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Retirement is a later life transition that may affect a variety of areas in a 

person's life. One area is the division of household labor. Historically, women have 

been responsible for and performed the majority of household labor. Women's 

responsibility for household labor follows the traditional dual sphere ideology, which is 

that women are responsible for the home and family and men are responsible for 

providing income. The transition to retirement may change the division of household 

labor and the relationship between gender attitudes and how much men and women 

invest in household labor. 

This issue was addressed using longitudinal data from the National Survey of 

Families and Households. The sample consisted of 172 married men and women who 

were not working full time and who self-identified as retired. Structural Equation 

Modeling was used to assess the relationship between gender attitude and investment 

in routine tasks before and after the retirement transition. 

For this sample, gender attitude and investment in routine tasks were stable 

over time. Results show that the relationship between gender attitude and investment in 

routine tasks was not significant for men but marginally significant for women. 



Women who had an egalitarian attitude before retirement increased their investment in 

routine tasks after retirement, which was opposite of the expected relationship. 

Housework may be used as a source of power for these women who may increase their 

investment to keep a power balance in their marriage. 

The results suggest that the retirement transition does not greatly influence the 

relationship between gender attitude and household labor. Further study should assess 

the influence of situational factors on this relationship. Situational pressures, such as 

external group norms or health complications, may affect the influence of gender 

attitudes on housework investment. Additionally, structural differences, such as 

remarriage or gay and lesbian relationships, may be important contexts in which to 

examine this relationship. Examining situational influences and researching different 

contexts are important future directions in the study of the division of household labor. 
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GENDER AND HOUSEWORK: 

POSTRETIREMENT CHANGE 


INTRODUCTION 


Retirement is a major transition in later life for most Americans. Most older 

adults who leave the labor force identify as retired (Szinovacz & DeViney, 1999). This 

self-identification can be an important process as retirees adjust to retirement (Ekerdt & 

DeViney, 1990). Upon retiring, retirees often reevaluate their lives and adopt new 

activities and roles to replace the lost role of paid worker (Atchley, 1997; Dorfman, 

1992). An individual's retirement can also affect family roles and interactions with 

family members (Dorfman, 1992; Szinovacz & Ekerdt, 1995; Szinovacz, Ekerdt, & 

Vinick, 1992; Szinovacz & Schaffer, 2000). The retirement transition also can 

influence housework patterns that couples set early in their relationship (Cliff, 1993; 

Dorfman, 1992). For example, some husbands decide to help out after retiring because 

"it just seem(s) fairer" (Cliff, 1993, p. 41). 

Researchers have explained the division of household labor by an interaction 

among three theories: exchange theory, time availability, and gender ideology theory. 

Briefly, exchange theory posits that the spouse who brings the most resources into a 

relationship is able to "buyout" of household labor. The time availability hypothesis 

purports that the spouse with the most time does the most housework. Finally, the 

gender ideology theory suggests that gender attitudes men and women adhere to 

influence how much housework they do. Retirement is a unique life phase to study 

housework because ample time is available to do housework and retired people have 

reduced income. The highest percent of retired people's income is from Social Security 
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(Atchley, 1997). This indicates that although the accumulation of wealth may affect 

power dynamics in older families, the majority of retirees' income comes from 

government benefits. Retirement is one phase of the life course in which the 

relationship between gender ideology and investment in housework can be examined 

without the direct influence of earning power or lack of time. This relationship can then 

be compared to that before retirement. 

Dual Spheres Ideology in the 19th Century 

Beginning in the 19th century in the U.S., with the rise of industrialization, 

women's place was identified in their homes and their role as caretakers. Men's place 

was considered to be in the work force and their role was to provide for their families 

(Bernard, 1981; Bose, 1987). The dual spheres (also known as separate spheres) 

ideology was fueled by the "cult of domesticity" or the "cult of true womanhood" 

ideology (Bose, 1987). This ideology stirred up reverence for mothering and 

homemaking duties, ascribing great social importance to them (Bose, 1987). Through 

their roles as mothers and wives, women provided refuge from the outside world 

(especially their husbands' work world), reared children, and acted as a moral center 

for their families (Bose, 1987). Homemaker was considered the only acceptable role 

for women during this time, despite the fact that many women were in the paid labor 

force in one way or another (Bose, 1987). Even though this prescriptive ideology did 

not fit the reality of many women's lives, it was nevertheless pervasive (Bose, 1987). 

The dual spheres ideology supported patriarchy because it encouraged women's 
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economic dependence on their husbands and their separate and unequal status (Bose, 

1987; Hartmann, 1981; Sokoloff, 1980). 

The dual spheres ideology was a major factor in the creation of the family wage 

for (White) men (Bose, 1987; Sokoloff, 1980). Men earned a family wage so their 

wi ves could stay out of the paid labor force. Therefore, there was no economic need for 

many (White) women to work (Bose, 1987; Sokoloff, 1980). Though the dual spheres 

ideology posited that men and women were separate but equal, women were not truly 

equal because their economic well-being depended on the presence of a working man 

(Bose, 1987; Sokoloff, 1980). Thus, women were in a separate and unequal position 

relative to that of men. 

The "Second Shift" in the 20th Century 

During World War II, to replace men fighting overseas, women entered the 

labor force in large numbers. This presence was short lived however. When men 

returned from the war, many women were displaced from the labor force. Shortly 

thereafter, during the late 1940s and 1950s, the dual spheres ideology was revived. 

Coontz (1992) described how dual spheres was not a reality for many families, yet it 

was portrayed everywhere. It was in the media, especially in television shows like 

Leave It to Beaver and Father Knows Best, and in ads for home appliances. 

Beginning in the 1970s and 1980s, due to both the feminist movement and the 

large influx of middle-class White women into the work force, the dual spheres "ideal" 

has been challenged. Currently, women's participation in the paid labor force 

approaches that of men's, with an increasing number of women with children under six 
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working for pay. In 1998,59% of women 16 years and older were in the paid labor 

force, compared to 76% of men. At the same time, 67% of single women and 63% of 

married women with children under six were in the paid labor force (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 1999). 

Even though women have increased their presence in the paid labor force, men 

have not invested substantial amounts of time in "women's" sphere: household labor 

(Blair & Lichter, 1991; Condran & Bode, 1982; Coverman & Sheley, 1986; Press & 

Townsley, 1998; Rexroat & Shehan, 1987; South & Spitze, 1994; Thompson & 

Walker, 1989; Warner, 1986). There are many reasons why men do approximately half 

the housework that women do (Blair & Lichter, 1991; Hochschild, 1989; South & 

Spitze, 1994). Many men and women still believe in the myth of dual spheres. It may 

be that some women do not want men to step into their "domain;" they may see their 

roles of primary parent and homemaker as sources of power and feel threatened by 

their husbands' interference (Emerson, 1962). Conversely, some men may believe that 

they should be the primary breadwinners and their wives should stay home and not 

work (for pay). They are not responsible for housework or child care, which is their 

wives' responsibility. Others may not follow a strict dual spheres ideology, but approve 

of women working for pay. Women's primary roles, however, are those of homemaker, 

mother, and wife. Therefore, when women "choose" to work, they must shoulder both 

paid worker and family caretaker roles. Men are not responsible for household labor; at 

most their role is to be the helper providing meager housework support for working 

women. 

Because men are not sharing household labor with women, there is a "second 

shift" for working women (Hochschild, 1989). Many women spend a full day in paid 
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work and arrive home to spend more hours in household labor while men enjoy leisure 

acti vities. Women spend an average of 33 hours a week in housework whereas men 

spend an average of 18 hours (South & Spitze, 1994). Assuming a 40 hour work week 

with 8 hours of sleep a night, men have 54 hours of leisure a week while women have 

39 hours. 

These extra hours of work have two implications for women. The first is that 

women's stress levels are increased due to lack of leisure and lack of sleep, as some 

women reduce their sleep time to complete household tasks (Barnett & Shen, 1997; 

Hochschild, 1989). The second implication is that some women decrease their paid 

work hours (or quit work) to alleviate the time crunch at home (Hochschild, 1989). 

Oftentimes, this decision is viewed as women's "choice" so they can fulfill their 

"primary" duty of family caretaker (Hochschild, 1989). Reduction of paid work hours 

or quitting work all together has serious consequences for women's financial security 

(Campione & Jerrell, 1997). Many women employed part-time or unemployed face 

poverty in the event of a divorce or widowhood (Campione & Jerrell, 1997). In 

addition, women who leave the labor force or who do not participate fully for long 

periods of time are often faced with discrimination or reduced salaries once they rejoin 

the labor force (Campione & Jerrell, 1997). 

Like the consequences of adhering to the dual spheres ideology, consequences 

of the second shift mean that women depend economically on men, therefore 

maintaining the patriarchal status quo in the U.S. (Berheide, 1984; Hartmann, 1981). 

The unequal division of labor, when viewed as normal, supports patriarchy and the 

oppression of women (Hartmann, 1981). When society believes women's primary 

responsibility is to their families, women are placed in a subordinate position to men. 
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Women's subordination is viewed as natural and is not questioned. Because it is not 

challenged, patriarchy is sustained. Women either stay home to fulfil1 the role of 

homemaker totally dependent economically on their husbands or they work for pay and 

take care of their home and family members. Women in the paid labor force are still 

partially dependent economically on men as women only earn $.75 for every dollar that 

men earn (U. S. Census Bureau, 1999). This pay discrepancy may be fueled by the idea 

that women should be homemakers and therefore do not "deserve" to earn the same as 

men, although this may be an unconscious argument (Bose, 1987; Branch, 1994). Or 

this pay difference may be because women are socialized to work in certain low paying 

job sectors (Branch, 1994). Men are not only privileged economically, they also benefit 

from the unequal division of household labor because women do the majority of it. 

Men do not have to juggle a paid work position with housework responsibilities. 

Although men do not spend as much time as women in housework, they appear 

to care about having a clean house as much as women do (Ferree, 1991). Men's 

housework standards are more influential then wives' standards on how much 

housework their wives do, whereas wives' standards do not affect how much work 

their husbands do (Ferree). Husbands with high standards had wives who did more 

housework than husbands with low standards, regardless of the wives' standards. 

Men's standards therefore set the standard for household cleanliness and therefore how 

much work their wives have to do (Ferree). Ferree's results portray the very gendered 

nature of housework. Even if men care very much about having a clean house, they still 

do not spend nearl y as much time as women do in housework. Instead, these men have 

wives who do more housework. 
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In the 1800s, the dual spheres ideology posited that women's responsibility was 

household labor and their place was in the home, out of the paid labor force. During the 

late 1900s, the feminist movement and the increase of middle-class White women into 

the paid labor force challenged this ideology. Despite the increase in the number 

women working for pay, the notion that women are solely responsible for housework 

keeps women in a subordinate position to men. By maintaining a cultural belief that 

women should do it "all" (or be responsible for it "all"), we suppress women. When we 

fail to challenge the division of household labor, we fail to challenge an important 

component of patriarchal oppression. 

Division of Household Tasks 

Berk (1985) commented that "the 'shoulds' of gender ideals are fused with the 

'musts' of efficient household production" (p. 204). What men and women should do 

as men and women is fused with the routine needs of household management: 

cleaning, cooking, doing laundry, doing yardwork, maintaining the home and car, and 

so on. Traditionally, men have done such tasks as yardwork, car maintenance, and 

house repairs. These tasks have been considered "male" because men typically do them 

and they are seen as consistent with gender traits assigned to men (e.g., strength, 

mechanical knowledge). Similarly, women typically have had primary responsibility 

for "female" tasks: caring for children, cleaning, cooking, and doing laundry. Female 

tasks confirm beliefs about women's gender traits (e.g., caring, nurturing) (Ferree, 

1991; West & Zimmerman, 1987). Researchers assign most tasks into female and male 
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categories based on who traditionally does them (Coltrane, in press), though some 

tasks, like paying bills or shopping, are arbitrarily assigned to either women or men. 

