses spend equal time on housework.

Procedure |

Questionnaire packages were mailed to individuals where
the chance of bqth partners working full-time was greater.
Since 78.2% df married men in 1990, compared to 60.8% of'
married women, were employed (Statistics Canada, March
1990), it seemed that a female- subject was more likely to
have an employed partner than a male subject was. Therefore,
the chance :of getting couples where both partners work for pay
would be greater if female rather than male employees were
contacted.

The University of Calgary phone directory was used to
compile a list of 500 women. Masculine names (e.g. Edward,
Peter) and names preceded with the title "Miss" were excluded
from the list of potential respondents. Also, feminine names
- with a Doctorate title preceding them were omitted from the
list because, in a university setting, the high broportion of
female employees who have doctorafes would have biased the
sample towards women with very high educational levels. This
bias would have prevented the generalization of the findings to
a wider population of female employees. Once these rnam‘es
- were excluded from the phone directory, the pages of the

directory were shuffled thoroughly. A die was then rolled and
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the number five appeared. Every fifth feminine name with the
titte "Mrs." or "Ms." preceding it was selected until 500 names
were obtained.

Each of the 500 employees was mailed a questionnaire
package containing an instruction‘ sheet describin:g the sfudy
and two sets of questionnaires, one addressed to the husband
and one addressed to the wife. Each. set of questionnaires
contained a demographic questionnaire, an Attitudes Toward
Women Scale, and two revised Family Reéponsibility Index
questionnaires. The instruction sheet informed subjects that
the researcher was a ‘graduate student on campus studying How
married couples divide household tasks, such as hodsecleaning
and yardwork. Subjects were informed that both they and their
spouse would be asked to complete separate cdpies of the
questionnaires in the envelope, and were asked not to discuss
their answers with each other while do'ing the queStibnnaires.
Subjects were asked to place the completed 'question‘naires in
the self-addressed envelope and return them through the
campus mail. ,

The first mailout of questionnaires yielded a return-rate
of approximately 40%. Of the 590 questionnaire packages
mailed out, 199 were returned. However, 6nly 19 of these
surveys were completed. There were 180 questionnaires

returned unanswered. Thirty-six questionnaires were returned
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indicating that the respondents did not fit the criteria of the
study (i.e. single, divorced, separated), 36 were returned
indicating that the people no longer worked at the University,
S were returned indicating employees were not in that
department, 5 were returned indicating it would take too much
time to complete, and 88 were returned with no explanation
provided. Of the 19 questionnaires returned answered, two
were discarded, since too much data were missing. Thus, a
total of 17 usable questionnaire packages were appropriate for

inclusion in the present study.

- It was not possible to ensure that all of the 500 subjects -

who were sent questionnaires met the criteria of being
married dual-earner couples who are living in the samé
residence. Since about 40% of new marriages end ,in_divorce
(Canadian Advisory Council of the Status of Women, 1987),
many of the women contacted may have been separated or
divorced. Also, some of the women may have been single
(never married), or may have been widowed. Therefére, the
return rate of questionnaires sent to eligible respondents was
unknown. ‘\ _
Since the number of usable quesfionnaires didﬂ not allow
for study validity, a second méthod of soliciting subjects was
attempted. With the approval of the head of the ethics

committee for the Faculty of Education, an additional 50
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subjects who were not on the first mailiﬁg list were selected.
They were telephoned and invited to participate in the study.
Only those women who agreed to participate were mailed the
questionnaire packages through cémpus mail. The
questionnaire‘ packages in this mailout contained the same
information as the questionnaire packages used in the first
mailout. Of the 50 individuals contacted, 33 fit the criteria of
the study. Sixteen of these individuals agreed to participate,
and the same éet of questionnaire packages were mailed
through campus mail. Twelve questionnaires were returned,
ten of which ‘were completed. Two questionnaires were
returqed uhanswered, one respondent indicated that the
questionnaire was too time-consuming to comple_te; and the
other respondent iridica?ed that her husband did not want to ‘
participate. The two sampling procedures yielded 27
questionnaire packages which formed the basis of the research
study. The small sample is a limitation of this study, since
"small samples lower the power of statistical tests so that
with very small samples even large population effects will not
be statistically significant” (Neale & Liébert, 1986, p. 98-99).
Therefore, the results of this study must be interpreted

- cautiously.



CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
A variety of statistical analyses were conducted on the
data. The results of the descriptive data analyses conducted
on the independent and dependent variables are outlined and
discussed in the first section of this chapter. The hypotheses

of the study were tested by using pair-wise' t-tests for the

first and second hypotheses, and multiple regression analyses

for the third, fourth, fifth and sixth hypotheses. The second
through seventh séctions describe in detail the findings
relevant to each of the six hypothesés.
Descripti for i

Descriptive data analyses were conducted on the three
independent variables: annual income, attitude toward women,
and time spent at paid work (see Table 6). On average, wives
earned $22,735, and husbands earned $39,269. The average
amount of time spent at paid work in a week for wives was
33.19 hours, and for husbands was 42.07 hours. The average
score for wives on the Attitudes Toward Women Scale was
63.89, and for husbands was 61.41. One-tailed probability
pairwise t-tests were conducted on .these. means. Wives and
husbands were found to differ significantly in their annual~

income (t = 4.66; p < .001), the amount of time spent at paid
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Table 6

