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1. Introduction

Housework is essential for people to live and maintain a
household (Davis & Greenstein, 2020), and in occupational
therapy, it has been recognized as important in achieving in-
dependent living in the community and in acquiring and main-
taining roles in the home (Inomata & Kobayashi, 2014). There
have been several studies on housework, including economic
aspects such as labor (Iversen & Rosenbluth, 2006), psychologi-
cal aspects such as the burden of daily repetition (Bird, 1999),
and social and cultural aspects such as the roles and meanings
associated with housework (Artis & Pavalko, 2003; Geist,
2005; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard, 2010; Primeau, 2000). In
occupational therapy, housework has been recognized as im-
portant not only for independence in community life but also
in the obtaining of roles (Beagan & D’Sylva, 2011; Shordike &
Pierce, 2005). Housework involves a wide variety of tasks, each
of which consists of different processes and requires different

physical and mental functions (Beagan et al., 2017). In addition,
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the expected content and quantity of housework differs depend-
ing on the gender and life-stage of the person performing it
(Shordike & Pierce, 2005). In particular, recently, with the aging
of households and the entry of women into the workforce (Artis
& Pavalko, 2003; Major & Germano, 2006: 13-38; Primeau,
2000), housework needs to be performed in different ways than
in the past.

The purpose of this study was to understand the implemen-
tation of housework from the perspectives of life-stage, gender,
occupational status, and sense of burden and life-satisfaction. In
particular, this study focused on housework that is considered
“unaware” or “invisible,” such as “checking the trash day” and
“collecting the trash” when “taking out the trash.” The results of
this study can serve as a resource for occupational therapists in

their involvement in housework.

2. Method
2.1 Subjects

A questionnaire survey was administered to 120 households
of healthy persons living in the community. The households
were selected from approximately 500 households that had pur-

chased a single-family home in a city in Tokyo within the past
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15 to 50 years to ensure that the current life-stage was equal-
ized.

The survey procedure was explained in the form of a written
survey sheet. Once the households agreed to participate, they
were given informed consent forms to sign. The names on the
consent forms were not attached to the data because those forms
were kept in a locked file in the office of the research center,
separate from the researcher. The authors have no conflicts of
interest directly relevant to the contents of this article. This
study was conducted with the approval of the Kyorin University
Ethics Committee (Approval No. 30-22).

2.2 Procedure

Each questionnaire consisted of 7 parts: (1) demographic
information, (2) housework, such as who does it, where, and the
feeling while doing it, (3) levels of burden, significance, and
interests in housework and the time to spend on it, (4) collabora-
tions, (5) descriptions of most important housework, (6) level of

life-satisfaction, and (7) free description.

All survey items were selected by the judges (the author,
OTR, and two experts who are both architects and housekeep-
ing researchers) to determine if they included common Japanese
housekeeping tasks and processes after meeting once a month

for over a year.

2.2.1 Housework items

Housework items relevantly descriptive of the process of
housework were selected as follows.

Two OTRs (registered occupational therapists), having more
than 15 years of experience, wrote down the process of each
category of housework that they had always performed based on
each of the categories of routine tasks and intermitted tasks by
Garrido and Acitelli (1999). Routine tasks were the following:
preparing meals, washing dishes or putting items in the dish-
washer, food shopping, laundry, housecleaning, and keeping in
touch with family members. These housework tasks were ana-
lyzed and subdivided into 75 items for process analysis to focus

particular attention on “unaware” or “invisible” tasks, such as

Table 1: Housework tasks were analyzed and subdivided into 75 items

Subtotal Items (Excerpt) Subtotal ~ Number of Items
. Think about the menu 21 25
Breakfast, lunch, dinner -
. Cooking
Meal preparation -
) Decide what to buy 4
Shopping for food - -
Go shopping for groceries, etc.
Realize that the laundry is piling up 3 11
Laundry - - ;
Put laundry in the washing machine
Tidying up Put laundry away in its place 4
Laundry - -
Ironing Ironing
. Pick up dry cleaning 3
Cleaning -
Pick up laundry
Separating each type of trash ~ Separate trash by type and dispose of trash 2 10
. Check the trash day 8
Taking out the trash .
Taking out the trash Collect trash from each room
Throw away trash
Make the bed and bedding 3 3
Bedclothes Dry bedding and sheets
Take in bedding and sheets
Take out mail from the mailbox 3 3
Mail Distribute mail to family

Check contents of mail (e.g., confirm events,
dispose of unwanted mail)

Clean the floor and hand basin 4 19

Toilet -
Replenish paper and towels
Clean the floor, water supply, and walls of the 6
bathroom.