Barnett and Shen's (1997) work on household labor conceptualizes these tasks 

differently and in such a way that illustrates how men are advantaged by the division of 

household labor. In their study, tasks were divided into high-schedule-control tasks and 

low-schedule-control tasks. High-schedule-control tasks typically can be done at any 

time so one has a high level of control over when to do them. Low-schedule-control 

tasks must be done on a frequent basis so one has little control over when they are 

done. Not surprisingly, high-schedule-control tasks are male tasks (car maintenance, 

garbage duty, house repairs, yardwork) and low-schedule-control tasks are female tasks 

(cleaning, cooking, doing laundry, grocery shopping). Low-schedule-control tasks are 

more time consuming than high-schedule-control tasks. Barnett and Shen found that 

doing low-schedule-control tasks was associated with greater levels of psychological 

distress for women and men, though women were predominantly doing these tasks. 

Because men are not responsible for, nor do they do low-schedule-control tasks, they 

may experience lower levels of psychological distress. The division of household tasks 

benefits men because women perform the tasks that are stressful and time consuming. 

Other researchers have used labels such as "routine" and "occasional" for 

household tasks (Coltrane, in press). Routine tasks are preparing meals, washing 

dishes, cleaning house, doing laundry, and so on. Occasional tasks are doing yard 

work, fixing the car, and so on. These labels reflect the nature of the tasks and de

emphasize the gender "appropriateness" of each task. By using terms such as "routine" 

and "occasional" to describe household tasks, the gender appropriateness of each task 

is removed. Instead, emphasis is place on how often the task is done, or needs to be 
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done, instead of who "should" do it (Barnett & Shen, 1997; Coltrane, in press). For this 

reason, these labels have been adopted for use in this study. 

Studying the division of household labor is important because it is an invisible 

way in which women are subordinate to men. Through continuous research in this area, 

patterns of subordination can emerge. Although there is considerable research on the 

division of household labor, one neglected area of the life course is retirement. Little is 

known about its influence on the division of household labor. 

This research will focus on routine tasks. These tasks have been shown to be 

the most stressful and most time consuming (Barnett & Shen, 1997; Huber & Spitze, 

1983; South & Spitze, 1994). Additionally, they are tasks in which men do not spend 

substantial amounts of time. The retirement transition might change this, however. 

Coltrane and Ishii-Kuntz (1992), in their research on the transition into parenthood and 

its effect on the division of housework, focused on routine tasks to gauge whether men 

became more equitable in their household work after parenthood. Similarly, by 

focusing on routine tasks, men's housework can be examined for change in actual 

activities, not just hours spent in all housework (which may only reflect change in 

occasional task hours). Gender ideology theory will be used as an explanatory variable 

in postretirement change. Attitudes about gender roles seem to influence the division of 

household labor (Coltrane, in press; Shelton & John, 1996) and may have a different 

association to investment in household tasks postretirement then they did 

preretirement. Using structural equation modeling, the influence of gender attitude on 

change in investment in routine tasks and the influence of investment of routine tasks 

on gender attitude across the retirement transition will be examined. 
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BACKGROUND 


Researchers have primarily focused on three theoretical approaches to 

understand the division of household labor: time availability, exchange theory, and 

gender ideology. 

Time Availability 

The time availability theory posits that whichever spouse has the most time 

available for household chores spends the most time doing them (Blood & Wolfe, 

1960). This theory may explain why men married to homemakers do little, if any, 

household labor. Men who work for pay have less free time than homemakers do, so 

they do not spend their leisure time doing chores. One reason presented by Blood and 

Wolfe is that even if men do have some time to contribute, they are mentally occupied 

by their occupation. Therefore, they are at home "in body, but not in mind" and cannot 

be bothered with trivial household tasks (p. 57). 

Based on this theory, husbands of wives who work full-time should contribute 

an equal amount of time to housework as their wives, assuming both have equal 

amounts of time to spend. There has been only some support for this theory (Blood & 

Wolfe, 1960; Coverman, 1985; Huber & Spitze, 1983; Kamo, 1998; Pleck, 1979; Ross, 

1987). Kamo (1988) found that men who did not work at all did relatively more 

housework than men who worked full time. Men in Kamo's study, however, did not do 

half of the housework in their families; therefore, his study provided only partial 

support. Several studies have not supported the time availability theory (Barnett & 
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Shen, 1997; Crouter, Perry-Jenkins, Huston, & McHale, 1987; Perucci, Potter, & 

Rhoads, 1978; Rexroat & Shehan, 1987; Stafford, Backman, & Dibona, 1977). Overall, 

the time availability theory has received only partial support. 

Measurement of this theory is under debate due to disagreement over the best 

way to measure time. Most studies that have supported this theory measure time spent 

in housework proportionately (Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Brayfield, 1992; Coltrane & 

Ishii-Kuntz, 1992; Kamo, 1988; Ross, 1987); that is, the proportion of all hours in 

household tasks women do and the proportion men do. A criticism of measuring 

housework proportionately is that it makes men's contributions appear larger than they 

really are (Berardo, Shehan, & Leslie, 1987). Women in the paid labor force performed 

fewer hours in housework than women who were not in the paid labor force (Berardo 

et al.). Men in dual earner families do relatively the same amount as men in single 

earner families (Berardo et al.). Thus, for dual earner families, there is a smaller total 

number of hours in housework. Men's contributions in dual earner couples are a larger 

proportion of these hours, making it seem like men are doing more housework. Men in 

dual earner families are not investing more hours, however, their wives are just doing 

less (Berardo et al.). Other researchers have suggested that proportional measurement 

of household tasks better reflects the degree to which husbands and wives share tasks 

(Brayfield, 1992; Coltrane & Ishii-Kuntz, 1992; Kamo, 1988). In their view it does not 

matter if men are not doing more hours because women have decreased their hours. 

Men and women in dual earner families thus make more equal contributions to 

housework. The difference in measurement techniques makes it difficult to compare 

results for this theory. 
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Exchange Theory 

Social exchange theory explains the unequal division of household labor in 

terms of resources and power. Some researchers call this theory relative resources, 

power authority, or resource theory, but the underlying assumptions are the same: 

Whoever brings the most resources and power (e.g., income, education, occupation) 

into a relationship is able to "buyout" of household labor, which is assumed to be 

something people want to avoid doing (Brayfield, 1992; Coverman, 1985; Finley, 

1989). Resources also enable someone to pick which tasks he or she wants to do, and 

leave undesirable tasks for the other, less "powerful," person to do. Exchange theory 

assumes husbands do less housework because they bring more income or education 

into the relationship than their wives. Therefore, men have more power in marriage. 

White, middle-class men may see their economic status not as a structural privilege but 

as a personal accomplishment. Thus, they "deserve" to spend their hours at home in 

leisure and to use their economic power over wo~en to buyout of household labor 

(Mainardi, 1970). This is not meant to suggest an active deliberate strategy on men's 

part, but rather a cultural belief that men deserve the privilege of women taking care of 

family and home because they earn more money and therefore "support" their family 

. (Mainardi, 1?70; Sokoloff, 1980). 

Findings using this theory have been mixed. Some researchers have found 

evidence supporting it. Stafford et al. (1977) measured power by level of commitment 

to the relationship and previous dating experience. They found that men who had more 

previous dating experience did less housework than men who had less experience. 
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They also found that men who had high levels of relationship commitment did more 

housework than men who had low levels of relationship commitment. 

Men who earned less than their wives performed more housework than men 

who earned more than their wives (Atkinson & Boles, 1984; Bird, Bird, & Scruggs, 

1984; Kamo, 1988; Model, 1981; Ross, 1987). Men with higher incomes may adhere 

strongly to the male-as-provider ideal and therefore confirm their idea of what men do 

by not doing housework (Hochschild, 1989). 

Other studies have not supported this model (Berardo et aI., 1987; Geerken & 

Gove, 1983; Huber & Spitze, 1983; Perucci et aI., 1978). Berardo et aI. found that men 

in dual career families did a greater proportion of tasks, however their actual time did 

not increase. Furthermore, two studies found that resources operate in a way opposite 

of what exchange theory would predict. Men's education was positively related to time 

spent in housework: The more education men had, the more housework they did 

(Geerken & Gove, 1983; Huber & Spitze, 1983). It could be, however, that it is not 

men's education per se that affects how much time they spend in housework, but men's 

education level relative to their wives. Wives' education level could act as a suppressor 

variable. If level of wives' education was controlled, a relationship between education 

and time spent in housework might disappear or be negative. 

Researchers testing exchange theory have used varied measures to assess 

partners' resources. Some have combined income, education, and occupational prestige 

(Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Brayfield, 1992; Coverman, 1985; Kamo, 1988). Kamo (1988) 

also measured power by how much participants' complied with their spouses' demands 

and how much decision-making power husbands reportedly had. Others have used 

employment status and income (Ross, 1987) or participants' education level and 
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employment status (Finley, 1989). Coltrane and Ishii-Kuntz (1992) tested this theory 

by using the proportion of families' income earned by wives. Finally, Szinovacz (2000) 

used participants' living standard, general happiness, social life, and thoughts of 

divorce to gauge how dependent spouses were on each other. The lack of standardized 

measurement for this theory makes comparing results problematic. 

Gender Ideology 

The gender ideology approach assumes that the gender "roles" or beliefs to 

which men and women adhere influence the division of household labor (Brayfield, 

1992; Huber & Spitze, 1983). This approach has many different names: gender role 

attitudes, sex-role attitudes, socialization theory, and so on. The traditional ideology is 

that although wives may work for payout of economic necessity, their primary 

responsibility is taking care of their families. This may explain why men do less 

housework than their wives even if their wives work full-time. Conversely, men and 

women who have egalitarian views supposedly have a more equal division of 

household labor. In studies, gender ideology is usually measured by gender role 

questions, with which participants agree or disagree. Presumably, gender attitudes are 

indicative of a broader gender ideology (egalitarian or traditional) to which 

participants' adhere. 

Gender attitudes have been shown to predict husbands' contribution to 

household labor, although it seems to be husbands' attitudes that are significant, not 

wives' (Bird et aI., 1984; Hiller & Philliber, 1986; Huber & Spitze, 1983; Kamo, 1988; 

Perucci et aI., 1978; Ross, 1987; Shelton & John, 1996). This phenomenon makes 
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intuitive sense. To change the unequal division of household labor, men have to give 

up their privilege to not do housework (Kamo, 1988). When men hold egalitarian 

views, they act on these beliefs by performing more housework. Women who hold 

egalitarian views either have to reduce their hours, which may be impossible, or 

convince their husbands to increase their contributions, which may be equally 

impossible (Kamo, 1988). Some researchers, however, have found that women's 

gender attitudes are more predictive of men's contributions than men's attitudes 

(Barnett & Baruch, 1987; Blair & Lichter, 1991; Hardesty & Bokemeier, 1989). 

Women who had egalitarian gender attitudes had husbands who spent more hours in 

housework than women who had traditional attitudes. 

There is some evidence of a negative relationship between traditional gender 

attitudes and household labor contributions for men (Model, 1981; Stafford et aI., 

1977). Men who had traditional gender attitudes spent fewer hours in housework than 

men who had egalitarian attitudes. Other researchers have found no relationship 

between gender attitudes and housework (Coverman, 1985; Crouter et aI., 1987; 

Geerken & Gove, 1983; Press & Townsley, 1998). Furthermore, Press and Townsley 

(1998), in their study on overreporting patterns, found that men with egalitarian views, 

compared to men with traditional attitudes, tended to overreport their housework 

contribution by an average of six hours a week. Their results call into question the 

assumption that egalitarian men are likely to do more housework; it may be that they 

are simply inflating their reported hours. 

Operationalization of gender theory appears to be more consistent than 

measurement of time availability or exchange theories. Though exact wording of 

questions may differ, researchers use questions that measure participants' overall 
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gender ideologies. I argue that because gender ideology theory seems to have more 

uniform measurement, it is preferable to use. In addition, with a sample of retired 

participants, lack of time or lack of resources is probably not as peltinent as it would be 

to a younger sample. Retired people presumably have more time than before they 

retired. Additionally, because they are not working full time, they probably have 

decreased income, with Social Security being the main source of income (Atchley, 

1997). 