Descrigtive Data for Anoual | itude Toward W

mean

sd. range ‘t-value
Income ,
wives $22,735 $8,399 $8,000-50,000 4.66***
husbands $39,227 $15,553 $12,ooo-és,ooo
Time at work (hrs) ' ,
wives  33.19 7.68 8-45  2.74%¢
husbands  42.07 5.13 0-90
Attitude | |
wives 63.89 7.40 50-75 -1.77*
husbands 61.41 8.55 35-72

*p<.05
**p < .01
** p < .001
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" work (t = 2.74; p < .01), and their attitudes toward women (t =
-1.77; p < .05). '

Means were calculated on the data gathered from thé
questionnaires aésessing time spent on household tasks. Four
sets of means resulted: wives" perceptions of the amount of
time they themselves spend on various household tasks
‘(Wife/SeIf), wives' perceptions of the amount of ;cime their
husbands spend on varioué household tasks (Wife/Husband),
husbands' berceptions of the amount of time they themselves

spend on various household tasks (Hgsband/Self), and husbands'

perceptions of the amount of time their wives spend on various -

household tasks (Husband/Wife) (see Table 7). Wives reported
{hat they spend 50 hrs 08 minutes per week on household tasks
and that their husbands spend 24 hrs 34 minutes per week on
household tasks. Husbands reported that they spend 22 hrs 59
minutes per week on household tasks and that their wives
spend 41 hrs 25 minutes per week on household tasks. The
differences between fhese means were assessed to test
hypotheses one and two.
Hypotheses 1

The first hypothesis predicted that husbands' and wives'
perceptions of the amount of timenépent on househbld tasks
would differ. Specifically, the hypothesis stated that wivés

would report spending more time on household tasks than their
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- Table 7

Husbands' and Wives' Perceptions of_the Amount of Time Per Week They and Their Spouse

4 hrs 46 min

Spend on Household Tasks.

‘Mean SD Range
Wife/Self 50 hrs 08 min 29 hrs 53 min 8 hrs 44 min to 112 hrs 04 min
Wife/Husband 24 hrs 34 min 21 hrs 34 min 4 hrs 16 min to 92 hrs 53 min
Husband/Self 22 hrs 59 min . 16 hrs 48 min 6 hrs 41 min to 75 hrs 27 min
Husband/Wife 41 hrs 25 min | 26 hrs 23 min to 102 hrs 34 min

by



45

husbands' report their wives spend on tasks, and husbands
‘would report spending more time on tasks than their wives
report their husbands spend on tasks.

One-tailed probability pairwise t-tests were conducted
on the followfng means: Wife/Self (50 hr 8’min) compared with
Husband/Wife (41 hr 25 min), and Husband/Self (22 hr 59 min)
Compa‘red with Wife/Husband (24 hr 34 min). Wife/Self and
Husband/Wife were found to be significantly different (t = -
1.77; p < 0.05). Therefore, it appears that wives perceive
themselves as spending more time on household tasks than
husbands pefceive wives spend on household tasks, However,
there was no significant difference between hysbands'
perceptions of the amount of time per week they spend on
housework and wives' perceptions of the amount of time per
week their husbands spend on housework (t = -0.46; NS).
Therefore, it appears that husbands perceive they spend the
same amount of time on household tasks that wives perceive
husbands spend on household tasks. |

- Thus, thére was support for hypothesis 1A but not for
hypothesis 1B. There was a discrepancy between spouses'
perceptions of the amount of time the wife spends on
household tasks, but no discrepancy on the spouses'
_perceptions of the amount of time the husband spends: on

household task. On average, wives believed that they spent



about 50 hours per week doing housework, whereas husbands
believed their wives spent about 41.5 hours per week. This. is
a significant discrepancy in perception of about 8.5 hours. On
average, husbands believed that they spent about 23 hours on
housework, which is similar to wives' estimate of 24.5 hours
for their husbands, a nonsignificant difference of about 1.5
hours. |
Hypothesis 2
The second hypothesis predicted that there would be a

significant difference between husbands and wives on the
- amount of time each spent on housework. It was expected that
wives spend more, time on household tasks than husbands. Both
husbands and wives should perceive that the wife spends more
time on housework than husbands. .

 One-tailed probability pairwise t-tests were cénducted
on the following means: Wife/Self (50 hr 8 min) compared with
Wife/Husband (24 hr 34 min), and Husband/Self (22 hr 59 min)
compared with Husband/Wife (41 hr 25 rﬁin). A significant
difference was found between Wife/Self and Wife/Husband (t =
4.92; p < 0.001), and between Husband/Self and Husband/Wife
(t = -4.08; p < 0.001). Both husbands and wives perceive that
the wife spends ;e.ignificantly more time on household tasks
than the husband.



Hypothesis 2 was supported. According to wives'

‘perceptions, they spend approximately 50 hours per-week‘r on
housework, whereas their husbands spend about 24.5 hours.
Therefore, wives think they spend 25.5 hours more per week on
housework than their husbands. According to husbands'
. perceptions, their wives spend about 41.5 hours per week on’
housework, whereas they spend about 23 hours on housework.
Therefore, husbands think their wives spend about 18.5 hours
more on housework than they do.

