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Abstract 

 
Despite a shift towards equality since the mid twentieth century, the distribution of mental 

labour in romantic relationships remains predominantly one sided. This has implications for 

the wellbeing of those shouldering the greater portion of mental labour. The current study 

aimed to validate Robertson et al.’s (2019) model of mental labour by creating and validating 

a self-report measure of the division of mental labour in romantic relationships. It was 

hypothesised that a meaningful factor structure would be produced in an exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) and then be subsequently validated by a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). 

Five hundred and seventy-two participants (109 males, 461 females, two “non-binary”) with 

a mean age of 32.59 years took part and the sample was split to conduct each factor analysis. 

The results confirmed the hypotheses, and a meaningful model of mental labour was produced. 

The five factors of Robertson et al.’s validated model were: Planning and Strategising, 

Monitoring and Anticipating Needs, Knowing, Managerial Thinking, and Self-Regulating. 

The validation of Robertson et al.’s model solidifies mental labour as an important concept to 

understand in adult romantic relationships. In addition, the current questionnaire can 

facilitate future research into mental labour and its relationship to other psychological 

concepts. 
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I Shouldn’t Have to Ask: The Creation and Initial Validation of the Perceptions of 

Mental Labour in Relationships Questionnaire 

The old-fashioned expression ‘a woman’s work is never done’ reflects the countless 

household tasks and responsibilities women traditionally take on as a member of a romantic 

relationship. It also refers to the ongoing psychological caretaking for others which can weigh 

on their wellbeing. Since the middle of the twentieth century, there has been a gradual change 

where men are generally doing more household work and women doing less than they have 

in the past (Horne, 2018). However, no such change has been taking place regarding the less 

noticeable mental work required to manage a household and meet the needs of those living 

within it; work which is more often shouldered by women (Ciciolla & Luthar, 2019; 

Hochschild, 2003). It is intuitive to think that the uneven division of mental work within a 

couple could have negative impacts on relationships, families, and the individual taking on 

the bulk of that work; however, there is limited research on this topic. To the best of this 

author’s knowledge, there is no established model through which the mental work undertaken 

in romantic relationships can be understood, nor is there a validated way of quantitatively 

measuring it for the purpose of research, clinical interventions, or general self-understanding. 

Therefore, the current study will outline a comprehensive model which conceptualises this 

invisible mental work to guide future discussions. It will also create a measure to facilitate 

additional quantitative research into this relatively underexplored topic. 

The invisible mental work completed for the good of a household has been given 

many labels as the topic takes hold in a range of academic and popular culture psychology 

sources. Within these works, the terms household management, invisible labour, mental load, 

mental work, or emotional labour are generally used interchangeably (Ciciolla & Luthar, 

2019; Emma & Deminitrijevic, 2018; Hartley, 2018; Mayer, 2019; Robertson et al., 2019; 
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Ruppanner, 2017). The current research will also use these terms where appropriate; 

however, it will predominantly use the term mental labour as the primary label. 

Mental labour can be difficult to define; however, everybody engages in it whether it 

be individually, within friendships, at work, in romantic relationships, or as part of a family. 

Mental labour is characterised by a broad range of acts like noticing that the car is running 

low on fuel and remembering that additional travel time is needed to refuel, managing 

difficult emotions so they do not impact relationships at work or at home, remembering 

which bin needs to go out and on which night, thinking of a plan B if things don’t go as 

expected, and putting in the effort to think of a fun date to go on with a partner. The list of 

examples is endless, but the common principle is the application of one’s cognitive and 

emotional resources for the purpose of attending to practical and social needs. Therefore, in 

the context of the current research, mental labour is defined as thinking work performed for 

the sake of accomplishing household or relationship goals irrespective of physical task 

completion (Robertson, et al., 2019). 

Societal awareness of mental labour and its many impacts is building. The work of 

Emma and Deminitrijevic (2018) has gained recent popularity and depicts an uneven division 

of mental labour between partners. It shows a mother taking on much of the responsibility for 

the running of the household, becoming a household manager and balancing many competing 

demands. It also portrays a woman being pressured by societal gender roles to assume the 

mantel of household manager. This has been echoed by other works which depict women 

taking on similar roles, while men are often portrayed as being well-meaning and ‘helpful’ 

but ultimately failing to take equal responsibility for their households (Hartley, 2018; 

Hartley, 2017; Mayer, 2019; Ruppanner, 2017). In contemporary times, women have far 

more competing professional responsibilities than previous generations, causing them to have 

less time and energy to devote to their home lives. Despite this, the heavier load of physical 
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household labour and most of the mental labour is still shouldered by women (Gill, 2018; 

Horne, 2018). This makes it a very important topic to understand as we strive to close the 

gender gap in modern society, especially when household burdens have been increasing with 

the various lockdowns and work from home scenarios couples have dealt with due to 

COVID-19. 

Mental labour is a complex concept and its impact and meaning to one individual is 

likely different to somebody else’s. It is highly unlikely that mental labour operates 

independently of other personal and relationship factors. Mental labour can also impact on 

people’s relationships and personal wellbeing in many possible ways. These impacts can 

seem inconsistent at times because, depending on other related factors, taking on the larger 

share of mental labour has the potential to have either positive or negative effects on that 

person (Ciciolla & Luthar, 2019; Giele, 2008). Therefore, before conceptualising mental 

labour within a specific model and subsequently measuring it, it is important to gain an 

understanding of the complexities of mental labour and the possible connections it has with 

other psychological constructs. 

The Intricacies and Impacts of Mental Labour 

 
There is limited research into the links between mental labour and related constructs, 

and the impact it has on relationships and personal wellbeing. However, preliminary 

evidence of these links is building. The disproportionate division of mental labour within an 

unfavourable context, such as when the understanding is violated that the mental labour 

would be more evenly shared, has been linked to various negative outcomes for the one 

tasked with the greater share of mental labour (Hartley, 2018; Mayer, 2019). These 

outcomes include increased resentment towards one’s romantic partner, greater feelings of 

being taken for granted, and negative effects in terms of stress and emotional wellbeing 

(Ciciolla & Luthar, 2019; 
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Goldberg & Perry-Jenkins, 2004; Harryson, 2016; Ruppanner, 2017). Even the task of 

explaining the disparity in mental labour to one’s partner is frequently described as a ‘losing 

battle’ as it can lead to unnecessary conflict in the relationship that many women have said 

they would prefer to avoid, despite their partners generally being considered supportive and 

understanding (Gill, 2018). Therefore, if other factors like violated expectations or 

communication difficulties are present in the relationship, then both the partner who takes on 

the heavier load of mental labour and the relationship as a whole can suffer as a result of a 

disproportionate division of mental labour. 

Some recent studies have attempted to conceptualise mental labour and directly 

investigate the impact it has on mothers. Ciciolla and Luthar (2019) administered a 

questionnaire to 393 married mothers with children under the age of 18 years. The measure 

asked participants to label which parent was primarily responsible for various tasks which 

were grouped into three domains of mental labour. The first domain was responsibility for 

household routines and included items like ‘organising schedules for the family’. The second 

was responsibility for child adjustment and included items like ‘knowing children’s 

schoolteachers and administrators’. The final domain was responsibility for household 

finances which included items such as ‘whether a new car should be bought for the family’. 