Studies on the Division of Household Labor During Retirement 

Studies examining the division of household labor for retired people have also 

yielded contradictory results. Some early studies showed that couples maintain their 

preretirement division of household labor (Keating & Cole, 1980; Keith & Schafer, 

1986; Szinovacz, 1980). Others showed that men's contribution increased 

postretirement, though often only in occasional tasks (Ballweg, 1967; Cliff, 1993; 

Keith, Dobson, Goudy, & Powers, 1981; Rexroat & Shehan, 1987). Keating and Cole 

(1980) studied the affect of husbands' retirement on homemakers and found that there 

was more housework to do after husbands retired. This may be because their husbands 

created more work for their wives, as the presence of men seems to create more work 

for women (South & Spitze, 1994). Couples maintained their traditional preretirement 

division of labor with wives doing the majority of housework. Wives also showed 

increased accommodation to their husbands' needs and wants by scheduling when they 

did housework to their husbands' preferences. 
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Subsequent studies have relied on nonrepresentati ve cross-sectional samples 

from Boston (Vinick & Ekerdt, 1992), Florida (Szinovacl, 1989), and Iowa (DOIfman 

& Heckert, 1988; Keith, Wacker, & Schafer, 1992). These studies have found that task 

segregation lessens postretirement and men spend more hours in housework than 

preretirement. Women still spend more hours in housework than men, however 

(Dorfman & Heckert, 1988; Keith et a1., 1992; Szinovacz, 1989; Vinick & Ekerdt, 

1992). Szinovacz (1989) found that women increased their housework hours after they 

retired whereas Dorfman and Heckert (1988) found that women decreased their hours. 

Some research suggests that retired men do more routine (female) tasks than employed 

men (Keith et a1.). Women with employed husbands, however, did more occasional 

(male) tasks than women with retired husbands (Keith et a1.). 

Two studies have used nationally representative samples: Szinovacz (2000) and 

Szinovacz and Harpster (1994). Szinovacz and Harpster examined household labor 

using data from the National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH). Their 

sample consisted of couples in which either both spouses were retired, one spouse was 

retired while the other was employed, or the wife was a homemaker and the husband 

was retired or employed. They assessed how the employment/retirement status of a 

couple influenced each person's investment in chores as well as the couple's division 

of household labor. Participants were either working fuB time or not working at alL 

They selected participants between the ages of 50 to 72 because of "the trend toward 

early retirement" (p. SI27). Szinovacz and Harpster conceptualized retirement as 

exiting the labor force. Unemployment is not the same as retirement, however. 

Szinovacz and Harpster refer to their sample as retired despite this discrepancy. 
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The housework items included in Szinovacz and Harpster's (1994) analysis 

were labeled "female" tasks (cleaning house, doing laundry, preparing meals, and 

washing dishes) and "male" tasks (paying bills, shopping, working outdoors). The 

authors measured hours in housework proportionately. They found that tasks remain 

very segregated for retirement age couples. Women performed four times the amount 

men did in female tasks and a substantial number of men performed no female tasks at 

all. Female task segregation was less unequal for couples with retired husbands and 

employed wives and for couples with retired husbands and homemaker wives; however 

women still spent more time doing female tasks. 

Women performed fewer hours in male tasks than men, but this division was 

not as striking as the segregation of female chores. Husbands and wives in couples in 

which both spouses were employed or both were retired spent similar amounts of time 

in male tasks. Men who were retired and had employed wives spent the most time in 

male tasks. Szinovacz and Harpster (1994) found that, compared to couples with 

employed wives, in couples with employed husbands and homemaker wives, the wives 

spent more time in male tasks. 

Szinovacz and Harpster (1994) also used five gender-role attitudes to examine 

the relationship between gender attitudes and time spent in household labor. These 

were: (a) it is much better for everyone if the man earns the main living and the woman 

takes care of the home and family; (b) preschool children are likely to suffer if their 

mother is employed; (c) parents should encourage just as much independence in their 

daughters as in their sons; (d) in a successful marriage, the partners must have freedom 

to do what they want individually; and (e) if a husband and a wife both work full time, 

they should share household tasks equally. They found that men and women with 
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traditional gender attitudes spent fewer hours in the other's domain, whereas men with 

egalitarian attitudes performed more female tasks. Szinovacz and Harpster also found 

that wives with traditional attitudes and those with traditional husbands did spent more 

time in female tasks than wives with high incomes. They did not report results for 

egalitarian women. 

Szinovacz (2000) conducted a panel analysis to assess the affect of retirement 

and gender attitudes on the division of household labor. She used data from the NSFH 

Waves 1 (1987-1988) and 2 (1992-1994). Couples in her sample were continuously 

married from Wave 1 to Wave 2, participated in both waves of the survey, and had one 

spouse who was 50 to 70 years old and employed 10 hours or more at Wave 1. Her 

employment and age criteria resulted in a sample of 608 couples with a spouse who 

was "at risk" of retiring. 

Though the NSFH asks, "At this time do you consider yourself partly retired, 

completely retired, or not retired at all? ," Szinovacz did not select participants who 

answered partly or completely retired. Therefore it is questionable whether she really 

measured postretirement change. She considered participants who were not working to 

be retired. Using not working for pay at Wave 2 as a proxy for retirement does not 

constitute a sample of retirees. Participants not working at Wave 2 may have been 

unemployed but would not have considered themselves retired. Nevertheless, 

Szinovacz used "retired" to describe these participants. She also did not report the 

number of participants who were not working for pay. This could be a small number of 

participants. Furthermore, Szinovacz did not report attrition statistics in her study. It is 

unknown how many people met her criteria at Wave 1 and might have met her criteria 

at Wave 2 but were lost to attrition. 
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Szinovacz used the majority of the housework variables in NSFH, except for 

auto maintenance, driving, and shopping. She labeled cleaning house, doing laundry, 

preparing meals, and washing dishes as female tasks. She classified making repairs, 

paying bills, and working outdoors as male tasks. The gender attitude questions 

Szinovacz included in her analysis were (a) if a husband and a wife both work full 

time, they should share household tasks equally; and (b) it is much better for everyone 

if the man earns the main living and the woman takes care of the home and family. 

Szinovacz chose these two items because the other gender items did not correlate well 

with each other. These items also seemed the most applicable for this sample of older 

adults. Szinovacz used these items separately to indicate housework role attitude and 

provider role attitude, respectively. She recoded the items so high scores indicated 

more egalitarian attitudes. 

Using multiple regression analysis, Szinovacz (2000) found that, compared to 

their employed counterparts, both retired men and retired women increased their 

housework hours in their traditional housework domain postretirement. Retired 

husbands' contribution to female tasks did decrease once their wives retired, but there 

were no significant effects of husbands' retirement on wives' participation in male 

tasks. Szinovacz did find, however, that when wives and husbands retired, they spent 

more time in the others' domain. Another finding was that retired husbands with 

employed wives did more female and male tasks. Husbands with wives who were 

homemakers also increased participation in female tasks postretirement. In terms of 

gender attitudes and division of household labor, wives participated more in male tasks 

if their husband held egalitarian views. Szinovacz found that egalitarian men reduced 

their time in female tasks more than traditional men after retirement. Surprisingly, 
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Szinovacz found that egalitarian wives spent more time in female tasks than traditional 

wi yes after retirement. 

Conclusion 

Results from these studies are contradictory. Some researchers have found that 

men and women did not change how much housework they did after retirement. Others 

showed that men increased time spent in occasional tasks after retiring. Egalitarian men 

were shown both to increase and decrease their time doing routine tasks, once they 

retired. Results for women proved inconclusive also. Some evidence exists that women 

decreased their overall time in tasks, whereas other results indicated that women, 

especially those with egalitarian attitudes, increased their hours and did more 

occasional tasks postretirement. Obviously, further study is needed to examine the 

relationship between investment in housework and the role of gender attitudes in 

retirement. 

Measurement 

Household task measurement has varied across studies. Most researchers have 

asked participants about time (proportional and absolute) spent in individual routine 

and occasional tasks (Ballweg, 1967; Barnett & Baruch, 1987; Barnett & Shen, 1997; 

Bird et al., 1984; Blair & Lichter, 1991; Brayfield, 1992; Condran & Bode, 1978; 

Dorfman & Heckert, 1988; Geerken & Gove, 1983; Hardesty & Bokemeier, 1989; 

Huber & Spitze, 1983; Kamo, 1988; Keith et aI., 1981; Keith & Schafer, 1986; Keith et 
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aI., 1992; Model, 1981; Ross, 1987; South & Spitze, 1994; Stafford et aI., 1977; 

Szinovacz, 1980, 1989, 1992,2000; Szinovacz & Harpster, 1994; Ward, 1993). This 

method enables readers to know what tasks men and women are spending most of their 

time doing. 

Some researchers ask about time spent in housework and list a few examples 

(Berardo et aI., 1987; Coverman, 1985; Pleck, 1978; Rexroat & Shehan, 1987). Vinick 

and Ekerdt (1992) only asked a general question about time spent in housework 

without giving examples. These methods are problematic as the tasks in which men 

and women are spending time in are unclear. It is up to the participants to define 

housework. There is 

no way of knowing what participants consider housework when they answer such 

questions. 

Some researchers compiled lists of a few household tasks, often leaving out 

washing dishes or doing laundry (Condran & Bode, 1978). Others listed doing routine 

tasks only at select times, such as preparing husbands' breakfast during the week or 

washing the evening dishes, yet left out other frequent tasks such as cleaning house or 

doing laundry (Perucci et aI., 1977). Some included very occasional tasks, such as 

writing to relatives or making arrangements for doctor and dentist appointments 

(Hardesty & Bokemeier, 1989). Leaving out frequent tasks is inadequate because men 

could be spending most of their time in occasional tasks. Therefore it is difficult to 

determine if men are equitable (doing more routine tasks) in their contributions 

(Coltrane & Ishii-Kuntz, 1992). To measure whether men do more routine tasks, it is 

necessary to ask specifically about them (Coltrane & Ishii-Kuntz, 1992). 
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Statement of Problem 

Much research has been conducted on the division of household labor, mostly 

sampling younger couples with children (for a thorough review, see Coltrane, in press; 

Shelton & John, 1996). Studies with samples of older people have focused 

predominantly on the relationship between retirees' household involvement and marital 

satisfaction during retirement, personal adjustment to retirement, or overall well-being 

during retirement (Cliff, 1993; Keating & Cole, 1980; Keith & Brubaker, 1986; Keith 

et aI., 1981; Keith & Schafer, 1979; Lipman, 1961; Szinovacz, 1980, 1989, 1992). 

Attention to 

who does what after retirement has not been the primary issue for the majority of these 

studies. 

Studies that examined change in the division of household labor pre- and 

postretirement used recall data from cross-sectional samples (an exception is 

Szinovacz, 2000). Recall for events that are mundane, occur at regular intervals, or 

occurred long in the past, is associated with serious estimation errors (Converse & 

Presser, 1986; Sudman & Bradburn, 1982). Retired participants are likely to 

overestimate or underestimate their contribution to household tasks before retirement 

because household tasks may be too mundane to remember accurately. Additionally, 

many participants want to present continuity in their activities, which may explain why 

studies show no change after retirement (Sudman & Bradburn, 1982). To assess the full 

effect of the retirement transition on investment in housework and on the division of 

household labor, it is important to study change longitudinally. 
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The only longitudinal study in this area (Szinovacz, 2000) was not restricted to 

participants who considered themselves retired. Therefore, it is questionable whether 

the effect of the transition to retirement was really assessed. Research has shown that 

transitions, such as parenthood, alter the division of household labor (Coltrane & Ishii

Kuntz, 1992; Rexroat & Shehan, 1987). Retirement involves a period during which 

people may reevaluate their lives and acquire new activities and hobbies (Atchley, 

1997; Kart, 1997; McPherson, 1990). Retirement may have a profound effect on 

outlook on life and attitudes (Atchley, 1997). The relationship between gender attitude 

and investment in housework could change after the retirement transition. Learning 

more about the division of household labor in later life could increase our 

understanding and knowledge of stable influences contributing to the unequal division 

of household labor over the life course (Dorfman, 1992). Because research has shown 

that attitudes tend to be stable over time, 

especially later in life (Alwin & Krosnick, 1991), gender attitudes may be one of these 

stable influences. 

Based on the review of the literature, there are four main hypotheses, two of 

which have different relationships for men and women. Due to the longitudinal nature 

of this study, I am interested in how gender attitude preretirement predicts change in 

investment in routine tasks postretirement and how investment in routine tasks before 

retirement predicts change in gender attitude after retirement. The stability of gender 

attitude and investment in routine tasks between Wave 1 and Wave 2 will also be 

assessed. 