. o Bathroom - - -
Cleaning and tidying up Put papers and things away in their proper

place

Living room Vacuuming 4

Dining room Remove dirt from the floor 3

Entrance area Put away shoes, etc. 2
Go to the store 4 4

Shopping (other than for meals)

Put purchased items in place

Total 75
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check the trash day and organizing mail (Table 1).

2.2.2 Levels of burden, significance, and interest in
housework

Based on a rating chart for judgments of task performance
and interest developed by Smith (Smith et al., 1986), and Watts
& Kielhofner (Watts & Kielhofner, 1986), for each task item,
the performers of housework were asked to check the level of

burden, satisfaction, and interest.

2.2.3 Collaborations and level of life-satisfaction

The collaboration and life-satisfaction levels were asked of
the respondents as follows: “Are you satisfied with your role
sharing with your partner?,” and “How satisfied are you with
your current life?”” Respondents answered each question using a
visual analog scale (0 to 100 points), as used in previous studies
(Kobayashi & Miyamae, 2002).

2.3 Statistical analysis

General information about the subjects was tabulated using
descriptive statistics. For differences in the amount of house-
work by gender, #-tests were used. One-way ANOVA was used
for the differences in the amount of housework by a wife’s em-
ployment status (full-time, part-time, and housewife) and the
amount of housework by life-stage (married-couple-only house-
holds, child-rearing households, and elderly households). Spear-
man’s rank correlation coefficient was used for the relationship
between life-satisfaction, the sense of burden of housework, the
amount of housework, and the division of housework. SPSS

ver.24 (IBM) was used for all statistical analyses.

3. Results
3.1 Demographic information

In a total of 179 respondents, 78 were husbands and 101
wives. Included in this group were 57 respondents who were
married couples. The mean number of household members was
3.25 £1.9. The age of the family members ranged from 1 to 78

years with a mean age of 36.8 + 22.1 years. The mean age of
husbands and wives was 49.41 + 13.32 and 47.5 + 14.70 years

respectively.

3.2 Differences in the amount of housework by gender
The average amount of housework for each household was
78 £ 14.53, with 19 + 17.85 for males and 59 + 15.39 for fe-
males. The mean housework time was 176 + 147 minutes (Figure
1). The number of housework tasks performed and the amount
of time spent on them were more by women than men (p < 0.05).

3.3 Differences in the amount of housework, sense of
burden, and life-satisfaction by life-stage

The breakdown by life-stage was: (1) married-couple-only
households (11 households, 13 %), (2) child-rearing households
(30 households, 55 %), and (3) elderly households (10 house-
holds, 19 %). The number of household tasks performed by hus-
bands in each life-stage is as follows: (1) married-couple-only
households (26.31 + 19.56), (2) child-rearing households (16.32
+ 16.57), and (3) elderly households (20.00 + 21.26). The num-
ber of household tasks performed by wives in each life-stage is
as follows: (1) married-couple-only households (52.15 + 19.45),
(2) child-rearing households (61.87 + 13.28), and (3) elderly
households (62.78 + 15.50).

For both men and women, there was no difference in the
total number of household tasks by life-stage. As a result, the
items that differed by life-stage were the number of laundry
tasks performed by the husband (p = 0.034), the number of
child-rearing tasks performed by the wife (»p = 0.01), and the
sense of burden throughout the entire household (p = 0.016).
Husbands in married-couple-only households did more laundry
than husbands in elderly households (p = 0.031).

Wives in child-raising households did more child-rearing
than husbands in married-couple-only households and elderly
households (p = 0.000), while husbands in child-raising house-
holds did not differ in the number of housework tasks compared

to husbands in other life-stages.