Wives may spend more time on housework because they
spend less time at paid work than their husbands. It was
thought that wives' time at paid work plus housework may be
nearly equal to husbands' time at paid work’plus hpusework. In
order to explore this possibility, spouses' hours spent on
housework per week were added to hours they spent at paid
work per week,and then husbands’ and wives' total time were
compared. It was found that wives spend more hours per week
-on paid work and housework together than- do husbands (see
Table 8). If we consider wives' perceptions, they estimate
that they‘spend more than 83 hours working and their husbands
spend about 66.5 hours working. Therefore,‘ they estirﬁate that
they spend 16.5 hours per week more than their husbands on
the combination of paid and family work. If we consider

husbands' perceptions, they estimate that their wives spend
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-Table 8

Amount of Time Spent Per Week at Paid Work Plys Husbands'

and Wives' Perceptions of the Amount of Time Spent P'er Week

on Family Work

Family work Paid v\:rork‘"’l Total
Wife/Self 50 hrs 08~ min 33 hrs 11 min 83 hrs 19 min
Wife/Husband 24 hrs 34 min 42 hrs 04 min 66 hrs 38 min
Husbénd/Wife 41 hrs 25 min 33 hrs 11 min .74 hrs 36 min
Husband/Self. 22 hrs 59 min 42 hrs 04 min 65 hrs 03 min

2 Husbands' time spent at paid work is reported by husbands

only, and wives' time spen

wives only.

t at paid work is reported by
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about 74.5 hours working, whereas they spehd about 85 hours
working. Therefore, they estimate that their wives spend 9.5
hours per week more than they do on paid and family work.

Since spouses' differed in amount of time spent on
household tasks overall, the researcher thought it would be
useful to compare husbands' and wives' perceptions of time
spent on each of the ten tasks categories. The following
duestion was asked: on which task categories did spouses |
percéive equal time spent, and on which task categories “did
spouses perceive significant differences between husbands and
wives?

One-tailed pair-wise t-tests were conducted on the
amount of time spent on each of the ten task cétegories (see
Table 9). Means for Wife/Self were compared with means for
Wife/Husband to deter‘mine if wives perceived the amount of
time they spend on each of the ten task categories differed
significantly from the amount of time their husbands spend on
the tasks. Similarly, means for Husband/Self were compared
with means for Husband/Wife to determine if husbands
perceived the amount of time they spent on each of the ten
task categories differed significantly from the amount of time
their wives spent on the tasks.

There was agreement between spouses on eight out of

the ten task dategories. Both husbands and wives perceived



Table 9

Mean of Spouses' Perception of the Amount of Time They and‘ Their Partner Spend on

H I r W

k

Wife/Self  Wife/Husband

Husband/Wife -

Husband/Self

Laundry 6 hrs 54 min 1 hrs 08 min*** 6 hrs 46 min 1 hr 28 min***
Kitchen 7 hrs 35 min 2 hrs 43 min*** 4 hrs 16 min 2 hrs 51 min* .
Light hswk 5 hrs 10 min 2 hrs 00 min*** 5 hrs 37 min 1 hr 55 min***
Heavy hswk 0 hrs 17 min 0 hrs 02 min*** 0 hrs 11 min 0 hrs 02 min**
Meals 15 hrs 08 min 5§ hrs 42 min*** 12 hrs 46 min 4 hrs 07 min***
Family care 10 hrs 40 min 6 hrs 38 min** 7 hrs 56 min 6 hrs 45 min
Yardwork 3 hrs 03 min 3 hrs 37 min 2 hrs 31 min 3 hrs 22 min

" Car . 0 hrs 25 min 1 hrs 06 min 0 hrs 23 min 1 hr 36 min
House upkeep 0 hrs 04 min 0 hrs 57 min* 0 hrs 07 min 0 hrs 34 min*
Business 0 hrs 51 min 0 hrs 41 min 0 hrs 52 min 0 hrs 19 min*
Total 50 hrs 08 min 24 hrs 34 min*** 41 hrs 25 min 22 hrs 59 min***
* p < 0.050
**  p<0.010
*** p < 0.001

06§



that there was a significant difference between spouses on
amount of time spent on five out of six of the traditionally
"feminine" tasks. Specifically, both husbands and wives
perceived that wives spend significantly more time than
husbands on the following traditionally "feminine" tasks:
laundry, kitchen clean-up, light housework, heavy hquséWork,
and meals. Both husbands and wives ag}eed that there was a
nonsignificant difference between ‘spouses in time spent per
week on two of the traditionally "masculine” tasks: yardwork
and car care. In addition, both' husbands and wi\}es agreed that
husbands spend more time.on housecare and upkeep than wives.

Spouses disagreed on the amount of time spent per week
for the following two task categories: family care and family
business (see Table 9). Specifically, 'wives reported that they
spend significantly more time on family care than their
husbands, but husbands do not report a significant difference
in time for this task category. Also, husbands reported that
their wives spend significantly more time on family business
than they do, but wirves did not perceive a difference.

Generally speaking, the "masculine" tasks were not very

time consuming tasks, but the "feminine" tasks were very time -

consuming. With the exception of yardwork, the "masculine"
task categories took less than one hour per week each to

complete. Spouses seemed to share half of the "masculine"
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tasks, and the ones that they did not share were not very time
consuming. However, with the exception of heavy
housecleaning, the "feminine" task categories took more than |
four hours per week each for wives to complete (even more if
you eonsider wives' perceptions), but husbands do not -
-contribute anywhere near equal amounts of time to these
tasks. The "ferninine" tasks are significantly more time
consuming then the "masculine” tasks, and wives bear the
brunt of the responsibility for them. |
Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis of this stndy was that similarity in
income between spouses would be positively related to equal
time spent on household tasks. Two regression analyses were
conducted using the forced entry method. One regression
calculated the relationship between independent variable
difference in spouses' incomes and dependent variable
Wife/Diff, and the second regression calculated the
relationship between independent variable difference in
spouses' incomes and dependent variable Husband/Diff (see
“chapter 3 for calculation of the dependent variebles). The
reeults were found to be nonsignificant (see Table 10).
Difference in spouses' incomes was not found to be
sigriificantly related to either Wife/Diff (R2 = 0.0088: F ratio



Table 10

* Husbands' Perceptions and Wives' Perceptions of the Difference

in Time S y I

| Independent variable R2 F ratio P

Difference in

income : . :
Wife/Diff 0.0088 0.2132 0.6485.