Previous research has showed the attitudes tend to be stable over time. 

Therefore, it is hypothesized that, for both men and women, participants' gender 
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attitude at Wave 1 will positively influence participants' gender attitude at Wave 2 and 

therefore will remain consistent. Hypothesis A: There will be consistency in gender 

attitude between Wave 1 and Wave 2. 

In Szinovacz's (2000) study of participants at risk of retirement, she found that 

gender attitudes at Wave 1 did have an effect on how much time men and women spent 

in tasks at Wave 2. Her study, however, was not restricted to participants who self

identified as having retired at Wave 2. Therefore this question needs further study with 

a sample of retired participants. 

When using longitudinal data, independent variables at Wave 1 are used to 

predict not only level of dependent variables at Wave 2, but also change in dependent 

variables from Wave 1 to Wave 2 (Kessler, 1981). Longitudinal data analysis involves 

a residual effect. This means that gender attitude at Wave 1 is predicting a portion of 

investment in routine tasks at Wave 2 that is neither predicted nor explained by level of 

investment in routine tasks at Wave 1. This portion is called the residual. Figure 1 on 

page 27 shows gender attitude at Wave 1 directly influencing investment in routine 

tasks at Wave 2. Because a lag effect is included (investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 

to investment in routine tasks at Wave 2), gender attitude at Wave 1 predicts change in 

investment in routine tasks at Wave 2 that is not predicted by investment in routine 

tasks at Wave 1. There is a difference between the value that investment in routine 

tasks at Wave 1 predicts investment in routine tasks at Wave 2 will be and the value 

that investment in routine tasks at Wave 2 really is. This difference is the residual. 

Gender attitude at Wave 1 is used to predict the residual; that is, any increase or 

decrease in investment in routine tasks at Wave 2 that is not predicted by investment in 

routine tasks at Wave 1. This will also be the case for investment in routine tasks at 
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Wave 1 and gender attitude at Wave 2. Investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 will 

predict change in gender attitude at Wave 2 that is not predicted by gender attitude at 

Wave 1. 

Gender attitude at Wave 1 will affect change in investment in routine tasks at 

Wave 2 differently for women and men. For women, because responses on the gender 

attitude variable range from traditional (low) to egalitarian (high), gender attitude at 

Wave 1 will negatively affect change in investment in routine tasks at Wave 2. A 

traditional attitude (low score) at Wave 1 would indicate a higher investment in routine 

tasks at Wave 2, whereas an egalitarian attitude (high score) on gender attitude at Wave 

1 would indicate a lower investment in routine tasks at Wave 2. Hypothesis Bl~ 

Women's gender attitude at Wave 1 will negatively affect change in their investment in 

routine tasks at Wave 2. 

For men, a traditional attitude (low score) on gender attitude at Wave 1 would 

indicate a low investment in routine tasks at Wave 2 whereas an egalitarian attitude 

(high score) would indicate a high involvement in routine tasks at Wave 2. Hypothesis 

fu: Men's gender attitude at Wave 1 will positively affect change in their investment in 

routine tasks at Wave 2. 

In terms of investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 and its relationship to gender 

attitude at Wave 2, there will be an inverse relationship for women. The more invested 

in routine tasks preretirement, the more traditional the gender attitude women will have 

after retirement. Hypothesis C): Women's investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 will 

inversely affect change in their gender attitude at Wave 2. For men, however, the more 

they invest in routine tasks at Wave 1, the more egalitarian attitude they will have at 
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Wave 2. Hypothesis C7: Men's investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 will positively 

affect change in their gender attitude at Wave 2. 

The final hypothesis is the relationship between routine tasks at Wave 1 and 

Wave 2. This relationship will be positive for both men and women. Hypothesis D: 

Investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 will positively affect investment in routine tasks 

at Wave 2. 

Figure 1 graphically shows the hypotheses relating gender attitude and routine 

tasks. For both men and women, gender attitude at Wave 1 has a positive relationship 

to gender attitude at Wave 2. Women's gender attitude at Wave 1 will negatively affect 

change in their investment in routine tasks at Wave 2. Men's gender attitude at Wave 1 

will positively affect change in their investment in routine tasks at Wave 2. Women's 

investment in routine tasks will be inversely related to change in gender attitude at 

Wave 2. Men's investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 will positively affect change in 

their gender attitude at Wave 2. Finally for all participants, investment in routine tasks 

at Wave 1 will be positively related to investment in routine tasks at Wave 2. 
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Figure 1_ Relationship between gender attitude and investment in routine tasks pre- and 
postretirement. 

Assumptions 

This analysis makes several assumptions about retirement. The first is that 

retirement will have a significant influence on participants' division of household 

labor. Patterns established early in a marriage may be hard to change, however. 

Participants may not significantly change their investment in routine tasks after 

retirement because of established patterns. 

This analysis also assumes that because men are not working full time, they 

will no longer bring in the economic resources they may have used preretirement to 

buyout of housework. Therefore, income should not have the same influence on the 

division of household labor that it did preretirement. This assumption might be 

erroneous, however, especially for couples in which wives never worked for pay_ 
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Husbands may still be considered primary breadwinners because of their past earnings, 

although they are not currently providing income (except for the possibility of 

pensions), Certainly, income husbands provided preretirement could guarantee a 

comfortable retirement and therefore maintain their power status in families. 

Resources, however, have not been shown to be a consistent factor in predicting time 

spent in housework. 
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METHODS 


Sample 

Data for this study were drawn from the National Survey of Families and 

Households (NSFH). The purpose of the NSFH is to provide "a data resource for the 

research community at large, and to permit the holistic analysis of family experience 

from an array of theoretical perspectives" (Sweet & Bumpass, 1996). The survey is 

nationally representative and oversamples minority populations, including minority 

family configurations (such as single parent families, stepfamilies, etc.). There are two 

waves ofthe NSFH. Wave 1, conducted in 1987-1988, contains the initial interviews 

with 13,007 participants. Wave 2 reinterviewed 10,008 of the Wave 1 participants 

approximately five years after Wave 1 (1992-1994). The attrition rate was 23.2%. 

Participant's current spouse, participant's former spouse, a focal (selected) child, and a 

parent of the main participant were also interviewed at Wave 2. 

Criteria for Selection. 

For this analysis, it was necessary to select a sample of married participants 

who worked full time at Wave 1, remained married to the same spouse, and self

identified as retired at Wave 2. Selecting participants who considered themselves 

retired is an important measure for defining participants as retired (Ekerdt & DeViney, 

1990). Without the self-identification as retired, it is questionable if participants felt a 

transition had occurred. A criterion of reduced paid work hours was combined with the 

requirement of a self-definition as retired to create a sample of retired workers. 
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Combining two criteria for labeling participants as retired is a suggested method of 

measuring retirement (Atchley, 1979; 1990). 

Participants for this study were selected on the following criteria: They had to 

be working for pay at least 30 hours a week during Wave 1, be 55 or over at Wave 2, 

be partly or completely retired at Wave 2, be working for pay fewer than 25 hours at 

Wave 2, and be married to the same person from Wave 1 to Wave 2. 

Work hours at Wave 1 were restricted to at least 30 hours a week to study the 

effects of retirement on full-time workers. Retirement may not affect part-time workers 

in the same way as full-time workers because part-time workers had more free time 

preretirement than full-time workers. Selecting those who are over 55 also reduces 

possible cohort effects in case someone younger than 55 self-identifies as a retiree. 

Participants were asked: "At this time do you consider yourself partly retired, 

completely retired, or not retired at all?" Those who answered partly or completely 

retired were selected. Fifty-four participants considered themselves partly retired and 

118 considered themselves completely retired. 

Limits were placed on hours worked for pay per week at Wave 2 to 25 hours in 

the event that someone identified as retired but was working a full-time job. Number of 

hours working for pay at Wave 2 was restricted to 25 hours a week to account for those 

participants who considered themselves partly retired and were working part-time jobs. 

Those who are working part-time and consider themselves partly retired may have 

undergone some type of retirement transition and the partial adoption of a new role. 

Therefore, these participants are included in the analysis. The majority of selected 

participants were coded (by interviewers) as inapplicable for hours worked at Wave 2. 

Hours worked at Wave 2 were recoded so those participants coded inapplicable were 
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assigned zero hours of work a week. The assumption was that i r interviewers coded 

panicipants as inapplicable, they were not working for pay. Finally, only participants 

maJTied to the same spouse at Wave 2 were selected. 

Sample Selection. 

Wave 1 of the NSFH contained 13,007 participants. Of this number, 8,631 

participants met the criteria of working for pay at Wave 1. Of the 8,631 participants, 

7,199 worked over 30 hours a week at Wave 1. Selecting those who were married at 

Wave 1 reduced the sample to 3,867 participants. 

Of the 3,867 Wave 1 participants, 668 did not have Wave 2 data, although there 

were data for spouses of 22 of these participants at Wave 2. Most (526) of these 668 

participants would not have met the age criterion at Wave 2, however, as they were 

under the age of 49. Therefore, there were 142 participants who met the criteria at 

Wave 1 but dropped out by Wave 2. Thus, 3,199 participants were potentially eligible 

for the sample at Wave 2. 

After selecting participants who were still married to the same person at Wave 

2, the sample was reduced from 3,199 to 2,693 participants. Of these, 508 were 55 or 

over at Wave 2. Finally, participants who considered themselves partly or completely 

retired reduced the sample to 221. These participants fit both Wave 1 and Wave 2 

criteria: working for pay at Wave 1, working over 30 hours a week at Wave 1, married 

at Wave 1, married to the Wave 1 spouse at Wave 2, age 55 or over at Wave 2, and 

considered themselves partly or completely retired at Wave 2. 
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Frequency data for participants' ages at Wave 2 indicated two participants who 

reported themselves to be over 55 at Wave 2, but reported that they were under age 50 

on another question. These two cases were deleted from the sample. Next, 26 cases 

were deleted from the sample because they were missing more than six values of the 

nine housework items (discussed later). Of the 193 who remained, 21 participants 

worked over 25 hours a week at Wave 2. The majority (90%) of the sample worked 

less than 24 hours a week at Wave 2. Four participants, however, reported working 

over 40 hours a week, with one participant reporting 70 hours a week. Any participant 

working more than 25 hours a week was removed from the sample to meet the number

of-hours-worked criterion. This selection process resulted in a sample of 172 

participants (see Appendix A). 

Characteristics 

The sample for this study contains 110 men and 62 women (N =172). This 

distribution reflects sample selection bias by gender. As expected in older cohorts, 

fewer women than men were working over 30 hours a week at Wave 1. The following 

tables provide information on both the sample and the attrition sample. The attrition 

sample will be discussed later. Table 1 presents the characteristics of the sample. 

The majority of participants were in their mid-sixties at Wave 2, had high 

school diplomas, and were middle class. Adjusting for inflation, participants' 

household income at Wave 1 was $71,250 in 199211994 dollars. This means that 

participants' annual household income dropped almost $30,000 dollars after retirement. 
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The mean number of hours worked last week at Wave 2 was positively skewed. 

Twenty-nine participants worked between two and 24 hours a week and 143 

participants worked zero hours a week at Wave 2. There was a significant difference 

between partly retired and completely retired participants in the number of hours 

worked for pay at Wave 2. The 54 participants who identified as partly retired worked 

a mean number of 7 hours a week, whereas the 118 participants who identified as 

completely retired worked a mean number of .16 hours a week (Q =.000). (See 

Appendix B for Table Bl and B2). 

Table 1 
Sample Characteristics 

Variable Sample Attrition samplea 

M (SD) 
M (SD) 

Age (Wave 1) 58.40 (5.09) 56.51' (6.02) 

Age (Wave 2) 64.17 (4.98) 

Education in years 12.60 (3.26) 11.30' (3.76) 

Household income (Wave l)b,C (in thousand $) 71.25 (S4.19) S1.16 (9S.67) 

Household income (Wave 2)d (in thousand $) 44.93 (41.56) 

Hours worked (Wave l)e 37.8S (1S.04) 41.29' (1S.33) 

Hours worked (Wave 2)·,f 2.43 (S.98) 
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Note. N = 110 men and 62 women. 
a!! = 106 men and 36 women. bMedian =47,000 for the sample and 34,000 for the attrition sample. 