[ ] Men [ ] Women

Total 19.52 | 59.70

Shopping (other than for meals) 0.72 | 2.52
Cleaning and tidying up 6.22 | 15.27
Mail 1.50 | 227
Bedclothes 0.70 | 2.50
Taking out the trash 3.20 | 7.88
Laundry 137 | 7.61
Meal preparation 5.56 | 19.63
| | | | | | | | |

0 10 20 30

40 50 60 70 80 90 100 (%)

Figure 1: Differences in amount of housework by gender
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Elderly households felt significantly more burdened (p =
0.012) than married-couple-only households in terms of the

overall burden of housework.

3.4 Differences in the amount of housework, sense of
burden, and life-satisfaction by wife’s employment status

The working status of the wives was: (1) company employ-
ee, etc. (full-time) (21 persons, 39 %), (2) company employee,
etc. (part-time) (17 persons, 31 %), and (3) housewife (15 per-
sons, 28 %).

The total number of household tasks for husbands whose
wives were full-time workers was 28.19 + 19.02, for husbands
whose wives were part-time workers was 13.12 + 12.88, and
for husbands whose wives were housewives was 12.60 + 15.18.
The total number of household tasks for wives was: (1) 50.52
+ 16.16 for full-time, (2) 62.53 + 10.80 for part-time, and (3)
68.00 + 12.61 for housewives. There was a significant differ-
ence in the total amount of housework for both men (p = 0.06)
and women (p = 0.01) due to differences in the employment
status of the wives (Figure 2).

Wives who worked full-time were significantly less likely
than both part-time workers and housewives to take out the
trash (p = 0.047) and manage the mail (p = 0.007). On the other
hand, wives who worked part-time took out the trash (p = 0.023)
and prepared bedding (p = 0.045) more often than wives who
worked full-time. Housewives prepared more meals (p = 0.035)
and laundry (p = 0.000).

In terms of the total number of housework, husbands whose
wives were full-time workers performed more than husbands
whose wives were part-time workers (p = 0.019) and house-
wives (p = 0.030). Conversely, the total number of housework
tasks performed by full-time working wives was lower than that
of part-time (p = 0.029) and housewives (p = 0.003).
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Figure 2: Differences in amount of housework by wife’s em-
ployment status

Notes: (1) company employee, etc. (full-time), (2) company employee,
etc. (part-time), (3) housewife. ** p <0.01, * p <0.05.
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Husbands whose wives worked full-time prepared more
meals (p = 0.037), laundry (p = 0.002), and bedding preparation
than husbands whose wives worked part-time (p = 0.02) or were
housewives (p = 0.013).

The results showed that there were no differences among the
three groups in the burden of housework, level of importance,

and life-satisfaction.

3.5 The relationship between the amount of housework,
interest in housework, and importance of housework

Life-satisfaction was not correlated with housework time,
amount (number) of housework tasks, or interest/importance in
housework, but was correlated with satisfaction with collabora-
tion (r = 0.353) (Table 2).

As for the amount of time spent on housework, wives’ posi-
tive correlation (» = 0.339 to 0.461) and husbands’ inverse cor-
relation (r =—0.337 to —0.383) were found for meal preparation,
laundry, trash disposal, cleaning, and a total number of tasks.

The overall burden of housework was not correlated with
the actual amount of housework. It was inversely correlated
with meals (» = —0.331) and cleaning (» = —0.497), which are
high-interest housework (Table 2).

4. Discussion

This study investigated the actual status of housework in
each household, taking up housework that was considered to be
“unaware” or “invisible” in nature.

The amount of housework performed in this study revealed
that women performed more than three times as much house-
work as men, and this result revealed that women performed
more housework than indicated in a previous study in which
women were responsible for twice as much housework as men
in terms of time spent on housework. This was thought to be due
to the “visualization” conducted in this study, which may more
accurately reflect the reality of the division of housework than
previous questionnaire surveys (Bianchi et al., 2000; Coltrane,
2000; Iversen & Rosenbluth, 2006) or time diary surveys (Gers-
huny & Sullivan, 2003; Hook, 2006) used in previous studies
on housework. This study suggests that the reason why women
are responsible for more housework in Japan is that in coun-
tries where traditional gender role divisions are upheld, such as
Japan, couples do not share housework equally, compared to
countries that actively advocate gender equality (Geist, 2005).
The results of this study may be influenced by the cultural back-
ground in Japan.