Husband/Diff 0.0501 1.2654 0.2718

Difference in
time at paid work

Wite/Diff ' 0.1496 4.3972 0.0463

Husband/Diff 0.1173 3.3216 0.0804

Husbands' attitude

toward women
Wife/Diff 0.0014 0.0344 0.8543
Husband/Diff ‘ 0.0136 0.3440 0.5628

Wives' attitude

toward women .
Wife/Diff . 0.0243 0.6230 0.4374
Husband/Diff 0.0010 0.0254 0.8746

All indepehdent‘
- variables entered

Wife/Diff 0.2024 1.3324 0.2908

Husband/Diff 0.1391 '0.8485 0.5104
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= 0.2132; NS) or Husband/Diff (F%2 = 0.0501; F ratio = 1.2654:
NS).

A se_cond set of regression analyses were conducted,
controlling for the possible influence of several demographic
variables. The following five variébles were used as
covariates: educational level of wife, educational level of
husband, age of wife, age of husband, and number of children
under 18 years of age living at home. The covariates were
entered into the regression equations first; then difference in
income was entered. This procedure allows for an examination
of the chan'ge in variance (R2) of the dependent variable which
the independent variable may be responéible for. Even when
controlling for these demographic variables, the R2 for either
dependent variable Wife/Diff or Husband/Diff did not change
significantly (see Table 11). Even with the covariates
considered, difference in spouses' incomes’ did not account for
a significant proportion of the variance in either husbands'
perception or wives' perception of relative time spent on
housework. In addition", no trends toward an increase in R2
were observed. The covariates alone accounted for about
10.0% of the variance in Wife/Diff and about 10.9% of the
variance in Husband/Diff. When the Evaria'ble difference in
spouses' incomes was added, the covariates plus difference in

spouses' incomes accounted for about 11.9% of the variance in
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Table 11

Second Set of Multiple Regression Analyses Examining {

Relationship Between the Independent Variables and the Two

Dependent Variables. Controlling For the Five Cdvariates

Independent R2 with R2 with
variable covariates p independent
only variable added

Difference in
income: '
Wife/Diff 0.100 0.811 0.119 0.850
Husband/Diff 0.109 . 0.782 0:149 0.762
Difference in
time at paid work:
Wite/Diff 0.100 0.798 0.207 0.534
‘Husband/Diff 0.105 0.777 0.209 0.528
Husbands' attitude
toward- women:
Wife/Diff 0.100 0.798 0.104 0.878
Husband/Diff 0.105 0.777 0.108 0.868
Wives' attitude
toward women: : ,
Wife/Diff 0.100 0.798 0.121 - 0.831
‘Husband/Diff 0.105 - 0.777 0.124 0.821
Four independent variables
entered simultaneously: _
Wife/Diff 0.100 0.811 -0.289 0.682

0.782 0.279 0.711

Husband/Diff = 0.109
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Wife/Diff and for about 14.9% of the variance in Husband/Diff.
Thus, hypothesis 3 was not supported in this study. -
Hypothesis 4

The fourth hypothesis of this study was that similarity
in the number of hours spent at paid work would be positively
related to equal time spent on household tasks. “Two
regression analyses were conducted using the forced entry
method. One regression equation calculated the relationship
between independent variable difference in time spent at paid
work and dependent variable Wife/Diff, and the second
calculated the relationship between independent variable
difference in time ,spent at paid work and dependent variable
Husband/Diff. The results of these analyses suggested some
support for the fourth hypothesis (see Table 10). Difference in
time spent at paid work Was found to be significantly related
to Wife/Diff (R2 = 0.1496; F ratio = 4.3972; p = 0.0463), and
the relationship between difference in time spent at paid work
and Husband/Diff approached significance (R2 = 0.1173; F ratio
= 3.3216; p = 0.0804). o

Similar to the analyses for hypothesis tnree, a second
set of regression analyses were conducted, controlling for the
possible influence of the above mentioned five covariates. As
befere, the covariates were entered into the regression

equation first, and then the variable difference in time at paid

56



- work was added. When controlling for the five demographic
variables, R2 for either dependent variable Wife/Diff or
Husband/Diff did not change significantly (see Table 11). When
the covariates were considered, difference in time 'spent at
paid work no longer accounted for a significant proportion of
the variance in either husbands' perception or wives'
perception of relative time spent on housework. Although R2
did not show a significant change, there was a trend toward an
increase in R2. The covariates alone accounted for about 10.0%
of the variance in Wife/Diff and about 10.5% of the variance in
Husband/Diff. When the variable difference in time spent at
paid work was added, the R2 almost doubled. The covariates
plus difference in time spent at paid work accounted for about
20.7% of the variance in Wife/Diff and for about 20.9% of the
variance in Husband/Diff. Thus, hypothesis 4 was not
supported. -
Hypothesis 5

The fifth hypothesis of this study was that both.