CConstant dollars. dMedian = 34,250. eper week. fMedian = O. 

*,Q < .05. 


This sample is predominantly White (87%) with non-Whites comprising 13% 

of the sample, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 
Racial Composition of Sample 

Variable Sample Attrition samplea 

(%)b*N r&l N 

Race 

White 150 87.2 109 76.8 

African American 15 8.7 19 13.4 

Mexican American 5 2.9 6 4.2 

Puerto Rican 1 .6 3 2.1 

Cuban 1 .6 3 2.1 

Other Hispanic .7 

Asian 1 .7 

Notes. N = 172. 

a!! =142. bx:ru =6.49, Q < .05, Comparing Whites to non-Whites. 

*12 < .05. 
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Attrition 

Attrition is a serious problem with longitudinal data. As mentioned above, there 

were 668 participants who met the Wave 1 criteria (working for pay, working more 

than 30 hours a week, and married) but who did not have data for Wave 2. 

To obtain a similar sample to the one used for this analysis, a minimum age 

restriction was applied to the attrition sample. For this analysis the restriction on age 

was 55 or older at Wave 2. It was necessary to restrict the attrition sample to those 

participants who could have met this criterion at Wave 2. Participants younger than 49 

would not have been 55 or older at Wave 2, which was approximately 6 years later 

than Wave 1. Once the minimum age restriction was applied, the attrition sample was 

reduced to 142 participants. Therefore, 142 participants dropped out before they had a 

chance to meet (or not meet) the Wave 2 criteria. There is no way of knowing whether 

these participants would have met the Wave 2 cliteria because there are no data from 

them at this wave. Thus, the number of participants who dropped out (142) may 

exaggerate the rate of attrition because some of these participants may not have been 

eligible for the sample at Wave 2. 

The attrition sample consisted of 106 men and 36 women. As Table 1 presents, 

those who dropped out of the sample were significantly younger and had a significantly 

lower education level than those who stayed in (Q < .05). Those in the attrition sample 

also earned less household income than those who remained the sample (Q < .01) (see 

Appendix C for table comparing medians). Those who dropped out also worked more 

hours per week (Q < .05). 
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Table 2 presents the racial composition of the attrition sample. The attrition 

sample was significantly more racially diverse than the sample used for the present 

study (Q < .05). The attrition sample had more African-Americans, Mexican 

Americans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, other Hispanics, and Asians. 

Overall, the attrition sample was younger, less educated, earned less income, 

and worked more hours than the sample in the present study. The attrition sample also 

had fewer women and more minorities than the sample used for this study. 

Measurement 

Egalitarian Gender Attitude. 

Participants' agreement or disagreement with this statement measured gender 

attitude: "It is much better for everyone if the man earns the main living and the 

woman takes care of the home and family." Responses were on a five-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) with a middle response of 

3 (neither agree nor disagree). Higher scores indicate a more egalitarian attitude. 

Although the NSFH has several gender attitude questions, they do not correlate 

well with each other for this population. Two items ("it is all right for mothers to work 

full-time when their youngest child is under age 5" and "preschool children are likely 

to suffer if their mother is employed") had significant but low correlations with the 

above statement (see Appendix D, Tables Dl and D2). The reliability of a scale of 

these three items was low for Wave 1 (.57) and moderate for Wave 2 (.71). Obtaining a 

high alpha for these three variables is extremely unlikely because alpha is a function of 
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two factors: the number of items in the scale and their average correlations. Because 

there were only three items, they would have to be highly correlated to result in a high 

alpha. Because of the low correlation, it does not appear that these items are measuring 

the same construct. Szinovacz (2000) encountered similar problems with the gender 

attitude items in the NSFH. She posited that most of the gender items in the NSFH are 

not as pertinent for an older population as they would be for a younger population. The 

selected question was also believed to be the best global indicator of gender ideology 

in the NSFH. 

Table 3 presents the mean scores on gender attitude. The majority of 

participants at Wave 1 and Wave 2 somewhat agreed with the gender attitude question. 

This indicates a tendency toward a traditional gender attitude. Women were 

significantly less traditional than men at both waves ill < .01). At Wave 2, women's 

mean score on gender attitude increased to almost three, which is neither agree nor 

disagree with the statement. It is impossible to determine whether they became more 

egalitarian or more ambivalent after retirement. The distribution of total scores on this 

measure was negatively skewed toward a traditional attitude at Wave 1 but more 

normally distributed at Wave 2. The increase in scores from Wave 1 to Wave 2 was 

significant ill < .01). Therefore, on average, men and women became less traditional on 

this measure after retirement. As the table shows, the attrition sample was more 

traditional than the sample used for the present study ill < .05). 
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Table 3 
Egalitarian Gender Attitude Scores 

Time Wave 1 Wave 2 

Men 

Women 

Total 

Attrition samplea 

2.05 

2.50 

2.21 

2.44" 

2.89** 

2.60" 

Men 

Women 

Total 

1.87 

2.23 

1.97' 

Note. Scale for responses was 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) with a midpoint of 3 (neither 

agree nor disagree). Attrition sample was significantly more traditional than sample. N = 110 men and 

62 women. 

an = 106 men and 36 women. 

*12 < .05, two-tailed. **12 < .01, two-tailed. 


Housework. 

There are nine housework variables in the NSFH. These are auto maintenance, 

cleaning house, doing laundry, driving, making repairs, paying bills, preparing meals, 

shopping, washing dishes, and working outdoors. There are four sets of the nine 

housework variables at each wave. These sets consist of participants' personal reports 
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(nine items), participants' reports about their spouses' work (nine items), spouses' 

personal reports (nine items), and spouses' reports about the paJ1icipants' work (nine 

items). 

The items were recoded as follows. If a participant did not answer any 

particular housework item, but the spouse gave an amount for the participant on that 

item, then the spouse's report for the participant was used. This happened for 22 

participants for Wave 1 and 12 participants for Wave 2. If participants' and spouses' 

reported values for the participant differed on a particular housework item, 

participants' self-reports were used. This manner of recoding housework items may 

reflect the egocentric bias of participants' spouses (Ross & Sicoly, 1979; Thompson & 

Kelley, 1981). People often make their own contributions to activities, positive or 

negative, appear larger than they really are (Ross & Sicoly; Thompson & Kelley). 

Spouses may underreport participants' actual time in housework. Thus, housework 

hours in this analysis may slightly underestimate participants' contributions. 

After the housework items were recoded, cases that were missing responses on 

more than six of the nine items were omitted from the sample (n = 26). Six was chosen 

to account for participants who may spend time in only a few household chores. Some 

research has shown that men spend time only in certain chores, such as yardwork, 

home repair, or car maintenance (Szinovacz & Harpster, 1994). Additionally, using 

listwise deletion to eliminate cases with one value missing would have drastically 

reduced the sample size (see Appendix E, Table E1 for missing values). 

Of the nine housework items, three items were selected because they correlated 

well with each other and had high factor loadings on one construct for both men and 

women both at Wave 1 and Wave 2 (See Appendix F, Tables Fl through F4 for 
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correlations). Table 4 shows the loadings of all the housework variables for men and 

women at both waves. The items were preparing meals, cleaning house, and washing 

dishes; all routine tasks. These tasks comprise a significant amount of time spent in 

housework (Huber & Spitze, 1983) as wen as reflect typical routine tasks in which men 

spend the fewest hours (Coltrane & Ishii-Kuntz, 1992). 

Table 4 
Principal Component Analysis of Housework Items with Oblique Rotation 

Item Wave 1 Wave 2 

Women Men Women Men 

Preparing meals .684 .655 .869 .807 

I 

I 

I 

Washing dishes 

Cleaning house 

Outdoor work 

.896 

.816 

.750 

.853 

.781 

.613 

.205 

.801 

.752 

Shopping .792 .319 .455 

Washing & ironing .913 .642 

Paying bills .216 

Auto maintenance 

Driving -.364 

Note. Rotation method: Oblique with Kaiser Normalization. Loadings are for first factor only. N= 110 
men and 62 women. 
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Table 5 shows the mean number of hours per week spent preparing meals, 

cleaning house, and washing dishes for men and women at Wave 1 and Wave 2. 

Women spent over four times the amount of time men did on all three tasks at both 

waves. This discrepancy was significant (Q < .01). Both men and women increased 

their hours in all three tasks at Wave 2, though not significantly. The only significant 

increase in hours in any task was men's increase in preparing meals (Q < .01). Men 

almost doubled the amount of time they spent preparing meals after retirement. They 

still only invested one third the amount women did in meal preparation, however. 

Table 5 
Mean Hours per Week in Routine Tasks 

Variable Men Women 
;e Men - Women 

Difference 

Wave 1 

Preparing meals 
1.86 8.82 

,.. 
Washing dishes 

2.09 5.42 
... 

Cleaning house 
1.49 6.74 

... 

Wave 2 

Preparing meals 
3.33"b 9.90 ••• 

Washing dishes 
2.48 6.32 ••• 
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Table 5, Continued 

~Men-Women
Variable Men Women 

Difference 

Cleaning house 
1.96 8.40 **. 

Attrition sample (Wave 1)" 

Preparing meals 
2.44 9.10 <.

Washing dishes 
1.37 6.67 *** 

Cleaning house 
1.69 6.52 *** 

Note. N = 110 men and 62 women. 

an = 106 men and 36 women. bMen significantly increased time in preparing meals at Wave 2. 

**Q < . 01, two tailed. ***IL< .001, two tailed. 


Overall, the distribution of tasks for men was negatively skewed with the 

majority of men perfonning zero hours of routine tasks at both waves. The distribution 

for women's hours in routine tasks was more positively skewed at Wave 2, with an 

increase in hours in all tasks. 

Hours in routine tasks for men and women in the attrition sample were not 

significantly different from the sample used for the present study. Similar to the men 

and women in the present study, women in the attrition sample spent significantly more 

time in housework than men in the attrition sample (Q < .001). 
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Missing Values 

There was a large amount of missing data in this sample for investment in 

routine tasks at Wave 1 (See Appendix E for Table El). Other researchers have 

encountered similar problems with the housework items from the NSFH (Szinovacz, 

2000; Szinovacz & Harpster, 1994). Before housework items were recoded using 

spousal data (described above), the majority of missing data (19%) was for cleaning 

house at Wave 1. Missing data did not exceed 10% at Wave 2 for any of the routine 

tasks used in this study. The highest percent of missing data for men was 22% on 

cleaning house at Wave 1. For women, washing dishes at Wave 1 had the highest 

percent of missing data at 18% missing. Neither men nor women were missing more 

than 6% on any routine task at Wave 2 (see Appendix E for table E2 and E3). 

Missing values were imputed using expectation maximization (EM) (Little & 

Rubin, 1989). EM is an iterative process that examines the vector of residuals of 

variables that are considered related to each other. Researchers choose variables for 

EM based on their perceived relationships. Some variables are included in EM because 

they are considered predictors and others are considered predicted. Predictor variables 

are theoretically linked to the predicted variables. They are believed to predict some 

variance in the predicted variables. Mechanism variables are also included. Mechanism 

variables may explain why a participant has missing values for an item. For example, 

variables such as education, race, and sex could be used together to predict income 

because they are presumably associated with each other and they may also explain why 

participants do not report their income. 



45 

EM regresses variables with missing values on values from variables that are 

not missing. Using these predicted values, EM constructs a vector of residual values 

and picks a random value from this vector. This randomly chosen value is then added 

or subtracted to the predicted value. EM continues this process until no missing values 

remain. The next step is producing a covariance matrix using the imputed values. This 

covariance matrix is compared to the original covariance matrix. EM repeats the 

imputation process until there are only trivial differences between the successively 

imputed covariance matrices. 

Unlike other procedures, such as regression, EM does not inflate the ability to 

predict dependent variables. If the R2 of an imputed value is only .10, there is a large 

amount of error associated with that imputed value. EM takes error into account when 

imputing values. EM performs the imputation process repeatedly using randomly 

chosen residuals to obtain the best estimate with the smallest degree of error. EM thus 

reduces the chances of overstating relationships among variables. This becomes 

important when interpreting results. Two variables can be highly related in the results 

because of the imputation, not because those two variables are truly related. One can 

mistakenly reject the nuH hypothesis of no difference because of inflated relationships. 