In a comparison of the amount of housework by type of
employment, the number of housework tasks shared by men
increased in the group of wives who worked full-time. On the
other hand, women who worked part-time performed the same
number of housework tasks as full-time housewives. The results
of this study were consistent with previous studies, which have

shown that the division of housework increases in proportion
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Table 2: Relationship between amount of housework, interest in housework

Satisfaction Interest in . Interest in Interest in
. Importance of Interest in . .
with role as- meal prepara- taking out cleaning and
. housework . laundry .
signment tion trash tidying up
Pearson’s corre- 353% 0.149 -0.156 -0.022 ~0.027 ~0.214
lation coefficient
Life-satisfaction  “gi0 ihicance 0.013 0.277 0.254 0.877 0.846 0.117
Number 49 55 55 54 54 55
Pearson’s corre- ~0.181 0.133 ~0.097 —276% 0218 ~0.193
lation coefficient
Time spenton task  “g; i cance 0214 0.334 0.479 0.044 0.114 0.158
Number 49 55 55 54 54 55
Pearson's corre- 0.019 0252 ~331% -0.014 -0.081 497
lation coefficient
Sense of burden Significance 0.896 0.063 0.014 0.919 0.562 0.000
Number 49 55 54 54 54 54

Note: ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05.

to women’s income (Fuwa, 2004; Fuwa & Cohen, 2007). How-
ever, the employment rate of mothers raising children under 3
years of age is over 50 % in the U.S.A., while it is only 30 % in
Japan (Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare, 2014), suggest-
ing that the burden of housework on part-time working wives in
Japan may be higher than in other countries.

A comparison by life-stage showed no difference in the over-
all number of housework tasks, but the sense of burden increased
in elderly households. The main reasons for the increased sense
of housework burden among elderly households are physical and
psychological aspects. As for the physical aspect, the decline in
cardiopulmonary function, muscle strength, and aerobic capac-
ity due to aging may lead to a decline in daily living functions
(Braet et al., 1997; Judge et al., 1996; Pendergast et al., 1993),
which may also affect the increased sense of burden in house-
work activities. As for the psychological aspect, previous stud-
ies have described the psychological burden of older women
spending more time on housework activities than men, even after
retirement (Adjei et al., 2017; Bianchi et al., 2012). In particular,
women have shown a sense of burden from continuing to per-
form routine and repetitive tasks such as laundry, cooking, and
cleaning (Barnett & Shen, 1997; Coltrane, 2000).

In light of the above, it is necessary to consider interventions
such as streamlining the amount of housework, introducing elec-
tronic appliances, introducing external support, and sharing roles
with men to reduce repetitive household chores that cause a high
sense of burden, taking into account physical and psychological
aspects. However, some opinions argue that women themselves
are hesitant to abandon housework as they feel that it is their
identity (Allen & Hawkins, 1999; Hawkins & Roberts, 1992).
Therefore, it is necessary to consider individual values regarding
housework and intervene after surveying individual needs.

The burden of housework and life-satisfaction were influ-
enced by interest in housework and the division of roles in the

household, not by the actual number of housework tasks or the
amount of time spent on them. Previous studies have shown that
inequity in the division of housework has a greater impact on
distress than the quantity of housework (Bird, 1999), a finding
that is also supported by this present study. Regarding the divi-
sion of housework, this study indicated that satisfaction with the
division of housework contributes to satisfaction with life. Con-
sistent with previous studies showing that inequality in the divi-
sion of housework was correlated with lower levels of happiness
(Blair & Lichter, 1991; Coltrane, 2000), the results suggest that
a sense of equality in the division of housework is related to
happiness. The study also found that the less interest respon-
dents had in meal preparation and cleaning, the greater the bur-
den. This suggests that for households to maintain a healthy and
high level of life-satisfaction, it is necessary to consider not only
the equal division of housework but also the individual’s interest

in housework.

5. Conclusion

Despite the increasing number of women entering the work-
force, this survey revealed that women perform about three times
the amount of housework compared to men. The overall amount
of housework did not significantly differ by life-stage, suggest-
ing that a certain amount of housework is demanded at all times
in maintaining a household. The sense of burden for housework
tends to increase among elderly households, suggesting that sup-
port for this group may be necessary. Housework tended to be
shared more among households in which the wife was employed.
In addition, a correlation was found between the division of roles
and life-satisfaction, suggesting that the division of roles, includ-

ing housework, influences the achievement of a satisfied life.
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