husbands' Vand wives' nontraditional sex-role attitudes wiI‘l be

positively related to equal time spent on household tasks. Four |

regression analyses were conducted using the fc)rqed entry "
method. One regression calculated the relationship between
independent variable husbands' attitude toward women and

dependent variable Wife/Diff, and a second régression
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" calculated the relationship between independent variable
husbands' attitude toward women and dependent variable
Husband/Diff. A third regression calculated the relationship
between independent variable wives' attitude toward women
and dependent variable Wife/Diff, and a fourth regression
calculated the reiationsﬁip between independent variable
wives' attitude toward women and dependent variable
Husband/Diff. Again, the results were found to be |
nonsignificant (see Table 10). Husbands' attitude toward
women was not found to be significantly related to either
Wife/Diff. (F%2 = 0.0014; F ratio = 0.0344; NS) or Husband/Diff
(R2 = 0.0136; F ratio = 0.3440: NS). Similarly, wives' attitude
toward women was not found to be Significéntly related to
either Wife/Diff (R% = 0.0243; F ratio = 0.6230; NS) or
Husband/Diff (R? = 0.0010; F ratio = 0.0254; NS).
Regression analyses were conducted again, this time
.controlling for the possible influence of the five demographic
variables. The covariates were entered into the regression
equation first; then independent variablé husbands' attitude
toward women was entered. This was also done for the
independent variable wives' attitude toward wdmen in a
separate equ'atidn. When controlling for these demographic
variables, R2 for neither dependent variable Wife/Diff nor

Husband/Diff changed significantly (see Table 11). Even with
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the covariates considered, neither husbands' nor wives'
attitude toward women accounted for a significant proportion
of the variance in either husbands' percepiion or wives'
perception of relative time spent on housework. In addition, no
trends toward an increase in R% were observed. The covariates
alone accounted for about 10.0% of the variance in Wife/Diff
and about 10.5% of the variance in Husband/Diff. When
husbands' attitude toward women was added, the covariates
plus husbands' attitude toward women accounted for about
10.4% of the variance in Wife/Diff and for about 10.8% of the
variance in Husband/Diff. When wives' attitude toward women
was added, the covaria’;es plus wives" attitude toward women
accounted for about 12.1% of the variance in Wife/Diff and for
about 12.4% of the variance in Husband/Diff. Thus, hypothesis
5 was not supported in this study.

Hypothesis 6 “

The si*th hypothesis of this study was that relative
income, time availéble, and sex-role aftitude together will
predict a greater amount of the variance in the time spent on
housework than any of these three variables alone. Two
multiple regression analyses were conducted: one with
dependent variable Wife/Diff and the second with dependent
variable Husband/Diff. The four independent variables were

- entered into the regression equations simultaneously. The
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results were nonsignificant (see Table 10). None of the four
independent variables were found to be significantly related to
either Wife/Diff (R‘2 0.2024; F ratio = 1.3324; NS) o
Husband/Diff (R® = 0.1391; F ratio = 8485; NS).

As for the analyses for the other hypotheses, a second
set of regression analyses were conducted to control for the
possible éffects of the five coval;iates. When controlling for
these demographic variables, Rz for either dependent variable
Wife/Diff or Husband/Diff did not chang'e significanﬂy. Even
with the covariates considered, the four independent variables
together did not account for a significant proportion of the
variance in either husbands' perception or wives' perception of
relative time spent on housework (see Table 11). However,
although a significant change was not found, a trend toward an
increase in R% was observed. The covariates alone accounted
for about 10.0% of the variance in Wife/Diff and about 10.9% of
the variance in Husband/Diff. When the four independent
variables were added, the R® almost tripled.' The covariates
plus the four independent variables accounted for about 28.9%
of the variance in Wife/Diff and for about 27.9% of the
variance in Husband/Diff. Thus, hypothesis 6 was not

supported in this study.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

A review of the literature on the division of labour
between dual-earner couples showed consistent significant
differences between husbands and wives in time spent on
household tasks. The review also suggested that variables of
relative income,.time spent at paid work, and sex-role attitude
of spouses were significantly related to spouses' division of
labour. However, it was noted that there were common
methodological flaws among these studies. Thus, the purposé
of this study was to attempt to replicate the above findings of
previous research, while controlling for several methodological.
issues.

This chapter will be a discussion of possible
explanations and implications of the results summarized in the
p'revibus chapter. The first section will detail hypotheses
about why spouses' perceptions about the amount of time spent
- on housework may differ. The next section discusses possible
reasons why wives spend more time on housework than - -
husbands. The third section will suggest possible i_mplications
of the findihgs for counselling. The fourth section will outline
the methodological strengths and weaknesses on this study.

The final section will summarize recommendations for future



research, based on rhethodological considerations of this study
and the implications of the findings of this study.
Why do spouses' perceptions differ?
An important finding of this study was that spouses'

_ perceptions of the amount of time spent on household tasks
differed. Wives' perceptions of tﬁe amount of time they
themselves spend on household tasks differed from their
husbands' perception of the amount of time their wives spend
on household tasks. However, wives' perceptions of the amount
of time their husbands spend on household tasks did not differ
from husbands‘_ perceptions of the amount of time they spend
on household tasks. This raises’an interesting questidn. Why
do spouses' perceptions differ for wives' time but not for
husbands' time?