EM thus reduces the chances of making a Type I error. 

Missing values were imputed for variables used in the analysis. The variables 

were (a) it is better for everyone if the man earns the main living and the women takes 

care of the home and family, (b) hours per week spent cleaning house, (c) hours per 

week spent preparing meals, and (d) hours per week spent washing dishes. 

The following variables were used as mechanism and predictor variables: sex, 

race, education, and income. The gender attitude items and marital happiness items 
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were included as predictor variables. Gender attitude items were: (a) a husband whose 

wife is working full-time should spend just as many hours doing housework as his 

wife; (b) it is all right for a woman to have a child without being married; (c) both the 

husband and wife should contribute to family income; (d) parents should encourage 

just as much independence in their daughters as in their sons (Wave 1 only); (e) in a 

successful marriage, the partners must have freedom to do what they want individually 

(Wave 1 only); (f) it is all right for children under three years old to be cared for all day 

in a day care center; (g) it is all right for mothers to work full-time when their youngest 

child is under age 5; and (h) preschool children are likely to suffer if their mother is 

employed. The literature suggests that gender attitude items may be related to each 

other (Coltrane, in press; Shelton & John, 1996). Two groups of values were imputed: 

one for participants at Wave 1 and one for participants at Wave 2. Only participant data 

were used for EM. 

Data Analysis 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was chosen for this analysis based on its 

strengths and its benefits over multiple regression. It was used to analyze the 

relationship between gender attitude and investment in routine tasks before (Wave 1) 

and after (Wave 2) retirement. SEM is an umbrella term for statistical techniques able 

to test relationships among variables (either independent or dependent). SEM can use 

both continuous and categorical data and can be used with experimental or 

nonexperimental designs. SEM uses models to specify a causal relationship among 
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variables. SEM "allows questions to be answered that involve multiple regression 

analyses of factors" (Ullman, 1996, p. 709). 

Once a model is created (i.e., the relationship among variables is specified), the 

next step is to identify the model. Models have to be identified before SEM can 

perform the analysis. Identification occurs when it is possible to estimate each of the 

parameters in the model. Models have to be overidentified before the model can be 

tested. Over-identification means that there are multiple solutions for each parameter. 

Strengths ofSEM. 

An important strength of SEM is its ability to test complex relationships. SEM 

is able to test multiple relationships among multiple variables simultaneously. SEM 

also can test hypotheses about latent variables (represented by circles in SEM models). 

Latent variables are theoretical unobservable constructs measured by indicators 

(observed variables represented by squares in SEM models). In the model for this 

analysis, investment in routine tasks is the latent variable and it is measured by hours 

spent in cleaning house, preparing meals, and washing dishes (the indicators). Multiple 

regression cannot consider latent concepts. 

Another strength of SEM is its incorporation of measurement error into the 

analysis for indicator variables. It also includes error for variables that are predicted 

within a model (endogenous variables). It takes error into account during the analysis. 

SEM assumes that variables are measured with error, whereas multiple regression 

assumes that variables are measured without error. Therefore, SEM is less restrictive 
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than multiple regression and it also can provide more realistic results because it 

includes measurement error. 

Also pertinent to this study is the a priori nature of SEM. SEM requires 

researchers to think theoretically about the relationships among variables before data 

analysis can begin. Determining the causal relationships among variables is necessary 

before a model can be specified. Researchers doing causal analysis can make stronger 

claims when there is time precedence between two variables. Because of the 

longitudinal nature of the data used here, this is a benefit of using SEM in this study. 

SEM assumes that variables are measured with error, whereas multiple 

regression assumes that variables are measured without error. Therefore, SEM is less 

restrictive than multiple regression and it also can provide more realistic results 

because it includes measurement error. 

Also pertinent to this study is the a priori nature of SEM. SEM requires 

researchers to think theoretically about the relationships among variables before data 

analysis can begin. Determining the causal relationships among variables is necessary 

before a model can be specified. Researchers doing causal analysis can make stronger 

claims when there is time precedence between two variables. Because of the 

longitudinal nature of the data used here, this is a benefit of using SEM in this study. 

Assumptions ofSEM. 

SEM makes the assumption that error (known as a disturbance) of the predicted 

(endogenous) variables is not correlated with any of the predictor (exogenous) 

variables. That is, the amount of variance in the endogenous variables unaccounted for 
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by the exogenous variables is not correlated with any of the exogenous variables. This 

assumption is very important because it allows the researcher to say with some 

certainty what percent of the endogenous variable is accounted for by the exogenous 

variables and not by omitted variables. Disturbances are omitted variables that might 

explain some variance in the endogenous variables. If the disturbances and the 

exogenous variables were correlated, then the results could be confounded because it 

would be unclear how much of the endogenous variables is explained solely by the 

exogenous variables. SEM assumes that all predicted (endogenous) variables are 

continuous. SEM assumes that all predicted (endogenous) variables are continuous. 

Predictor (exogenous) variables can be categorical or continuous. This 

technique also assumes multivariate normality, which means that all univariate 

distributions are normal, as well as their multivariate distribution. Finally, SEM 

assumes that there are no missing data in the exogenous and endogenous variables. The 

data for this sample meet all of these assumptions except for the assumption of 

normality. Distributions for gender attitude and hours spent cleaning house, preparing 

meals, and washing dishes were not normally distributed. Ignoring the normality 

assumption requires a large sample (Kline, 1998). It is not possible to meet this 

assumption with this set of criteria using the NSFH for this study. This is an important 

limitation of this analysis. 
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RESULTS 


Model Specification 

In the model, gender attitude at Wave 1 and investment in routine tasks at Wave 

I were correlated based on previous research that they may be related to each other. 

The regression weights for cleaning house (women) and washing dishes (men) were 

fixed at one. The loading for one indicator per latent variable must be fixed at one in 

SEM (Kline, 1998). Usually the indicator with the largest loading (in the model) is 

fixed at one (Kline, 1998). For women, cleaning house had the largest loading and for 

men, washing dishes had the largest loading. 

After initially identifying the model, results showed that, for men, washing 

dishes at Wave 1 had a nonsignificant negative error variance. Because this elTor was 

nonsignificant, it was assumed to be due to sampling error because the true error could 

not be less than zero. Therefore, the error for washing dishes at Wave 1 for men was 

fixed at zero. 

The model was then respecified. The resulting model had a t.. = 108.11, df 33, 

and Q = .001. Examining the modification indices showed that the error for preparing 

meals at Wave 1 and the error for preparing meals at Wave 2 may be related. These 

indicators are measuring the same activity for the same people at two points in time. 

Therefore it makes sense that the errors for this indicator may be related to each other. 

Correlating these errors was the final step in specifying the model. Though the chi

square test for the final model was significant (x:=66.99, df =31, Q =.000), the 
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model's goodness-of-fit indices indicate that the model fit the data reasonably well 

(GFI = .91, NFl = .84, RMSEA = .08) (Kline, 1998). 

Results for Men 

There were four hypotheses for men: gender attitude at Wave 1 will positively 

influence gender attitude at Wave 2, gender attitude at Wave 1 will positively affect 

change in investment in routine tasks at Wave 2, investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 

will positively affect change in investment in routine tasks at Wave 2, investment in 

routine tasks at Wave 1 will positively influence change in gender attitude at Wave 2, 

and hours in routine tasks at Wave 1 will positively affect investment in routine tasks at 

Wave 2. Figure 2 shows the results for men. 
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Figure 2. Relationship between gender attitude and investment in routine tasks pre- and 

postretirement for men. 

Note. Unstandardized (Standardized) estimates. 

t. =66.99, df 31, Q =.000. 
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As Figure 2 shows for men, gender attitude \vas stable over time (B = .57,12. = 

.45,12= .00), as was investment in routine tasks (B = .29,12. = .45,12 = .00). These 

findings support hypotheses A and D. There are no other significant relationships for 

men, however. Gender attitude at Wave 1 was not related to change in investment in 

routine tasks at Wave 2 (B = -.04, 12. = -.02, 12 = .86), nor was investment in routine 

tasks at Wave 1 related to change in gender attitude at Wave 2 (B = -.0112. = -.03, 12 = 

.75). 

Results for Women 

There were four hypotheses for women: gender attitude at Wave 1 will 

positively affect gender attitude at Wave 2, gender attitude at Wave 1 will negatively 

affect change in investment in routine tasks at Wave 2, investment in routine tasks at 

Wave 1 will inversely affect change in gender attitude at Wave 2, and investment in 

routine tasks at Wave 1 will positively affect investment in routine tasks at Wave 2. 

Figure 3 shows the results for women. 
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Figure 3. Relationship between gender attitude and investment inroutine tasks pre- and 

postretirement for women. 

Note, Unstandardized (Standardized) estimates. 

r.. = 66.99, df 31,12 = .000 
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The hypotheses for gender attitude and investment in routine tasks were 

supported. Women's gender attitude had significant but low stability between Wave I 

and Wave 2 (B = .27,12 = .25,12. = .03). When the paths from gender attitude at Wave 1 

to gender attitude at Wave 2 were constrained to be the same for men and women, 

women's gender attitude was not significantly less stable than men's because X2 did not 

significantly increase in the constrained model. Women's investment in routine tasks 

was also significantly stable over time (B =.39,12 =.40,12 =.02). The effect of 

investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 on change in gender attitude at Wave 2 

approached the accepted significance level (B =-.06, 12 =-.25, 12 =.06). As investment 

in routine tasks at Wave 1 increased, the score on gender attitude at Wave 2 decreased, 

indicating a more traditional attitude. 

The marginally significant positive relationship between gender attitude at 

Wave 1 and change in investment in routine tasks at Wave 2 was unexpected (B = 

1.03,12= .25,12 = .08). This indicated that women who were more egalitarian at Wave 

1 increased their investment in routine tasks at Wave 2 over and above what their 

investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 predicted. 

The means on routine tasks were examined to assess the tasks in which 

egalitarian women increased their time and the size of the increase. Frequencies 

showed that there was an increase in hours spent in routine tasks for egalitarian women 

(women who scored one standard deviation above the mean on the gender attitude 

variable) (see Appendix G). Hours cleaning house and hours preparing meals increased 

by five hours from Wave 1 to Wave 2. The increase in hours preparing meals was 

significant (12 =.02) whereas the increase in hours cleaning house approached 
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significance (Q = .07). For washing dishes, egalitarian women increased their hours by 

three hours a week, although this increase was notsignificant (l2. = .16). 

Traditional women (women who scored one standard deviation below the mean 

on the gender attitude variable) decreased their hours spent in routine tasks. Traditional 

women decreased their time spent washing dishes by one hour a week and their time 

cleaning house by three hours a week, although these decreases were not significant. 

Time spent preparing meals also did not significantly decrease from Wave 1 to Wave 

2. 
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DISCUSSION 

The division of household labor is one way in which patriarchy is sustained in 

American families. Women have historically been responsible for household labor, 

even when working for pay. Researchers have studied housework extensively. 

Attempts to explain the unequal division of household labor have been made using 

three major theories: time availability, exchange theory, and gender ideology theory. 

Results using any or all of these theories have proven inconclusive as to why men do 

less housework then women. At the same time, studies have consistently demonstrated 

that the majority of men do very little housework. 

Most studies that have used samples with older participants have not explained 

why participants do the amount of housework they do, only how investment in 

housework affects other aspects of a retiree's life (exceptions are Szinovacz, 2000; 

Szinovacz & Harpster, 1994). The majority of studies with older people have not used 

longitudinal data to measure postretirement change nor have they studied participants 

who self-identified as retired. 

The retirement transition is important because retirement may affect a person's 

attitudes and roles in later life. The pattern of female subordination through the unequal 

division of household labor in families may be affected by the retirement transition. In 

addition, the relationship between gender attitude and investment in housework might 

change after retirement. 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between gender 

attitude and investment in routine tasks after the retirement transition. Furthermore, 

men and women's investment in routine tasks were examined before and after 
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retirement. Postretirement change was assessed using longitudinal data, a major 

strength of this study over previous studies. 