Additional measures of intimacy, partner satisfaction, and life satisfaction were also 

administered. As expected, mothers reported that they shouldered most of the responsibility 

for household routines and child adjustment, but responsibility for finances was often more 

evenly shared with their partners. It was also found that the perception that household and 

child responsibilities were disproportionately divided was associated with increased 

resentment in the marriage and poorer quality of life. This is one of the few studies to provide 

direct evidence that the disproportionate division of mental labour can indeed have negative 

impacts for the individual taking on the larger share. It is also consistent with several studies 
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which show that the disproportionate distribution of physical labour is associated with 

reduced relationship satisfaction and personal wellbeing for the person taking on the majority 

of the labour (Erickson, 2005; Horne et al., 2018; Sweeting et al., 2014). Despite the merits of 

Ciciolla and Luthar’s work in providing this direct evidence and producing an initial 

quantitative measure, it was limited in scope as it only focussed on mothers and it only 

addressed three domains of mental labour when many other domains exist (Robertson et al., 

2019). Therefore, their model of mental labour and their subsequent measure may not be 

valid for understanding mental labour as a more generalisable concept for non-mothers in 

romantic relationship. 

It is not only the individuals who shoulder the greater share of mental labour in a 

relationship who may experience negative consequences. In the past, literature on romantic 

relationships indicated that women tend to take responsibility for their partner’s social lives, 

and that women tend to maintain greater connection to family and intimate friends than their 

male partners (Hogstel, 1985; Powers & Bultena, 1976). The view that women tend to take 

over a significant amount of responsibility for their partner’s social and familial relationships 

remains relevant today (Sorrell, 2012). Men tend to socialise with people of their partner’s 

choosing and in situations organised by their partner (MacGeorge, 2003). In addition, women 

tend to be more emotionally supportive of their partners than men and often take 

responsibility for their partner’s physical wellbeing (Ahn et al., 2017). While men appear to 

benefit from such a relationship, it leaves these men vulnerable to significant losses in these 

areas of life should their relationship end. For example, following the death of a spouse or the 

breakup of a long-term relationship, men are more likely to lose contact with intimate friends 

and family than women (Powers & Bultena, 1976; Sorrell, 2012). Men also experience higher 

rates of morbidity and mortality due to the loss of the person who is usually their primary 

source of emotional and physical care (Ahn et al.; Carr et al., 2000; Hallerod, 2012; Powers & 

Bultena, 



13 
 

1976). Alternatively, due to taking on more responsibilities in the home, women tend to have 

fewer opportunities to progress professionally and so are more likely to suffer financially after 

the loss of their male partner (Hallerod, 2012). These factors indicate that a disproportionate 

division of mental labour can be beneficial for certain individuals in such a relationship, but it 

also leaves both men and women vulnerable to significant losses should the relationship end. 

This makes the division of mental labour an important concept to understand, especially 

within the context of post relationship grief and loss counselling and highlights the need for a 

valid way of measuring the division in romantic relationships. 

Despite the negative interpretation placed on the disproportionate division of mental 

labour in popular culture (Emma & Deminitrijevic, 2018; Hartley, 2018; Hartley, 2017; 

Mayer, 2019; Ruppanner, 2017), it appears that the division is not inherently bad or good. 

Instead, it may be additional factors like an individual’s family role preference, recognition, 

and verification of one’s view of themselves by others which predict the positive or negative 

impacts of mental labour. While the inequality in the division of mental labour and its 

possible negative impacts has resonated with many women in western countries, being the 

manager of the household has often been considered a place of power, a source of pride, and 

a foundation of positive self-esteem for many individuals who take on the role (Luken, 2005; 

Mederer, 1993; Treas & Tai, 2012). In fact, many contemporary women who choose to 

abandon successful professional careers in favour of becoming fulltime homemakers/stay at 

home mothers find the rewards compelling but resent the shame thrust upon them by others 

for choosing such a career change (Giele, 2008). One does not need to be a stay-at- home 

mother to achieve a sense of comfort or self-worth from taking on the larger share of mental 

labour. It has been suggested that some individuals are naturally inclined to take on the 

greater share of mental labour due to individual differences such as personality or attachment 

style (Brown & Taylor, 2014; Treas & Tai, 2012). Indeed, when an individual 
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believes that it is their role to take on much of the household or child rearing responsibilities, 

having a partner who takes on more responsibility than originally agreed can be a cause of 

increased emotional distress, and relationship stress (Goldberg & Perry-Jenkins, 2004). These 

individuals may then experience greater relationship satisfaction when their position as 

household manager is verified rather than challenged. 

Investigation into the link between relationship satisfaction and the verification of 

one’s view of themselves by important others, such as their perception of the amount of 

mental labour they engage in, was undertaken by Letzring and Noftle (2010). Letzring and 

Noftle aimed to examine the connection between relationship satisfaction, and self- 

verification of broad personality traits amongst dating, married, and cohabitating couples. 

Self-verification was defined as the degree to which two individuals agree on the traits 

possessed by one of the individuals, essentially the verification of that individual’s sense of 

self. In the first experiment, the Big Five Inventory (BFI) self-report and other-report were 

administered to each member of the couple so that each participant completed both versions 

of the measure. Then measures of relationship interaction satisfaction and relationship 

adjustment were also administered. The degree of similarity between an individual’s results 

on the BFI self-report and the results of their partner’s BFI other-report was determined and 

compared to outcomes on the measures of relationship quality. Regression analyses found 

that greater similarity between the self and other reports on the BFI accounted for a 

significant amount of variance in relationship quality, especially amongst married couples 

regardless of the domains of personality the participants scored highest on. The second 

experiment used a larger sample, added a measure of favourable partner evaluations, and 

added a measure of relationship quality which assessed several additional domains. Results of 

the second study indicated that self-verification was not related to relationship quality for 

dating couples, but it was sustained for married and cohabitating couples. 
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Letzring and Noftle’s (2010) research did not specifically investigate mental labour 

and so does not directly indicate that self-verification of one’s mental labour leads to greater 

relationship satisfaction. However, their research does lend support to the probability that 

recognition and verification of one’s efforts and behaviours by one’s partner, such as those 

encapsulated within mental labour, could contribute to greater relationship satisfaction and 

consequently improved emotional wellbeing and self-esteem in couples (Kang, 2003). The 

idea that being recognised and verified as taking on most of the household responsibility can 

lead to greater feelings of satisfaction and wellbeing is echoed by many contemporary 

homemakers and stay at home mothers (Giele, 2008). However, direct supporting evidence 

for the positive impacts of recognition and verification of mental labour does not yet exist 

due to the current lack of a valid measure of mental labour. 

With mental labour being so complex and having the potential to foster either positive 

or negative outcomes for relationships and personal wellbeing, it becomes a very important 

issue to understand from a research and clinical perspective. However, the lack of a valid 

scale to measure mental labour limits researchers’ ability to conduct additional research on 

mental labour. To effectively create such a measure, it must be understood at a construct level 

though the lens of a sufficient model. 

The Construct of Mental Labour 

 
Mental labour remains a loosely defined and dynamic construct with its vital 

components changing between sources. The domains identified by Ciciolla and Luthar (2019) 

were Responsibility for Household Routine, Responsibility for Child Adjustment, and 

Responsibility for Household Finances. However, these domains are limited to parents and 

present a narrow focus of mental labour. In addition to these domains of mental labour, Offer 

(2014) noted that there is family related, work related, and cross domain mental labour. The 

last of 
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these domains referring to thinking of things to do and the next day’s schedule. There are 

numerous other domains of mental labour which have only recently been examined or can 

only be inferred from research into similar topics. These domains may appear to be separate 

concepts based on initial impressions, but a deeper understanding of the concepts shows that 

they can be meaningfully linked and placed within the overall construct of mental labour. 