~ When specific task categories were looked at, it was .
found that spouses seem to share the traditionally male tasks,
but the wives seem to spend more time than husbands on the
traditionally female tasks. It is possible, then, that both
males and females will have more. similar perceptions of the
amount of time it takes to perform traditionally male tasks
than trac_iitionally female tasks. Since wives'spend much more
‘time performing traditionally female tasks than do husbands,
'they' may be more aware of the time it' takes to perform these

tasks. It may be that husbands are not as accurate as wives in
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their estimations of the amount of time it takes to perform
"feminine" tasks. |

Another possible explanation for the discrepancies in
‘spouses' perceptions may be related to the nature of the
performance of these tasks. Many of the traditionally male
tasks may take a longer period of time to perform compared
with many of the traditionally female tasks. For instance,
mowing the lawn may take one hour, whereas wiping
countertops may take 5 minutes. It is possible that both
Spouses are more aware of, therefore possibly more accurately
perceive, the amount of time it takes to mow the lawn
compared to wiping countertops. Many of the traditionally
female tasks take 15 minutes or less to perform, and they are
repetitive and often performed following a schedule (Berheide,
1984). Accuracy in perception may be reduced since they are
almost habitual actions, and therefore spouses m‘éy be less
likely to be aware of the time it takes to pefform “feminine"
tasks.

There is a third explanation for why spouses may differ

on the amount of time wives spend on housework. According to

Berheide (1984), women perform a majority of tasks alone,

they tend to perform several tasks at once, and they often have

to "supervise" others while they perform tasks. “lf the wives in

this study performed most of their tasks alone and
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simultaneously, their husbands may not be aware of the total
amount of time it takes them to complete the tasks: therefore,'
the husbands' perceptions may not be as accurate. In addition,
if wives are "supervising" their husbands, t:hey may be much
more accurate in their perceptions of the amount of time it
takes their husbands to complete the tasks.

iv ? | :

A central question of this study was: why do employed
wives spend more time 'on housework plus paid work than
husbands? The inde'pendent variables relatiye time spent at
paid work, relative income énd husbands' Vand wives' sex-role
attitude did hot seem to be related to division of labour. The
Iéck of significant results may be due to the small,
heterogeneous sample of this study rather than to no
relationship existing between variables (for additional
discussion, see methodological limitations section). It could
alsé be that there are numerous additional variables that are
related to how spouses divide time among household tasks. As
with mucH of social research, the issue is multivariate in
nature. |

One possible reason why wives do more housewbrk than‘
their spouses is that they waht, to. For some women, the
family role may be the most important\ro’le in their lives.

These women may place the value of the enactment of the
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family role err their employment. and community roles. Hiller
and Philliber (1986) found"that a large minority of women had
personal attachment to their childcare and housekeeping roles.
They found that 43% of wives reported that it was importarit
to be better than their husbands in childcare, and 38% of
females reported it was important to be better than their
husbands in.housework.

An important question to have asked the women in the
present study may have been whether they had strong
ettachment to their careers and/or whether they were working
to help meet the financial needs of the family. A career has
been defined as an occUpation to which the individual has
strong personal commitment, requires a high degree of
education, and involves a continuous development or series of
promotions (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1978). It is possible that
women who have careers may make more demands on their
husbands regarding sharing housework, whereas women whose
employment roles are secondary to their famlly roles may not
make such demands.

- Some women may not expect their spouses to share the
housework; cohseqUently the housework is not shared. Hiller
and Philliber (1986) found that most husbands and wives
expected to share childcare tasks, but fewer expected to share

the housework. About 84% of husbands and wives agreed that
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they expected to.share childcare, whereas only 2% of couples
expected the wife t6 have major responsibility for childcare.
Interestihgly, 38% of husbands and wives expected to share
housework, whereas 30% of couples expected the wife to have
major responsibilit'y for housework. Wives expectations of
theif husbands were not assessed in the current study, and it
is quite possible that the wives did not expect more of their
husbands and were quite happy with the division of labour.

"The wi.ves in this study may not expect more
participation in :housework from their husbands because they
think they are lucky to get the "'help" that they do. Berheide
(1984) found her sample of wives was happy with the "help"
they got from their husbands. Even though these women spent-
much more time per week on housework than their husbands,
and over half of them were employed, they thought it was
better than no help at all, better than their mbthefs had it, and
that the household was their responsibility anyway.

Another possible reason why women do most of the
housework is that they reéign themselves to do so. Many
-women may welcomé more assistance from their husbands, but
believe that "If I don't do it, it doesn't get done" (Berheide,
1984, p. 44). In many caées,.this may very well be true. Wives
may ask their husbands to share, but their husbands may |

refuse, fdrget, or not do the task on time: The problem is that
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many women would be appalled at'the thought of not doing
their "job". Social norms dictate that the woman's role is to
be the care giver, and going against such norms may be very
difficult for some women.

It is likely for some women that they would rather do the
housework than argue with their spouses. Berheide (1984)
comments that some 'womenrare reluctant to argue with their
~ spouse over such a "trivial" issue. This notion that housework-
is "trivial" stems from the societal belief that "work" is
defined as paid work. [f housework is not considered work, it
is not valued, and is, ‘therefore, "trivial".

Some working wives may be more skilled than their
husbands at household tasks and this may account for their
greater responsibility for the housewo_r'k. Men have not be
trained from birth to take care of the house and the family,
and, consequently, may lack some of the skills necessary to do
the tasks. Many women may think the effort it takes to
supervise their husbands while they complete the housework is
not worth it. Berheide (1984) states that wives are often
reluctant to ask for help because it is easier to do the tasks
themselves. Women are probably more efﬁcient ‘at performing
these tasks, often performing several tasks at once. If the
men do participate in the housework, the)/ may take longer to

do some tasks than it would take the wives, and they may not
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do fhem as well as their wives. Some women may prefer to do
the tasks themselves rather than have to redo tasks that were
not completed to their standards or to have to train their
husbands to do them to the wives satisfaction. The problem
with this is that these wives would place. the majority of the
burden back onto their own shoulders.