Summary of Major Findings 

Gender attitude and investment in routine tasks were stable over time, as 

hypothesized. The evidence that gender attitude is stable over time is in agreement with 

previous literature. Gender attitude at Wave 1 is a relatively strong predictor of gender 

attitude at Wave 2. Women's gender attitude had low stability over time, however, 

though it was not significantly lower than men's. It could be that when these women 

were working, they were doing so more for economic than for personal reasons. Once 

they retired, however, they reflected upon their experiences and saw the positive 

aspects of working outside the home. This reflection may have affected their gender 

attitude and made them less traditional. 

Investment in routine tasks was also stable over time. Men's and women's 

investment was almost identically stable over time. This indicates that investment in 

routine tasks at Wave 1 is a good predictor of investment in routine tasks at Wave 2, 

despite the retirement transition. Examining the factor loadings of the indicators on 

investment in routine tasks at both waves shows that the meaning of routine tasks 

changes between waves, however. At Wave 1, washing dishes and cleaning house load 

higher than preparing meals, whereas at Wave 2, preparing meals and washing dishes 

load higher than cleaning house. Perhaps because there is more leisure time after 

retirement, men and women spend more time in meal preparation. 
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Neither the hypothesis that men's gender attitude would affect change in their 

investment in routine tasks nor the hypothesis that their investment in routine tasks 

would affect change in their gender attitude were significant. That men who 

supposedly believe in egalitarian relationships between men and women do not act 

accordingly is troubling. This suggests that if a man does not share tasks eady in life, 

the chance that he will change his behavior later in life is slim. 

The hypotheses for women received some support, although not always as 

expected. Support was found for the hypothesis that women's investment in routine 

tasks at Wave 1 would inversely affect change in their gender attitude at Wave 2. This 

association makes intuitive sense. The investment in routine tasks women make before 

retirement is likely to be indicative of their overall gender attitude and would predict 

some change in their gender attitude. Perhaps because women's gender attitudes were 

relatively stable between Wave 1 and Wave 2, this construct was not a significant 

predictor of any change postretirement in gender attitude. Another reason for the 

marginal significance may have been the small sample. It could be significant with a 

larger sample of women. 

Gender attitude at Wave 1 positively influenced change in investment in routine 

tasks at Wave 2, although the effect was only marginally significant. The finding that 

egalitarian attitude, for women, was associated with increased investment in routine 

tasks after retirement was surprising, although Szinovacz (2000) found the same result 

with a similar population. This finding has important implications for studying the 

retirement transition and retirement in general. Retirement has a reverse effect on these 

women's behavior than would be expected. Egalitarian women increase their 

housework hours postretirement. One explanation for this relationship is that 
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egalitarian women were not investing large amounts of time in housework while 

working for pay at Wave 1. After retirement, they may have increased their hours 

simply because they had more time. 

Emerson's (1962) balance theory may also provide an explanation. It may be 

that egalitarian women increased their time in housework after retirement to maintain a 

position of "power" in their family; that is to retain the power balance in their marital 

relationship. Upon retiring, these women may have felt a loss of power because they 

were no longer working for pay. They may have felt that their position was threatened 

or weakened. To compensate, they may have increased their housework hours 

postretirement and used control over housework as a source of power. 

Though using housework as a source of power is not congruent with an 

egalitarian attitude, evidence exists that people do not always act in accordance with 

their attitudes, especially concerning housework (Ferree, 1991; Hochschild, 1989; 

Szinovacz, 2000). Hochschild has shown how some women reconstruct their idea of 

power, egalitarianism, and doing housework while attesting to have an egalitarian 

attitude. They come to believe that having control over housework is a source of 

power. In her study, some women seemed to come to this conclusion after tiring of 

fighting with their husbands to do more housework. A similar phenomenon could be 

occurring with this population of older women. 

Additionally, it could be that there are normative expectations regarding 

housework standards for this cohort that override and influence gender attitudes. Older 

women may feel that having a clean house and eating homemade meals is more 

important than abiding by an abstract ideology about gender roles, even if it means 

doing most of it themselves. They may have a group of friends who have traditional 
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attitudes and believe that women should keep a tidy house. They may feel that an 

untidy house reflects poorly on a woman. This peer group influence might exert more 

power on their behavior than their own attitudes, or it could dampen the effect of their 

own egalitarian attitudes. Further study is needed to address these speculations. 

Overall, retirement does not seem to create a more equitable division of 

household labor for women, especially for those with egalitarian attitudes or with 

husbands who have egalitarian attitudes. Though gender attitudes are stable over time, 

they are not strong predictors of men or women's investment in routine tasks at Wave 

2. These findings might be marginally significant because of the small sample size, 

however, especially for women. It is likely that a combination of factors contribute to 

how much work men and women invest in housework. Whether these combinations of 

factors are stable over the life course or across the retirement transition is unknown. 

Further research is needed to address these questions. 

Limitations 

Like all research, this study has limitations. One of the limitations of this study 

is the percentage of missing data from Wave 1. Missing data are a problem because 

they reduce variance in the sample. Most methods to replace missing data, such as 

listwise deletion, pairwise deletion, or mean substitution are problematic because they 

delete cases with missing values (losing variance) or substitute the sample mean for 

that item. Substituting the sample mean combines variances together and participants 

lose their individual variance on items. This problem was reduced here with the use of 

EM. EM reduces this problem by retaining each variable's individual variance. EM 
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also does not exaggerate the abi lit Y to predict dependent variables. This reduces the 

chance of Type I error because of overstated relationships. 

Another limitation is that this study does not use couple level data. Studies have 

shown that men's participation in housework may be related to women's gender 

attitude. Couple level data were not chosen because of a high degree (over 30%) of 

missing values on housework variables for spouses at Wave 1. Using EM to impute 

such a large number of values greatly increases the chances of making a Type I error. 

Therefore, couple data were not selected. Respondent level data were used to measure 

the retirement transition at the individual level, not the dyadic level. Though I agree 

that retirement can be a dyadic experience, as others have argued (Dorfman, 1992; 

Szinovacz & Ekerdt, 1995), retirement also affects the individual. Individuals may 

adopt new roles and change attitudes outside of their involvement in a relationship. If, 

as researchers, we focus solely on the couple as a unit of analysis, we neglect to see a 

person as an individual with personal attributes outside of the relationship. 

Additionally, because there is a small number of women in the sample, the number of 

dyads would be small. 

The small sample size in this study is another limitation. The relatively strict 

criteria for considering participants as retired (reduced work hours and retiree self

identification), compared to previous studies, resulted in a small sample. Using these 

criteria was a strength of this study, however, as it has been recommended to use more 

than one criterion to consider participants retired. 

In addition, the majority of participants in the NSFH are under 55. There are no 

other appropriate datasets to use in addressing this study's research question, however. 

Datasets such as the Health and Retirement Study (RRS) and the Asset and Health 
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Dynamics Among the Oldest Old (AHEAD) focLls on the health and financial rather 

than the social aspects of aging. This points to a need in the research community to 

broaden research about the aging population to a variety of issues. The benefits of 

doing so would be twofold. One, the research community would have access to a wider 

range of datasets to address questions instead of using the same datasets multiple times 

for similar questions. This would create new knowledge in the field of aging. Two, by 

focusing on the health and financial aspects of aging, later life is reduced to two 

subjects. The richness and diversity of aging and aging experiences is lost when our 

view of aging is so narrow. Issues such as power negotiation, dependence, and gender 

construction in families and by individuals surely do not end when a person reaches a 

certain age, but continue on until the end of life. It is important to address various 

issues in later life if we are to value the diversity of individuals across the life course. 

The use of one global gender attitude is also a limitation and one of the 

drawbacks of using secondary data. By using only one indicator of gender attitude, the 

broad scope and the multiple facets of gender attitudes are lost. It could be that this 

attitude is only measuring one facet of gender ideology. As pointed out earlier, the 

NSFH asks several gender attitude questions but they do not correlate well with each 

other for this population. Therefore it was necessary to choose the best measure based 

on theory and previous findings. This decision was similar to Szinovacz's (2000) 

decision to use only two gender attitude variables in her study. 

Similarly, the lack of correlations among housework variables forced me to use 

only three measures of household work: cleaning house, preparing meals, and washing 

dishes. These are traditionally routine tasks in which men do not spend significant 

amounts of time. Analysis of men's mean housework hours shows that, at most, men 
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put in one third of the hours that women invest in any task pre- and postretirement. Use 

of estimation maximization, however, may have inflated the number of hours men 

spent in female tasks. In their study, Press and Townsley (1998) found that men tend to 

overreport their hours in housework. Therefore, the assertion that men spend one third 

of the amount of time women do in housework could be an overestimation of men's 

housework hours. 

Advantages 

This study has advanced knowledge by being one of the first to study 

longitudinal change in men's and women's hours in housework pre- and postretirement 

(an exception is Szinovacz, 2000). Previous studies examining change in housework 

pre- and postretirement used recall to assess change, which is an inadequate method for 

measuring true change. Measuring change using recall can result in estimation errors. It 

may be difficult for participants to remember accurately how much time they invested 

in household tasks preretirement. Using longitudinal data is preferable to measure 

change over time. In addition, to the best of my knowledge, this is the first study to 

examine housework using structural equation modeling, with any sample. Structural 

equation modeling has the distinct advantage of removing error from indicators and is 

well suited for longitudinal data. 

In the future, standard gender attitude questions and housework variables are 

needed for researchers doing quantitative studies to measure these concepts reliably 

and validly, especially longitudinally. Otherwise, it is difficult to compare studies and 

results because the concepts measured are different. A study using structural equation 
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modeling with couple level data may provided different and interesting results. 

Specifically, a study could examine the relationship between a spouse's gender attitude 

and a participant's investment in routine tasks pre- and postretirement. It may be that it 

is not men's gender attitudes that affect their investment in routine tasks, but their 

wives' attitudes that are important. The same could be true for women: husbands' 

attitudes may be important. 

This study has also contributed to the areas of housework and aging research by 

adding information about change in the relationship between gender attitudes and 

investment in routine tasks across the retirement transition. 

Overall, the retirement transition did not have a major affect on the relationship 

between gender attitudes and housework behaviors. The retirement transition is not a 

major life transition in this area, though the relationship between gender attitudes and 

routine tasks did marginally change for women after retirement for some reason. There 

was no correlation between gender attitudes and investment in routine tasks at Wave 1 

and the correlations between gender attitudes and investment in routine tasks were not 

significant at Wave 2 (Men, I =.10; Women, I =-.15). 

What structural changes or circumstances might affect this correlation? 

Remarriage may be a situation in which a correlation could exist. In her book on peer 

marriages, Schwartz (1995) found that remarried couples looked for partners who had 

similar beliefs and ideas. Similarity in beliefs about gender may be important for 

remarried couples. Remarried couples may also try harder to avoid issues (like 

housework) that may have been contentious in their first marriage. Partners in gay and 

lesbian couples may also exhibit a correlation between their gender attitudes and 
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housework behaviors because they do not have to adhere to traditional gender roles to 

which heterosexual couples are expected to adhere. 

Similarly, health complications or illnesses may cause people to act differently 

than their attitudes would predict. For example, a man with traditional gender attitudes 

may take over many housework tasks if his wife cannot do them. This change may be 

temporary (as with surgery) or permanent (as with a chronic health condition). Perhaps 

some couples revert to their traditional arrangement after a temporary situation whereas 

other couples adopt new routines. The long term effects of temporary or permanent 

changes in health status on gender attitudes and their correlation to housework 

behaviors is unknown. People's gender attitudes may change after having to do more 

or less than previously, and these changed attitudes may correlate to their housework 

behaviors. Research on change in health status and household labor would be 

especially applicable with an older population and could provide information on how 

situational factors influence people's behaviors regardless of gender attitudes or how 

situational factors actually affect gender attitudes. 

Results from this study also point to the mismatch between scientific ideology 

(that gender attitudes predict housework behavior) and people's lived experiences. This 

study has added to the breadth of research in housework by showing that gender 

. attitudes are not correlated with housework behaviors, nor do they predict change in 

housework behaviors. As researchers, we need to move away from what we think 

should be occurring to what is really happening in people's lives. External factors may 

influence the correlation between people's gender attitudes and housework behaviors. 