One important aspect of mental labour described throughout popular psychology is 

the need to remember important dates, birthdays, and appointments for partners, children, and 

even colleagues (Emma & Deminitrijevic, 2018; Hartley, 2017; Ruppanner, 2017). To 

explore this, Ahn et al. (2017) examined societal gender roles and mnemonic work within 

couples. Mnemonic work was defined as remembering outstanding tasks or important 

upcoming commitments. In the study, they were interested in the extent to which each 

member of a romantic relationship offered mnemonic assistance to the other, essentially 

allowing each member of the couple to access information beyond his or her own personal 

store of knowledge. They administered a series of questionnaires over five studies examining 

the gender differences in mnemonic assistance and societal expectations of each gender to 

engage in such work. Results indicated that participants rated women as more inclined to 

assist others with mnemonic work, that societal expectations to engage in such assistance was 

greater for women than for men, and that men tend to engage in less mnemonic work overall. 

In addition, it was found that when men do engage in mnemonic work, they are more likely 

than women to receive personal gain from the completion of the task they reminded the other 

of. These results have been echoed by popular culture psychology works (Emma & 

Deminitrijevic, 2018; Hartley, 2018; Mayer, 2019), they provide evidence that women tend 

to assume much of the responsibility for mnemonic work within a couple, and indicate that 

women experience more societal pressures to assume this type of work. Importantly, it also 

indicates that partners indeed apply their mental resources to attend to the needs of the 
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relationship within the context of mnemonic work, suggesting that it is an important concept 

to be included in any model of mental labour. 

Another important area referred to in popular culture psychology articles is emotional 

labour. The common expression ‘leave work at work’ is used as a reminder that one should 

manage one’s own emotions to reduce their impact on important relationships (Robertson et 

al., 2019). Emotional labour can include strategies like cognitive reappraisal of a situation to 

see it in a more positive way, emotional suppression where one’s inner emotional state is 

inhibited from outward expression, or interpersonal emotion regulation where assistance with 

difficult emotions is deliberately sought within relationships (Butler & Gross, 2003; 

Williams, 2018). Alternatively, there are externalised emotion regulation strategies which 

may indicate lower levels of mental labour such as ‘comfort eating’ or aggressive expression 

(Christensen, 2019; Vater & Schroder-Abe, 2015). Internal coping strategies appear to 

require greater application of one’s mental resources to manage difficult emotions compared 

to externalising strategies which is indicative of varying degrees of mental labour. 

Vater and Schroder-Abe (2015) indirectly shed light on the domain of emotional 

labour when they examined the link between personality, emotion regulation, and 

relationship satisfaction. They gave 137 couples the BFI to provide a baseline score on the 

Big Five Personality traits. They then asked each couple to discuss and attempt to resolve a 

current or recent relationship conflict in a laboratory setting. They also gave participants 

another questionnaire to rate the emotion regulation strategies they had used during the 

discussion followed by a questionnaire on relationship satisfaction at 6-month follow-up. The 

results indicated that participants who scored high on extraversion were more likely to 

express their emotions and have a move-towards approach to problem solving. Those high on 

neuroticism tended to try and avoid difficult problems and displayed higher levels of angry 

venting during the problem focussed discussion. Those high on openness and agreeableness 
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tended to rank highest on trying to take their partner’s perspective, while those high on 

conscientiousness tended to rate highest on suppressing difficult emotions to avoid upsetting 

their partner. Finally, suppressive and externalising strategies were associated with worse 

relationship satisfaction while better relationship satisfaction was associated with more 

adaptive strategies like perspective taking. While these results provide some evidence that 

personality is related variations in the application of emotional labour, the laboratory setting 

of Vater and Schroder-Abe’s study may have led to some degree of systematic bias due to 

positive impression management by participants (Denrell, 2005). The behaviours displayed 

by participants who were attempting to present themselves in a positive light may have been 

behaviours that the participant deemed to be the most adaptive rather than those they would 

typically use. However, this is still indicative of those participant’s perceptions of how 

emotions ‘should’ be managed and provides important information regarding the links 

between personality and emotional labour tendencies. The study has important implications 

for mental labour as it shows that personality factors impact the type of emotion coping that a 

person engages in or believes they should engage in. This in turns indicates that people 

engage in varying degrees of cognitive work for the good of the relationship which is 

indicative of varying degrees of mental labour. Therefore, emotional labour is an important 

concept to capture within any model of mental labour. 

The studies described above each examined different concepts which could be 

classified as being domains of mental labour. The management of routines, finances, child 

adjustment, mnemonics, and emotions have all been shown to be important aspects of mental 

labour which need to be meaningfully tied together to understand the construct (Ahn et al., 

2017; Ciciolla & Luthar, 2019; Vater & Schroder-Abe, 2015). However, several of the above 

studies did not aim to directly contribute to the understanding of mental labour and instead 

inferences about the nature of mental labour were made from related constructs. Even the 
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work of Ciciolla and Luthar which focused on mental labour and produced a brief measure 

for it did not address the full breadth of mental labour and instead centred on only three 

domains related to mothers. 

To form a comprehensive model of mental labour which combined all of the above 

concepts, albeit still with a focus on mothers, Robertson et al. (2019) conducted a series of 

focus groups with 25 mothers. Through the discussions, their thematic analysis identified six 

distinct core themes which compose mental labour: Planning and Strategising, Monitoring 

and Anticipating Needs, Knowing, Managerial Thinking, Meta-Parenting, and Self- 

Regulating. Meta-parenting was later removed as a core theme and incorporated in the theme 

of Monitoring and Anticipating Needs which created the final five-theme model of mental 

labour. Each of the five themes then consisted of various sub-themes to create the complete 

model. Other themes such as worry were examined but did not warrant inclusion as part of 

mental labour as they were often engaged in to direct the individual’s attention towards 

important matters rather than for the direct benefit of the family. 

Robertson et al. (2019) provided a comprehensive structure for mental labour which 

can be used to guide additional research into the topic; however, the study and model had 

several limitations. The sample consisted only of Caucasian American middle-aged women 

and so it may not be representative of the wider community. The focus group method did not 

provide any quantitative evidence for the model or a method to measure the degree of mental 

labour that participants engage in. Instead, it relied on saturation of participant’s ideas to 

determine themes. Furthermore, by only examining mental labour as perceived by mothers, 

the study ignored the mental labour engaged in by individuals, couples without children, and 

men. For their model to be applied to future research on mental labour using a more diverse 

sample, changes to the sub-domains of the five themes would be needed. 
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Planning and Strategising in Robertson et al.’s (2019) study focussed on the strategic 

planning needed to make family life happen and included all the planning needed for 

situations that never eventuate such as emergencies. The sub themes for Planning and 

Strategising were: time management (scheduling), planning family activities (chores, 

carpooling, sports, party planning etc), and contingency plans (back-up plans accounting for 

change in mood, sleep, attitude, distress etc) appear to overlap well with Ciciolla and 

Luthar’s (2019) Responsibility for Household Routines domain. Through additional 

exploration and interviews, these subthemes could be adapted to any adult relationship, not 

just parents, by requesting examples from both parents and non-parents. In contrast, ‘how to’ 

plans for family life (child rearing methods, discipline, rules etc) would instead need to be 

altered to relate to rules and relationship expectations within the house in general, rather than 

being specific to children. 

Monitoring and Anticipating Needs referred to anticipating family status and detecting 

family needs (Robertson et al., 2019). Sub themes included monitoring family resources and 

expectations (food, energy, resources, and opinions of stake holders), monitoring children 

(safety, health, and development), and meta-parenting (reflection and thinking about 

intentions and parental decision making). As monitoring children and meta-parenting are 

clearly related to parenting, changes should be made to make them more generalisable. 

Monitoring children should instead focus on monitoring the wellbeing of any member of 

household, while meta-parenting should be changed to include metacognitive practices 

focussed on the romantic relationship. 

Knowing referred to knowledge, information processing, and mnemonic activity that 

allows the individual to recall relevant knowledge about the family (Robertson et al., 2019). 