This brings us to another possibility. Are women more
fastidious than men regardihg housework and family care? We
are bombarded daily with messages from the media that the
only way to get a house clean is with product X. The majority
of advertising for housecare, family care and food products is
directed toward women. A successful, happy woman is
depicted in advertising as one who has a spotless bathroom and
clean, well-fed children.  With such frequent, overt and subtle
messagés, it would not be surpfising if many ‘women boughf
‘into the idea that they are rot being a "good" wife or mother
unless their home is perfect. However, some women may need
to ask themselves whether their family will’ get ill if the
kitchen floor is not cleaned and waxed twice a week, or if they
do not gét a Qourmet dinner every night. Essentially, some
women may not be aware that the drive~to have a perfect home
is not necessary to the smooth functioning of their home. The
flipside of this issue is that men may be buying i‘nto the idea

that their wives are responsible for the housework, and may
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subtly or not so 'subtly pressure their wives to be the berfect
homemaker. 7

Men may not be doing half the housework because they do
not perceive that their wives spend much more time on
housework plus paid work than they do. In this.study, men
perceived that their wives spent only 9.5 hours more per week
than they did on housework plus paid work. This was quite
different from wives' perceetions of 18.5 hours more than
their husbands. Husbands may rationalize that 1 hour 20
minutes more per day for their wives is not that ﬁﬁmh.
However, if husbands underestimate their wives' actual time
spent on housework, then they may not realize how much more
time their wives spend on tasks than they do. It would be
interesting to note husbands' reactions to an objective
measure of housework division between spouses. Would they
be more willing to participate if they thought their wives
were spending 3 hours per day more than they were on
housework?'

: Another factor that may be preventing males from

greater participation in the home may be society's attitudes
- toward the implied nontraditional male role. If Ka husband‘ is
: Iikely to be negat'ively evaluated for participation in .
performance of household tasks, he may be less inclined to

share them. Male and female college students tend to evaluate



male homemakers less positively than female homemakers
(RosenWasser, Gonzales & Adams, 1985). There.is a lack of
social value given to the "feminine" role of homemaking, since
it is not defined as "work", and this lack of appreciation for
the work does not give men the incentive to sha.ré. In addition,
men who share the housework may not get a great deal of
social support from their peers or employers. With no
perceived support, they probably become less likely to share
the tasks. It is quite likely that men may even face ridicule
when participating in the homemaker role to an equal degree as
their wives, which furfher deters them from sharing the
housework. |

Another reason why men may not do their share of the
housework is that they don't like to do it. The nature of
traditionally "masculine" tasks is quite different from the
~ nature of the traditionally "feminine” tasks. "Masculine” tasks
usually are p_erformed infrequently, and there is some choicé in
when they are to be performed. "Feminine" tasks, however, are
performed routinely, they are necessary, they are described as
monotonous and tedious to perform, and there often is no o
choice about when they can be done. It is the "feminine" tasks

that males do not share, and probably do not want to share.
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Implications for counselling

The finding that many“ wives spend more time on the
combination of housework and paid work than their husbands
has several implications for counselling. An unequal division
of housework may have possible harmful effects for the wives
and on the marital relationship. Therefore, counsellors should
be aware of the possible negative consequences of women's
double duty.

An unequal division of household tasks may have a
negative effect on the marital relationship. The monotonous,
repetitive  nature of housework &an be frustrating, and many
wives are exposed to this frustration more frequently than
their husbands are. Wives may feel that their spouses do not
apbreciate- them .and take them for granted, and this may lead
to wives resenting their spouses. This resentment may lead to
disagreements over how the housework should be divided,
which may contribute to marital dissatisfaction and
dissolution. Some women may not confront their spoﬁses
about their frustration with the housework, since they may
believe that it is their responsibility. These women may
continue performing the lioness's share, and not have leisure ,
ti‘me‘for themselves or have quality time with their spouses,
which can result in marital dissatisfaction. Maritai |

counsellors need to be aware of the impact that housework can
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have on marital satisfaction. They need to help couples
negotiate a mutually satisfying division of tasks. Since
husbands and wives probably have different perceptions of how
much time wives spend on housework, counsellors could assist
couples by helping them: (i) determine what tasks need to be
performéd and how often, (ii) decide how much time each task
takes, and (iii) decide how these tasks will be divided between
them. '

Some wives may choose to alleviate the strain of doing
most of the housework by lowering their involvement in their
employment role. Some women may reduce their time at work,
such as seeking part-time employment, so that they can devote
more time to the family and home. However, the p’étentially
negative result of this decreased involvement in the workforce
is that these women will not make as much money as women
who spend more time and energy at work. Women considering
the alternative of fewer hours at work should be informed of
the possibility that, in the future, they may become the sole
financial providers for thehéelves and their children, and that
their current involvement in the workforce may affect their
ability in the future to be financial providers.

Methodological iderat
The results of this study should be viewed cautiously

since there are several methodological weaknesses. Lack of
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statistical power and heterogenéity of subjects may partially
account for the nonsignificant results of this study, the
method of gathering information from subjects affects the
generalizability of the results to the general population, and
the time measure used in the study has several problems.
One possible explanétion' for the nonsignificant results is
the lack of étatistical power of this study. With very small
samples, even large population effects will not be
statistically significa}nt (Neale & Liebert, 1986); therefore,
the risk of concluding that there is no relationship when in
fact there is one (Type Il error) is greater. Sihce this study's
sample consisted of 27 couples, statisticai power'was low,
therefore increasing the risk of concluding that there is no
relationship between the variables when in fact there is one.
A second explanation for the lack of significant results
lies with the heterogeneity of the sample. If subjects vary
among themselves on variables' that are related to the -
dependent variable, then these variables ‘produc‘e uncontrolled
variance (Neale & Liebert, 1986), which decreases the ability
to obtain true effects; therefore, the risk of coh,cluding that
there is no relationship when in fact there is one (_Type i
error) is increased . Subjects in this sample varied in age,
education level, occupation, income, and presence and age of

children, all variables that may be related to the division of



housework. Th‘erefore, these variables may have contributed to
uncontrolled variance, and nonsignificant results probably
were produced.