For example, a man with egalitarian attitudes shares housework with his wife, 

including washing the dishes after the evening meal, which she prepares. This patterns 
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follows the routine they have set for themselves. When at her (traditional) parent's 

house for dinner, a regular occurrence, he watches TV with his father in-law instead of 

washing the dishes. The women in the family wash dishes at the in-laws, while the men 

relax. The external norms or pressures (the in-laws' traditional attitudes) override the 

man's gender attitudes and he does not act according to them. Researchers doing 

quantitative studies of housework should incorporate questions into their design that 

ask about different contexts involving housework. These questions would assess how 

participants' may change their behavior, regardless of their attitude, because of external 

norms or pressures in different contexts. It is important that researchers conducting 

quantitative studies include questions about participants' behaviors to recognize the 

situational nature of housework and to assess the influence of gender attitudes in 

different contexts. 
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Appendix A 
Number of Participants Lost Due to Selection Criteria 

Selection criteria Selected Not selected 

N (%t b N (%)a,b 

Participants at Wave 1 13,007 100 

Working for pay 8,631 66 4,376 34 

Working full-time 7,199 83 1,512 17 

Married 3,867 54 3,252 46 

Participants with Wave 2 data 3,199 83 668c 17 

Married to Wave 1 spouse 2,693 84 506 16 

Age 55 and over 508 18 2,185 82 

Partly or completely retired 221 44 287 56 

Participants at Wave 2 221 

Age 55 and over 219 99 2d 1 

Have at least 3 values on housework tasks 193 88 26 12 

Working fewer that 25 hours a week 172 89 21 II 

Total participants 172 

apercents are rounded up to nearest whole number. bpercentage of cases remaining from previous step 
after selection. CAttrition = 142 (4% of Wave 1 participants). 526 participants would not have met the 
Wave 2 age criteria. dReported being under 50 on another question. 
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Appendix B 

Table Bl 


Comparing Partly Retired to Completely Retired Participants 


Wave 2 

Partly retireda Completely retiredb 

Item M SD M $D 

Age 64.48 6.01 64.03 4.45 

Education in years 12.78 3.18 12.32 3.30 

Household income (in thousand $) 42.87 34.82 45.81 44.89 

Hours worked per week 7.37*" 8.61 .16 1.51 

Note. n::: 54 for partly retired and 118 for completely retired. 
!::: 8.82. "*J! < .001, two-tailed. 
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Appendix B 

Table B2 


Racial Composition of Partly Retired Compared to Completely Retired Participants 


Partly retired Completely retired 

Race N % N ~ 

White, non-Hispanic 48 88.9 102 86.4 

African American 5 9.3 10 8.5 

Mexican American 5 4.2 

Puerto Rican 1 .8 

Cuban 1.9 

Note. n=54 for partly retired and 118 for completely retired. 
rill = 4.98, P =.29 Comparing Whites to non-Whites. 
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Appendix C 
Median Income of Attrition Sample and Analysis Sample 

Group Mdn 12 

Attrition sample" 33,750 

Analysis sampleb 46,800 
8.58" 

Note. KruskaII-WaIIis test for medians employed. 

an =142. bn =172. 

""i2 < .01. 
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Table Dl 

Intercorrelations Among Gender Attitude Items. Wave 1 

2 3 4 5 
Item 

1. It is much better for everyone ifthe man earns the main living and 

the woman takes care of the home and family. 

2. Preschool children are likely to sutTer if their mother is employed. .46'" 

3. (Approve of) Mothers who work full-time when their youngest is 

under age 5. 

.29'" .36'" 

4. (Approve of) Women who have children without getting married. .14 .01 .25'" 

5. Ifa husband and a wife both work full-time, they should share 

household tasks. 

.03 -.16" .15 -.01 

Note. N = 172. 

'12 < .05, two-tailed. '''12 < .001, two-tailed 
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Table D2 


Intercorrelations Among Gender Attitude Items, Wave 2 


2 3 4 
Item 

1. It is much better for everyone if the man earns the main living and the 

woman takes care of the home and family. 

2. Preschool children are likely to suffer if their mother is employed. 

3. It is all right for mothers to work full-time when their youngest child 

is under age 5. 

4. It is all right for a woman to have a child without being matried. 

5. A husband whose wife is working full-time should spend just as 

many hours doing housework as his wife. 

.46" 

.39" .41'" 

.25" .23'" .28'" 

.00 -.05 .01 .06 

Note. N = 172. 
• 'J d ,.. 1 'I dR < .05, two-tal e. R < .00 , two-tal e . 

5 
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AppendixE 

Table El 


Missing Values on Housework Items 


Missing 

Item N M SD Count %a 

Wave 1 

Preparing meals 185 4.26 5.41 34 15 

Washing dishes 180 3.06 4.32 39 18 

Cleaning house 177 3.32 4.44 42 19 

Outdoor work 182 4.53 6.73 37 17 

Shopping 181 2.07 2.41 38 17 

Washing & ironing 177 1.75 2.73 42 19 

Paying bills 180 1.73 2.74 39 18 

Auto maintenance 180 1.32 2.03 39 18 

Driving 181 .66 1.69 38 17 

Wave 2 

Preparing meals 211 5.91 6.73 8 4 

Washing dishes 208 4.05 4.93 11 5 

Cleaning house 210 4.37 6.39 9 4 

Outdoor work 211 5.64 7.12 8 4 

Shopping 212 3.02 3.80 7 3 



84 

Table El, Continued 

Missing 

Item M SD Count %aN 

Wave 2 

Washing & ironing 207 1.82 2.90 12 5 

Paying bills 214 1.97 2.35 8 2 

Auto maintenance 213 .91 1.46 6 3 

Driving 211 1.01 3.88 8 4 

Note. N is based on sample before cases with six or more values missing were deleted. 
N= 219. 
apercents are rounded up to the nearest whole number. 
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Appendix E 
Table E2 

Missing Values on Housework Items for Men 

Missing 

%aItem N M SD Count 

Wave 1 

Preparing meals 117 1.61 2.42 24 17 

Washing dishes 116 1.72 3.34 25 18 

Cleaning house 110 1.34 1.99 31 22 

Outdoor work 122 5.37 5.35 19 13 

Shopping 116 1.55 1.93 25 18 

Washing & ironing 108 .56 1.70 33 23 

Paying bills 118 1.47 1.62 23 16 

Auto maintenance 123 1.80 2.18 18 13 

Driving 118 .75 1.71 23 16 

Wave 2 

Preparing meals 135 3.33 4.48 6 4 

Washing dishes 135 2.38 2.87 6 4 

Cleaning house 135 1.94 2.65 6 4 

Outdoor work 137 6.76 6.92 4 3 

Shopping 137 2.48 3.27 4 3 
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Table E2, Continued 

Missing 

Item N M SD Count %a 

Wave 2 

Washing & ironing 132 .70 1.57 9 6 

Paying bills 138 1.83 2.36 3 2 

Auto maintenance 140 1.31 1.64 1 1 

Driving 137 1.07 4.53 4 3 

Note. N is based on sample before cases with six or more values missing were deleted. 

N = 219. 

apercents are rounded up to the nearest whole number. 
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Appendix E 

Table E3 


Missing Values on Housework Items for Women 


Item 

Wave 1 

Preparing meals 

Washing dishes 

Cleaning house 

Outdoor work 

Shopping 

Washing & ironing 

Paying bills 

Auto maintenance 

Driving 

Wave 2 

Preparing meals 

Washing dishes 

Cleaning house 

Outdoor work 

Shopping 

N 

68 

64 

67 

60 

65 

69 

62 

57 

63 

76 

73 

75 

74 

75 

M 

8.82 

5.48 

6.58 

2.82 

2.98 

3.59 

2.21 

.28 

.48 

10.47 

7.14 

8.75 

3.57 

4.01 

SD 

6.06 

4.84 

5.36 

8.71 

2.89 

3.02 

4.08 

1.06 

1.65 

7.61 

6.31 

8.52 

7.05 

4.46 

Missing 

Count %~ 

10 13 

14 18 

11 14 

18 23 

13 17 

9 11 

16 20 

21 27 

15 19 

2 3 

5 6 

3 4 

4 5 

3 4 
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Table E3. Continued 

Missing 

%aItem N M SD Count 

Wave 2 

Washing & ironing 75 3.79 3.59 3 4 

Paying bills 76 2:21 2.32 2 3 

Auto maintenance 73 .14 .42 5 6 

Driving 74 .91 2.26 4 5 

Note. N is based on sample before cases with six or more values missing were deleted. 

N= 219. 

apercents are rounded up to the nearest whole number. 
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Appendix F 

Table FI 


Intercorrelations Among Housework Items for Men, Wave I 


Item l a 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

2. Washing dishes .30'*' 

3. Cleaning house .49'*' .67'" 

4. Outdoor work 
-.04 .08 .28'" 

5. Shopping .49'" .26'" .40'" .17 

6. Washing & 

ironing 

.41'" .49'" .69'" -.03 .21' 

7. Paying bills 
.17 .35'" .30'" .26'" .38'" .05 

8. Auto 

maintenance 

.20' .18 .35'" .42'" .30'" -.04 .51'" 

9. Driving 
-.06 .01 .08 -.15· .16 .05 .06 -.05 

Note. N = 110 
al is "~eparing meals." 
'Q < .05, two-tailed. "Q < .01, two-tailed. "'Q < .001, two-tailed. 
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Appendix F 

Table F2 


Intercorrelations Among Housework Items for Men, Wave 2 


Item 1" 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

2. Washing dishes 
.57**' 

3. Cleaning house 
.39*** .46*** 

4. Outdoor work 
.05 .07 .06 

5. Shopping 
.16 .08 .08 .23* 

6. Washing & 

ironing 

.35*** .36**' .47**' .00 .09 

7. Paying bills 
-.00 .10 -.03 .08 .24** .08 

8. Auto 

maintenance 

.02' .17 .16 .29**' -.01 .33*" -.01 

9. Driving 
-.07 .03 .02 -.07 -.11 .13 .19* .02 

Note. N = 110 
"I is "preparing meals." 
*Q. < .05, two-tailed. *'Q. < .01, two-tailed. "'Q. < .001, two-tailed. 
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Appendix F 

Table F3 


Intercorrelations Among Housework Items for Women, Wave 1 


Item I" 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Washing dishes .49*** 

3. Cleaning house .54*** .63'" 

4. Outdoor work 
-.15 .20 .IS 

5. Shopping .36*** .69"* .46*" -.04 

6. Washing & 

ironing 

.17 .37'" .41"* .71*" .IS 

7. Paying bills 
.35" .27* .IS .06 .30' .30' 

S. Auto 

maintenance 

.33** .OS .19 -.03 .22 .20 .SO'" 

9. Driving 
.33" .15 .OS -.OS .26' .29' .71'" .56'" 

Note. N=62 
"I is "Preparing meals." 
'J! < .05, two-tailed. "J! < .01, two-tailed. *"IL < .001, two-tailed. 
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Appendix F 

Table F4 


Intercorrelations Among Housework Items for Women ,Wave 2 


Item l a 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

2. Washing dishes .63**' 

3. Cleaning house 
.39'" .47*** 

4. Outdoor work 
-.03 .31" .45*** 

5. Shopping 
.41'" .27* .39*** .10 

6. Washing & 

ironing 

.21 .26' .45**· .25' .27' 

7. Paying bills 
.18 .11 .31 -.04 .57*" .27' 

8. Auto 

maintenance 

-.07 .20 .13 .43*** -.01 .51'" -.12 

9. Driving 
-.10 -.02 .00 -.09 .18 .24 .21 .06 

Note.;ti= 62 

al is "preparing meals." 

'12 < .05, two-tailed. "12 < .01, two-tailed. "'12 < .001, two-tailed. 
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Appendix G 
Mean Hours per Week in Routine Tasks for Women 

Variable Egalitarian Attitudes Traditional Attitudes 

Wave 1 

Preparing meals 
6.90 9.52 

Washing dishes 
5.20 7.26 

Cleaning house 
6.20 9.48 

Wave 2 

Preparing meals 
11.50* 10.41 

Washing dishes 
8.90 7.45 

Cleaning house 
11.60+ 7.55 

Note. N = 110 men and 62 women. 
7}2 < .io, two tailed. *}2 < . 05, two tailed. 