It consisted of learning (how to feed or dress kids, learning from past experiences, taking 

advice from friends etc), and remembering (getting today’s lunch out of the fridge, reminding 



21 
 

 

others about appointments, getting babysitter when going out etc). Similar to Planning and 

Strategising, these sub-domains require only minimal adjustment to become relevant to all 

relationships and examples of Knowing could be extracted through additional interviews 

while removing the emphasis on child focussed activities. This is also the case for 

Managerial Thinking which consisted of executive oversight and directorial decision making 

to juggle priorities, balance demands, and solve problems by directing others. This consisted 

of orchestrating which is the coordinating and balancing of interdependent variables 

(coordinating conflicting trips, physical transitions, conflicting appointments etc), evaluating 

which is assessing the effectiveness of family routines, managing task accomplishment which 

is ensuring that family duties are fulfilled, and financial management for the household. 

These subdomains would likely require minimal adaptation as they are not necessarily parent 

specific. 

Self-Regulating referred to cognitive work involved in managing one’s own behaviour 

and emotions for the sake of the family (Robertson et al., 2019). It included mental 

preparation (compartmentalising or self-talk to manage our observable state when interacting 

with others), cognitive regulating strategies managing one’s own anxieties or stress, and 

choosing the best interest of the child (often guided by values and beliefs about best child 

rearing practices). This is again a theme which requires only some adjustment. Choosing the 

best interest of the child would become Choosing the best interest of the household to 

incorporate any behaviours where the individual places the interests of any of their loved 

ones within the immediate relationship. Mental preparation and cognitive regulating would 

likely remain unchanged from Robertson et al.’s model as they are not specific to parenting. 
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The Current Study 

 
Despite the growing interest and the many impacts that mental labour has on 

relationships, there is still a lack of academic research into the construct. This means that 

direct claims about what mental labour involves and its relationship to other psychological 

concepts like personality cannot be made, instead inferences must be made based on largely 

qualitative date. However, a deeper understanding of mental labour and its relationship with 

other important concepts will be difficult to obtain until there is a valid and reliable method 

of measuring it. In addition, previous research has largely only focussed on the perspective of 

mothers which leaves a relative gap regarding the perceptions of mental labour of men and 

unmarried couples. 

The current study aimed to address the above gaps and examine mental labour as a 

construct relevant to all committed romantic relationships, regardless of gender, rather than 

primarily focussing on mothers. It also included relationships of any sexual orientation rather 

than focussing only on heterosexual couples. It aimed to verify Robertson et al.’s (2019) five- 

theme model of mental labour by creating and validating a quantitative scale which can 

measure an individual’s perception of the division of mental labour in their current romantic 

relationship. This scale included changes to the classification of Robertson at al.’s sub-themes 

to remove the focus on mental labour related to parenting and ultimately make it more 

generalisable to any committed adult relationship. 

By applying the questionnaire structure used by Ciciolla and Luthar (2019), a 

questionnaire was constructed which asked participants to rate who in their relationship is 

primarily responsible for a range of examples of mental labour in their relationship. It was 

hypothesised that each of Robertson et al.’s five themes would consist of a meaningful factor 

structure determined by an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), while the null hypothesis stated 
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that there would be no meaningful underlying structure to these themes. It was also 

hypothesised that the factor structure identified in the EFA would be replicated and validated 

in a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) while the null hypothesis stated that any model 

identified in the EFA would not be replicated in the CFA to an acceptable level. 

It is impossible to create a perfect measure of mental labour because, as the name 

suggests, a large amount of the work is completed internally while only some aspects of 

mental labour manifest as observable behaviours. In fact, mental labour is often an implicit 

process that takes place outside of the awareness of the individual who is engaging in it 

(Hessing, 1994). While participants have generally been found to recognise their own mental 

labour once it has been highlighted to them (Robertson et al., 2019), any measure which 

examines an individual’s perception of the division of mental labour will require that 

individual to make assumptions about the mental labour engaged in by their partner. When 

considered within the scope of other psychological phenomena like the self-serving bias 

where an individual will more readily recall information about the self which is self-affirming 

than information which is more negative, it is likely people will generally estimate that they 

are engaging in more mental labour than their partner (Zhang et al., 2018). This bias will 

impact statistical assumptions such as normality and was considered as part of the analysis. 

Method 

 
Scale Development 

 
The scale in the current study was developed using the best practice guidelines by 

Boeteng et al. (2018). After receiving approval from the QUT Ethics Committee 

(Approval# 2000000148), examples of behavioural and internal processes which align with 

each of Robertson et al.’s (2019) five themes of mental labour were generated from 

examples listed in the above literature. Informal interviews with academics and 

postgraduate students at Queensland University of Technology (QUT), and family and 

friends of the author were also completed
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to generate further examples. During the interviews, individuals were given examples of 

mental labour consistent with each of the five themes of Robertson et al.’s model. They were 

then asked to share their own examples of these themes or any other examples of mental 

labour they could recall. The examples generated by the author and in the interviews were 

worded into an exhaustive pool of possible items. 

The most appropriate items from this pool were determined by the face validity of 

their representativeness of each of Robertson et al.’s (2019) five themes. These items were 

then organised into a draft questionnaire of 180 items. Items were presented as a series of 

internal or behavioural examples of mental labour and participants were required to state who 

in their relationship they perceived as being “primarily responsible” for each example. 

Responses were collected on a 3-point Likert scale modelled on the structure of Ciciolla and 

Luthar (2019) (“Mostly Me”, “Both Equally”, “Mostly my Partner”) with a “Does not Apply 

to my Relationship” response option also provided. To improve engagement, a short 

descriptive introduction to each of the five themes was provided and then the participant was 

required to answer all questions within that single theme before moving onto the subsequent 

theme. 

Eligibility questions were added to the beginning of the questionnaire to ensure that 

participants were in an appropriately committed relationship where an adequate degree of 

shared mental labour would be engaged in (over 18 years old, in a romantic relationship, and 

living together more than 3 days per week). Living together for three days of the week was 

deemed to strike a sound balance between including couples with a sufficient degree of 

mental labour and allowing for a wide enough spectrum of relationship types. Demographic 

questions were then presented prior to the mental labour items to gather information on 

gender, sexual orientation, age, relationship status, length of relationship, ethnicity, number 

of children/dependents, country of birth, country of residence, occupational status, education, 

and religion. A final open response question was added at the end of the questionnaire to 

allow for feedback from all
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participants. This questionnaire was then uploaded to the Qualtrics online survey program for 

completion. 

The online questionnaire was pilot tested through Qualtrics to ensure sufficient face 

validity and to determine any problems with ambiguity, to improve clarity of questions, 

estimate the time to complete the survey, and to assess the layout and ease of completion. A 

convenience sample of QUT academics and students, and friends and family of the author 

were administered the questionnaire and asked for their feedback. Changes were made to 

several questions to improve clarity while eight questions were removed due to poor 

generalisability. The introductory statement for Self-Regulating was also changed to ask who 

in the participant’s relationship was “more likely” to engage in the example of mental labour 

rather than who was “primarily responsible” as participant feedback indicated that this 

change would improve the clarity of these items. 

The final questionnaire required participants to provide informed consent before 

progressing to the 13 eligibility and demographic questions. One hundred and sixty-nine 

questions were retained across the five domains of mental labour. The open answer feedback 

question at the end of the questionnaire was also retained. It was administered online using 

Qualtrics and could be completed on a computer, tablet, or mobile phone. See Appendix A 

for the final version of the questionnaire administered to participants in the current study. 

Participants 

 
Participants were recruited through a variety of sources. QUT students enrolled in 

first-year psychology courses participated in the study for course credit while members of the 

general community who met the eligibility requirements also participated. First-year students 

accessed the questionnaire via the QUT SONA system while advertisements for the study 

were posted via social media and email. Participants who did not receive course credit for 
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participation were given the option of entering the draw to win one of two $50 gift cards in 

appreciation for their participation. 