Another methodological consideration is the method .of
gathering information.  Although subjects were randomly
selected from the University population .of employees,
subjecté may not have responded in a representative manner.
In this study, information was obtained via questionnaire, and
questionnaires are subject to self-selection bias. _In addition,
selection bias of subjects tends to increase directly as a
function of the difficulty involved in obtaining subjects (Neale
& Liebert, 1986). The return rate 6f this study was quite low,
probably due to the time consuming nature of the questionnaire
packages. Therefore, it is likely that the subjects were not a
representative sample of married dual-earner couples, thereby
reducing the generalizability of these results.

A‘third methodological consideration is that there aié
several problems with the measure of time spent on
housework. Total timé spent on housework in a week was
calculated by determining the amount of time spent on each
task in a week, then summing across all tasks. The problem
with this procedure is that it does not take into account the
possibility of simultaneous performance of tasks. For

example, an individual may cook and watch children at the
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same time. However, due to the nature of the scale, the time
spent on each of these tasks would be recorded éeparately.
Thus, the calculation of total time spent on housework may not
be accurate if several sets of tasks are performed |
simultaneously. |

In addition, the time measure does not take into account
efficiency or quality of task performance. For example,' one
spouse may spend 15 minutes once a week cleaning the
bathroom, whereas the other spouse may take 25 minutes.
This information does not reveal how well the bathroom was
cleaned or how much effort was expended to do so; The spouse
who spént 15 minutes may have done a: (i) poorer job with less
effort, (ii)' poorer job with more effort, (iii) better job with
less effort, or (iv) better job with more effort than the spouse
who spent 25 minutes. The time measures obtained from the
sample' does not indicate whether husbands' were more or less
efficient in the performance of their share of housework, or
whether the quality of their housework was better or worse
than their wives. In the labour force, quality work is vaiued
over poor‘work, and work completed efficiently is valued over
work completed inefficiently. The same should hold true for
housework.

This study, however,. has séveral strengths. First, a

measure of the amount of time spent on housework was used,



76

which overcomes the problems of a Likert scale discussed in
Chapter 2. Second, a comprehensive list of household tasks
typically performed by couples was employed. The revised FRI
included both traditionally male and female tasks, and in the
development phase of the revised FRI, there was strong
agreement across couples about which household tasks were
frequently performed (see Table 1). Third, both spouées were
asked their perceptions _of amount of time spent on housework,
thus avoiding the bias of only one spouse. Also, the Attitudes
Toward Women Scale used to measure sex-role attitude was a

il

reliable and valid measure.
Future research

~ Future researchers in the area of the distribution of
household tasks, should be cautious with several
methodological issues. It is importanf for resea'rchers. to
direct their attention to large sample sizes in order to
increase the statistical power of their studies and avoid) the
increased risk of making Type Il errors. ,Iff sample size is
sufficiently large, heterogeneity of subjects should not pose a
large thre‘at to statistical conclusion validity. Rather than
continue to use the questionnaire format, researchers should
consider Qathering information via formalized systematic
personal interviews, (Neale & Liebert, 1986). In addition,

reliable and valid measures should be employed.



Researchers must also assess both spouses"perceptidns
of the time spent on household tasks, since it has been shown
that spouses do differ in their perceptions about housework.
One possible area of inquiry could be to follow up on the
reasons for the discrepancies between spouses perceptions.
Future research could study whether individuals who more
frequently perform tasks are more accurate in their pérception
of the amount of time it takes to complete the tasks ;chan
individuals who perforfn the tasks less frequently. Oi’,
researchers could study whether individuals are less accurate
in their time estimates for routinely performed tasks that
take short amounts of time to complete as compared to

ifregularly performed tasks that take a relatively long time to
| complete. - Another possibility for future research is whether

spouses perceptions differ because husbands do not see their

wives performing the tasks and, therefore, are not as accurate

in their perceptions of the time it takes to complete them.
There are .numerous other possibilities for future
research in the area related to the division of housework
between dual-earner couple's. There are possibly numerous
'variaples that may predict‘ why the division of labour is not
equal. When expl'oring why couples do not share housework, thé

following questions could be addressed:
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(i) Do some wives do more housework than their spouses
because they want to? Attachment to the family role
.compared to the employment role may be a significant variable
in predicting division of labour. “

(ii) Do some women not expect their spouses to share the
housework? | | ' _

(iii) Does the belief that "If | don't db it,' it doesn't get done"
hinder women's chances of getting their partners to share?
(iv) Does the fear of arguing with their spouse over the
"trivial" issue of housework prevent women-from demanding
their spouses' participation? | 7

(v) Do women do more h‘ouseWork because it is preferable to
supervising and training their husbands to do the tasks
properly?

(vi) Are women more fastidious than men regarding
housework and family care ?

(vii) Are hen not doing half the housework because they do .
not perceive that there is a great discrepancy in time spent on
the combination of. p'aid work and housework?

(viii) Do men avoid equal participation' because of
fsociety's_attitudes toward housework and people's reactions to
men who do housework?

(ix) Do men not do their share of the housework because théy
don't like to do it? |
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