A total of 672 people participated in the study. Four participants were removed due to 

not providing informed consent and 68 participants were removed due to not meeting 

eligibility requirements. An additional 28 participants were removed due to completing the 

questionnaire in under 12 minutes which was deemed to indicate that the participant did not 

give sufficient consideration for their responses to be valid. One participant was removed due 

to listing their relationship status as “recently broken up”. This left a final sample size of 572 

participants. 

The final sample consisted of 109 males and 461 females while two participants 

described their gender as “non-binary”. Ages were between 18 and 84 years old (M = 32.59, 

SD = 12.55) and the length of relationships ranged from 0 to 57 years (M = 8.15, SD = 9.36). 

Five hundred and six participants reported themselves as heterosexual, 10 listed themselves 

as homosexual, 52 reported that they were bisexual, and 4 participants chose the “Other” 

response option and identified themselves as “queer” (N = 2) and “pansexual” (N = 2). Two 

hundred and forty-eight participants reported their relationship status as married, 161 as de 

facto, 123 as dating, 5 as casual, and 4 reported that they were in an open but committed 

relationship. Two-thirds (67.5%) of participants reported having zero children or dependents, 

14.3% reported having two children or dependents, followed by one child (11.4%), three 

children (5.1%), and four or more children (1.2%). 

Ethnicity was described as primarily Caucasian (85.6%) with Asian being the next 

most common description (6.7%). Another 3.7% described themselves as being of mixed race 

while the remaining descriptions of ethnicity counted for less than 1% each (Arab, South 

American, Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander, Afghan, Pacific Islander, African, Indian, 
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Mediterranean, and Maori). Most participants were born in Australia (78.3%) while the 

remaining participants originated from a wide range of countries. The vast majority of 

participants (97.5%) reported that they currently live in Australia. 

Most participants reported that they work full-time (37.6%), while 17.2% reported 

working part-time or casually. Eighteen percent reported their profession as a combination of 

work and study, 13% reported they study full-time, and 2.3% said they study part-time. 

Unemployed accounted for 5.3% of the sample and 4.2% were retired. The remaining 

participants reported their professions as maternity leave (1.4%), self-employed (0.4%), carer 

(0.4%), and stay at home parent (0.5%). The most common level of education was the 

completion of an undergraduate degree (28%) following by completion of year 12 (26.1%). 

The next most common was the completion of a postgraduate degree (25.9%), 18% had 

completed a trade apprenticeship/TAFE, while 1.9% reported their education level as 

completion of year 10. Most participants reported that they do not have any religious beliefs 

(75.7%) while the remaining 24.3% reported a range of beliefs with Christian and Catholic 

beliefs being the most common. 

Data Screening and Analysis 

 
SPSS 27.01 was used to screen data, conduct initial data treatment and item reduction, 

and to conduct the EFA. R with R Studio was used to conduct the CFA. To conduct the EFA 

and CFA, the sample was split using the Random Sample of Cases function in SPSS. Two 

hundred and fifty participants were separated for the EFA based on conservative estimates of 

the expected number of factors for the five themes (minimum four participants per factor), 

and the remaining participants were allocated to the CFA (Gorsuch, 1983). While mental 

labour is a single overarching construct, it is composed of five distinct themes which are, as 

yet, unvalidated (Robertson et 
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al., 2019). Therefore, the questionnaire was analysed as five separate scales which was 

determined a-priori based on the five-theme model to provide adequate validation of 

each theme prior to combining them into a single construct of mental labour. 

Results 

 
As per the PY18 and PY19 Research Program Handbook (2020), a copy of the 

analysis output and the data set can be provided to the examiner of the current study upon 

request. 

Initial Data Treatment and Item Reduction 

 
Responses were screened for missing data prior to the sample being split. Analysis 

found less than 1% of responses were missing and Little’s MCAR test indicated that the 

missing data was missing completely at random (MCAR) (p > .05). Listwise deletion was 

used as the small amount of missing data would mean deletion methods would have a 

minimal impact on the power of the analysis (Holman 2004). 

Despite initially including items which related only to parenting, these items were 

removed prior to analysis as they conflicted with the generalisability aims of the current 

study. “Does not apply to my relationship” responses were then inspected. Consistent with 

Tabachnick et al.’s (2019) guidelines, items with more than 5% not applicable responses 

were removed as they were interpreted as not being relevant to the mental labour of a 

sufficient number of the participants and so would have limited the generalisability of the 

questionnaire. This process left 79 items remaining. Holman (2004) recommends treating 

Non-Applicable responses for survey data as missing data; therefore, not applicable responses 

for the remaining items were treated as such. Unlike true missing data, not applicable 

responses were systematic missing data as it was a deliberate response by the participant. 

Despite not being random, the missing data resulting from not applicable responses still 

constituted less than 5% of the total data set which means that the method of dealing with the 
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missing data would have a minimal impact on analysis (Kline, 2016). Despite the low 

percentage of missing data overall, over 40% of participants had chosen not applicable for at 

least one item. Therefore, the use of deletion methods would have reduced the power of 

analysis to too great an extent, so estimation of the missing data was required. As per Kline’s 

guidelines, maximum likelihood estimation procedures are the current recommended 

techniques to estimate missing values, and expectation maximisation is the most suitable for 

factor analysis. A separate imputation was completed using SPSS for all items within each of 

the five themes of mental labour respectively. 

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Further Item Reduction 

 
Once missing data and not applicable responses had been appropriately addressed, an 

EFA was conducted using the Principal Axis Factoring function in SPSS. EFA is a technique 

used to reduce data to a smaller set of variables and ultimately explore meaningful structures 

in the relationship between variables for the concept being researched (Finch, 2020). This 

approach facilitated the validation of the questionnaire and the model of Robertson et al 

(2019). While the assumption of normality is difficult to satisfy with a three-point Likert 

scale, especially considering the likely violation of normality due to biased perceptions of 

mental labour discussed above, if all other assumptions are met then EFA using Pearson’s 

correlation can still be conducted and interpreted (Watkins, 2021). An oblique rotation was 

used in each EFA as it was anticipated that factors within each theme would be correlated, 

alternatively results would be unaffected by this rotation if analysis indicated that factors 

were not correlated (Henson & Roberts, 2006; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The 

maximum likelihood technique was used in the EFA with the Kaiser’s criterion of 

eigenvalues greater than 1, and the factor loading cut-off of 0.4 was used to determine item 

suitability and reduce item numbers (any item with a factor loading below 0.4 was removed) 

(Field & Field, 2019). In addition, duplicate items which asked the same questions in 

different ways were examined and the item with the lowest 
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loading was removed. Given that the questionnaire in the current study is newly developed, 

Cronbach’s alpha values above 0.70 were accepted as an indication of adequate internal 

consistency (Hills, 2011) 

Participants 

 
The random sub-sample of 250 participants consisted of 49 males, 199 females, and 2 

participants who listed themselves as “non-binary”. The mean age was 32.13 years old (SD = 

11.89) and a mean relationship length of 7.48 years (SD = 8.52). 

Planning and Strategising 

 
The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin measure verified sampling adequacy for the analysis (KMO 

 

= .81), while Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that correlation structure is adequate for 

factor analysis (p <.001). Results for the EFA can be seen in Table 1. The analysis yielded 

viable two-factor and three-factor solutions. The two-factor solution was deemed to be the 

best fit for the data accounting for 58.09% of the variance with good internal consistency. 

The third factor in the three-factor solution exhibited the lowest loadings of the three factors 

and had inadequate internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.4). The items in the third 

factor also represented behaviours which were likely too specific to create their own 

meaningful factor in the analysis; however, when incorporated into the other two factors in 

the two-factor solution, their loadings improved and they could be meaningfully connected 

with other same factor items. The final factors were labelled Strategising and Planning 

Activities. Strategising represents the forward thinking and organisation of necessary tasks 

within the home while Planning Activities appears to tap into the planning of activity outside 

of the house. The sub-themes time management and “how to” plans identified for Robertson 

et al. (2019) were not sustained as factors in their own right but were instead incorporated 

into the two-factors within the EFA’s solution. 
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Table 1 

 
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Planning and Strategising 

 
 

 

 
  Factor  

Domain Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

 1 2  

Deciding how much food needs to be cooked .94  Strategising .89 

for any given meal?     

Planning when to start cooking? .87 
   

Deciding what to cook with the ingredients 

already in the house? 

.83    

Thinking about food and what needs to be put 

into meals? 

.79 
   

Deciding where to store items in the kitchen? .51    

Planning an outing as a couple? 
 

.89 Planning .78 

 
Planning an upcoming outing? 

  
.78 

Activities  

Deciding where to go on a couple’s date?  .63   

Deciding when to visit friends and family? 
 

.42 
  

Monitoring and Anticipating Needs     

 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin measure verified sampling adequacy for the analysis (KMO 

 

= .78), while Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that correlation structure is adequate for 

factor analysis (p <.001). Results of the EFA can be seen in Table 2. The analysis yielded a 

four-factor solution which accounted for 56.14% of the variance. A five-factor solution was 

originally produced but the items within the fifth factor did not meet the necessary inclusion 

criteria, so they were removed. All four remaining factors showed good internal consistency. 

The four-factors each represent a clear subset of needs which must be monitored as part of 

mental labour. They were labelled Housekeeping, Maintenance, Personal Support, and 

Resources. This structure made some changes from the structure proposed by Robertson et 

al. (2019) by dividing up monitoring family resources and expectations of others into its 
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unique subcomponents. It also does not include meta-parenting which was removed a-priori; 

however, meta-relationship type items (e.g., reflecting on the relationship and deciding if 

something needs to change) also did not form any coherent factor and instead loaded onto 

Personal Support. 

Knowing 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin measure verified sampling adequacy for the analysis (KMO 

 

= .88), while Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that correlation structure is adequate for 

factor analysis (p <.001). The results of the EFA are shown in Table 3. The analysis yielded a 

three-factor solution which accounted for 56.97% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha indicated 

good internal consistency for all factors. Similar to the sub-themes proposed by Robertson et 

al. (2019), the three themes in the current solution represent the same aspects of mental 

labour as remembering and learning. However, unlike Robertson et al., learning appeared to 

be best represented when divided into distinct areas of knowledge. Therefore, the three- 

factors in the current EFA were labelled Remembering, Housekeeping Knowledge, and 

Technical Knowledge. 
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Table 2 

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Monitoring and Anticipating Needs 
 
 

 

 
  Factor  

Domain Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

 1 2 3 4  

Noticing that the bathroom needs .83    Housekeeping 0.73 

cleaning? 

Knowing when the bed sheets need 

 
.64 

     

to be changed?       

Noticing that the toilet paper is 

running out and needs to be 

replaced? 

.48      

Recognising when the car needs to 

be serviced? 

Noticing that the car needs its oil 

 .88 

 
.87 

  Maintenance 0.76 

and air topped up? 

Deciding whether something that 

  
.44 

    

breaks needs to be replaced or not?       

Noticing when a partner/child 

needs emotional support? 

  
-.80 

 
Personal 

Support 

0.77 

Listening to your partner/child 

when they are upset? 

Noticing when you and/or your 

  -.72 

 
-.67 

   

partner/child are stressed and may 

need help? 

Noting patterns of behaviour in 

   

 
-.49 

   

yourself and/or partner/child and 

deciding if something needs to 

change? 

      

Making sure there is enough food 

for everyone in the household? 

   -.78 Resources 0.79 

Remembering what needs to be 
   

-.77 
  

bought to make dinner? 

Noticing when something is 

    
-.53 

  

running low and needs to be added       

 to the shopping list?  
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Table 3 

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Knowing 
 
 

 

 
  Factor  

Domain Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

  1 2 3  
 

Remembering important upcoming events? .95  Remembering .85 

Remembering and reminding household 

members about important dates? 

.82 
   

Remembering the birthdays of close friends 

and relatives? 

Knowing how to effectively clean the 

.71 
 

 

.88 

 

 

Housekeeping 

 

 

.76 

bathroom (e.g. clean calcium and soap scum 

from the shower, the inside of the toilet bowl, 

sink, mirror etc) to the expected standard for 

  Knowledge  

your house?     

 
Knowing how to correctly clean the kitchen 

(e.g. inside the oven, stove top, sink, floor etc) 

to the expected standard for your house? 

  
.79 

  

 
Knowing how to use small household 

appliances (e.g. iron, vacuum)? 

  
.51 

  

Knowing how to properly wash and care for 

clothing? 

 
.50 

  

Knowing how to fix items within the 

household? 

Learning how to do something if no other 

household member knows how? 

.74 Technical 

Knowledge 

.71 

.73 

 

Knowing how to set-up electronics in the .64 

 house?  
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Managerial Thinking 

 
The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin measure verified sampling adequacy for the analysis (KMO 

 

= .82), while Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that correlation structure is adequate for 

factor analysis (p <.001). The results for the EFA can be found in Table 4. The analysis 

yielded a two-factor solution which accounted for 45.77% of the variance. Cronbach’s alpha 

showed good internal consistency for one factor but was poor for the second. Factor loadings 

on the second factor were also lower than the other. Despite this, the items of the second 

factor formed a meaningful representation of critical thinking necessary in relationships to 

evaluate and predict an ideal course of action; therefore, it was retained. The factors were 

labelled Coordinating and Evaluating. Coordinating appeared to be a combination of 

Robertson et al.’s (2019) orchestrating and task accomplishment, while Evaluating was the 

combination of evaluating and finance management. 

Table 4 

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Managerial Thinking 
 
 

 

  Factor   

1 2 

Domain Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Remembering all the household tasks that need .84 Coordinating .81 

to be completed? 

Deciding who is going to clean the house and 

 
.84 

 

when? 

Delegating tasks amongst relationship/family 

 
.73 

members?  

Keeping track of important appointments? 

Deciding if you can afford something as a 

.50  
.63 Evaluating 

 
.65 

couple/family?    

Deciding on relationship goals (e.g. finances, 

holidays, housing etc)? 

Deciding which commitments are most 

 .61 

 
.46 

 

important when schedules clash? 

Deciding whether a task is important enough to 

  
.43 

 

 complete when there are competing demands?  
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Self-Regulating 

 
The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin measure verified sampling adequacy for the analysis (KMO 

 

= .88), while Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that correlation structure is adequate for 

factor analysis (p <.001). The results of this EFA can be seen in Table 5. The analysis 

produced viable two-factor and three-factor solutions. However, the third factor consisted of 

only two items and contained complex items loading on both factors two and three. In 

addition, the internal consistency for the third factor was below the 0.7 cut-off. In contrast, 

the two-factor solution combined factors two and three into a single factor which eliminated 

the complex nature of the items and resulted in good internal consistency for both remaining 

factors. Therefore, the two-factor solution was deemed the most appropriate and it accounted 

for 44.92% of the variance. The factors were labelled Mental Preparation and Regulation 

and Consideration and Compromise. The first of these factors represents a combination of 

Robertson et al.’s (2019) mental preparation and cognitive regulating strategies. The second 

factor represents a generalised version of Robertson et al.’s choosing what’s best for the child 

sub-theme, consisting of the consideration of the needs of the participant’s partner, and the 

possibility of compromising for the good of loved ones rather than children alone. 



37 
 

 

Table 5 

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Self-Regulating 
 
 

 

 
  Factor  

Domain Cronbach 

Alpha 

 

 1 2  

Think about a stressful situation in a way that .78  Mental .77 

helps them stay calm? 

 
Adjust well to a sudden change? 

 

 
.66 

 Preparation and 

Regulation 

 

Soothe themselves when they are feeling 

angry without taking it out on others? 

Talking about a stressful situation in a way 

.62 

 
.56 

   

that helps calm you and/or your partner down? 

Soothe themselves before getting home after a 

 
.54 

   

stressful day?     

Put their own wishes aside for the good of the 

relationship? 

 .79 Consideration 

and 

Compromise 

.79 

Put their own preferences aside for the good 

of their partner/family? 

Consider the consequences their decision may 

 .76 

 
.63 

  

have on their partner? 

Consider how their actions may impact their 

  
.61 

  

partner?     

Confirmatory Factor Analysis     

 

CFA allows items to be specified as relating to a particular latent variable and was 

used to confirm the final models developed in the EFA (Finch, 2020). In each multi-factor 

CFA, the remaining 50 items from the EFA were designated to load only onto the factor 

which was identified in the EFA. As noted in the EFA, the use of a three-point Likert scale 

increases the difficulty of meeting the assumptions of normality. To compensate, the 

diagonally weighted least squares estimator using a polychoric correlation was used for each 

CFA (Li, 2016). Li explains that this estimator produces robust standard errors, and mean 

and variance-adjusted test statistics which produce fit statistics less susceptible to bias. 
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Multiple indices were used to assess the fit of each model including the Root Means 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Tucker- 

Lewis Index (TLI). In the current study, CFI and TLI values greater than 0.90 were 

considered acceptable while values greater than 0.95 were ideal, RMSEA values at or below 

0.05 would indicate that the model was a good fit, values between 0.06 to 0.08 were 

considered to be acceptable, and values around 0.10 were accepted but were considered to 

indicate a mediocre fit (Byrne 1998). Finally, item factor loadings were examined with 

standardised latent factors. Standardised factor loadings at or above 0.7 were considered ideal 

for each model, but factor loadings as low as 0.4 were still considered. The relevance of the 

lower factor loadings was considered on a case-by-case basis based on their theoretical 

relevance to their respective model (Karakas & Sarigollu, 2012). Model chi-square values 

were not examined as they are very sensitive to large samples (greater than 200), and to non- 

normal distributions and so their use was likely to lead to type 1 errors (Tanaka, 1987). The 

measures of fit for all CFAs are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 

 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Measures of Fit 

 
 

Model x2 df p RMSEA CFI TLI 

Planning and Strategising 69.60 26 <.001 0.07 0.99 0.98 

Monitoring and Anticipating Needs 151.64 48 <.001 0.08 0.96 0.94 

Knowing 119.90 24 <.001 0.07 0.95 0.93 

Managerial Thinking 69.58 19 <.001 0.08 0.94 0.91 

Self-regulating 87.85 19 <.001 0.08 0.96 0.94 

Note. Reported measures of fit are the “Robust” values. 
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Participants 

 
The sub-sample for the CFA consisted of 319 participants with 59 males and 260 

females. The average age was 32.97 years old (SD = 13.09) with an average relationship 

length of 8.71 years (SD = 9.97). 

Planning and Strategising 

 
The measures of fit indicated that the data fit the two-factor model (RMSEA = 0.07, 

CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.98). Both the CFI and TLI were above the appropriate cut-off, while the 

RMSEA was in the acceptable range. This indicates that the model outlined in the EFA fit 

the data well. All items were observed to have a factor loading greater than 0.7 with the 

exception of items 50 and 42. The fit of the model was not improved with the removal of 

either item. In addition, the wording of the items in question were considered to represent 

their respective factors in a more abstract way when compared to their same factor 

counterparts so a lower factor loading would be expected; however, they also offered 

important variations to the other items within each factor so both items were retained. The 

final model can be seen in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. 

 
Two-Factor Model of Planning and Strategising 

 

 

 

Note. Str = Strategising, PlA = Planning Activities. Factor intercorrelation is significant 

(p<.05) 
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Monitoring and Anticipating Needs 

 
The four-factor model identified in the EFA fit the data as indicated by the fit indices 

(RMSEA = 0.09, CFI = 0.93, TFI = 0.90), but some additional adjustment was required. Both 

the CFI and TLI were above the appropriate cut-off and RMSEA fell into the mediocre range. 

Items 57, 75, and 77 were found to have factor loadings below 0.7. Items 57 and 75 had been 

specified as being relevant to mental labour in previous research and did not improve the fit 

of the model when removed, therefore, both items were retained (Robertson et al., 2019). 

However, item 77 had been adapted to the current research from Robertson et al.’s meta- 

parenting sub-theme, and consistent with the EFA, items which appear to represent meta- 

relationship thinking have not consistently loaded onto factors in the current study and do not 

appear to represent a generalisable aspect of mental labour. Therefore, item 77 was removed, 

and the fit of the model improved to land within the acceptable range (RMSEA = 0.08, CFI = 

0.96, TFI = 0.94). The final model can be seen in Figure 2. Interestingly, the Maintenance 

domain was found not to significantly correlate with the other factors in the model. This 

seems to suggest that while it is still a valid representation of monitoring and anticipating the 

needs of the household, it may not be directly related to other aspects of the model. 

To investigate Maintenance remaining independent within Monitoring and 

Anticipating Needs, its relationship to gender was examined as a possible explanation of the 

results. A series of independent samples t-tests were conducted to facilitate a basic 

investigation of gender differences. The assumption of random sampling was met, and 

homogeneity of variance was confirmed by Levene’s test (p > .05). While the assumption of 

normality could not be met in the current sample, t-tests are robust to the violation of 

normality if there are no serious outliers (Witte & Witte, 2017). Therefore, boxplots were 

examined, and no outliers were present. The results indicated that men rated themselves as 

taking on significantly more mental labour on items associated with Maintenance compared 
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to women (t = 7.26, p < .001). Conversely, women rated themselves as taking on significantly 

more mental labour compared to men on items associated with Housekeeping (t = -13.37, p < 

.001), Personal Support (t = -3.23, p = .001), and Resources (t = -7.65, p < .001). These 

results indicate that gender may be impacting the relationship between Maintenance and the 

other domains of Monitoring and Anticipating Needs. The three domains endorsed most by 

women were all significantly associated in the CFA while the domain endorsed by men 

remained independent. This may have been different if the CFA was conducted on men and 

women separately where Maintenance may have been significantly negatively associated 

with the other three domains but the presence of the other gender in the analysis may have 

masked that association. 

Knowing 

The measures of fit indicated that the data fit the three-factor model identified in the 

EFA (RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0.95, TLI, 0.93). Both the CFI and TLI were above the 

appropriate cut-off, and the RMSEA was in the acceptable range. Only items 109 and 100 

were below the factor loading rule of 0.7 but both were above 0.6. The removal of either item 

did not improve the fit of the model, and a cut-off of between 0.6 and 0.7 has been used in 

previous scale development studies (Karakas & Sarigollu, 2012), so both items were retained. 

The final model can be seen in Figure 3. 
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Figure 2. 

 
Four-Factor Model of Monitoring and Anticipating Needs 

 

 

 
 

Note. Hsk = Housekeeping, Mnt – Maintenance, PrS = Personal Support, Rsr = Resources. 

All intercorrelations between factors are significant (p<.05) excluding Maintenance. 

Intercorrelations are non-significant (p>.05) between Maintenance and all other factors. 
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Figure 3. 

 
Three-Factor Model of Knowing 

 

 

 

 
Note. Rmm = Remembering, HsK = Housekeeping Knowledge, TcK = Technical 

Knowledge. All factor intercorrelations are significant (p<.05). 

Managerial Thinking 

 
The two-factor model identified in the EFA was found to fit the data as indicated by 

fit indices (RMSEA = 0.08, CFI = 0.94, TFI = 0.91). The CFI and TLI were at or above the 

cut-off while RMSEA fell into the acceptable range. In addition, items 151, 136, 144, and 

131 fell below the factor loading cut-off of .7. Items 151 and 131 were retained due to having 
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factor loadings of 0.6 or above (Karakas & Sarigollu, 2012). Items 144 and 136 had factor 

loadings close to 0.4 but were also the only items to directly address relationship goals and 

household finances respectively. Goals and finances appear to be sub-domains of Evaluating 

which is already a sub-domain of Managerial Thinking. Therefore, it is expected that they 

would have lower factor loadings than items which address their respective factor more 

directly. In addition, they were both identified as important aspects of mental labour by 

Robertson et al. (2019) so they were retained. However, it is likely that the increased error 

related to these items will sustain the reduced Cronbach’s alpha for Evaluating observed in 

the EFA. The final model can be seen in Figure 4. 

Self-Regulating 

 
The measures of fit indicated that the data fit the two-factor model identified in the 

EFA (RMSEA = 0.08, CFI = 0.96, TFI = 0.94). Both the CFI and TLI were above the 

appropriate cut-off, and the RMSEA was in the acceptable range. Item 188 was below the 

ideal factor loading of 0.7; however, the behaviour identified in the item has been listed in 

previous research as an important aspect of Self-Regulating and so it was retained (Robertson 

et al., 2019). The final model can be seen in figure 5. 

Convergent and Discriminant Validity 

 
The degree of convergent validity was determined by examining the factor loadings 

(Cabrera-Nguyen, 2010). Consistent with Cabrera-Nguyen’s guidelines, adequate convergent 

validity was displayed by all items on all factors loading above .40, while most factor 

loadings were above .60. In addition, all factors within each of the five domains of mental 

labour were correlated, except for maintenance, but none of the intercorrelations were above 

.80 which indicated good discriminant validity (Kline, 2016). See Appendix B for the final 
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version of the questionnaire based on the EFA and CFA, excluding changes recommended in 

the coming discussion. 

Figure 4. 

Two-Factor Model of Managerial Thinking 
 

 

 

 
Note. Orc = Orchestrating, Evl = Evaluating. Factor intercorrelation is significant (p<.05). 
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Figure 5. 

 
Two-Factor Model of Self-Regulating 

 
 

 
 

Note. MPR = Mental Preparation and Regulation, CnC = Consideration and Compromise. 

Factor intercorrelation is significant (p<.05). 
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Discussion 

 
Robertson et al. (2019) conceptualised mental labour as consisting of five themes. 

Previous research examining mental labour primarily focussed on mother’s experiences of 

mental labour which limited the generalisability of the research and relied on qualitative 

results which have been unvalidated until now. Alternatively, inferences had to be made 

based on research into similar but ultimately different psychological concepts. The current 

study attempted to address the above limitations by using a more inclusive sample in terms of 

gender, sexuality, and relationship status and produced a viable model of mental labour 

through the development and validation of a questionnaire. This questionnaire was designed 

to measure an individual’s perception of the division of mental labour in their romantic 

relationship and was labelled the Perceptions of Mental Labour in Relationships 

Questionnaire (PMRQ). 

The first hypothesis that the EFA would produce a meaningful factor structure for 

each of Robertson et al.’s (2019) five themes was supported, subsequently validating their 

model for mental labour within romantic relationships. Each domain of mental labour 

consisted of a meaningful combination of factors, though these tended to differ from the 

subthemes identified by Robertson et al. For example, their sub-themes of Planning and 

Strategising were time management, planning activities, developing “how-to” plans, and 

contingency plans. In the current study however, time management and developing “how to” 

plans were integrated to create a single Strategising domain. This was consistent with 

Ciciolla and Luthar’s (2019) single Responsibility for Household Routines domain. In 

addition, planning activities and contingency plans were also found to combine into a single 

Planning Activities domain. 
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Despite the identification of meaningful structures, several important observations 

were made during the analysis. The variety of examples of mental labour captured in the 

initial interviews of the current study and by Robertson et al.’s (2019) focus groups was 

partially lost in the final questionnaire. Despite the final domains representing a vast array of 

examples of mental labour, only items which were relevant and generalisable to most couples 

remained in the questionnaire. An example is that despite consisting of a vast array of 

possible behaviours and thought processes, the only type of Strategising which was 

generalisable to all couples were thinking processes related to meals and food. Therefore, 

rather than the focus of this domain being about food and meal preparation, the focus needs 

to be placed on the type of thinking processes which take place as part of mental labour rather 

than on the food itself. Such thinking processes include time management, preplanning, the 

appropriate application of available resources, and the strategic placement of items in the 

household. 

Another important observation was that the Evaluating domain of Managerial 

Thinking had the lowest average factor loadings of any domain in any of the five models. It 

also did not meet the required value for adequate internal consistency. However, this does not 

indicate that the factor is not a meaningful part of Managerial Thinking, especially 

considering Evaluating or other similar concepts have been highlighted by previous studies 

on mental labour (Offer, 2014; Robertson et al., 2019). Instead, the results for Evaluating 

may have been impacted by the inclusive nature of the sample where newer and long-term 

couples were analysed together. While the inclusiveness of the current study improved the 

generalisability of the results, the items within the Evaluating domain may be more relevant 

to long term couples than newer couples. 

It is understood that couples who have been together longer integrate their lives with 

one another to a greater degree than newer couples (Avivi & Carver, 2009; Kara & 
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Vredeveld, 2020). In addition, Letzring and Noftle (2010) found that self-verification of 

personality traits predicted greater relationship satisfaction in married couples, but not in 

dating couples. This may be due to a more individualistic representation of self for people 

who are dating and so they are less impacted by the views of their romantic partner. 

However, once they transition to long term relationship status and marriage, their sense of 

self and self-worth is far more integrated with the views and opinions of their partner (Slotter 

& Gardner, 2012; Slotter & Gardner, 2009). Similarly, the daily lives, finances, and goals of 

people in newer couples may be far less integrated with those of their partner compared to 

long term couples. This difference would explain why the results for Evaluating suffered 

when the sample included both newer and longer-term couples while also indicating that it 

should retain its place in the model despite its low scores in the current study. 

The second hypothesis that the models produced in the EFA would be validated by 

the results of a CFA was also supported. All models were successfully replicated with only 

one item being removed. While the models were found to fit, they generally fell within the 

acceptable range for measures of fit. This is suitable for a new measure; however, improved 

scores on measures of fit in future research would be desirable (Byrne 1998). As was seen for 

Monitoring and Anticipating Needs, gender differences in patterns of responding may have 

impacted the results of the CFA. With men and women rating themselves as lower or higher 

compared to the other gender, the relationships found in the CFA in the current study may 

have been weakened. However, if the same model was examined for men and women 

separately, then the associations may have been stronger, subsequently improving the 

measures of fit. This is not a novel approach with male and female populations being normed 

separately in other psychometric measures such as the Connors Adult ADHD Scale (Connors 

et al., 1999). For the PMRQ, the model could be validated separately with possible stronger 

results, while comparisons between genders could still be made in future research if items are 
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consistent across genders. Despite the possibility of improving the model, the outcomes of 

the CFA still produced a valid model which can begin to be applied to future research. The 

final domains and characteristics of the five themes of mental labour can be seen in Table 7. 

The current study has validated mental labour as a specific and relevant construct 

which takes place in all committed adult romantic relationships. It has provided support for 

Robertson et al.’s (2019) five them theory of mental labour and the current definition of 

mental labour: thinking work performed for the sake of accomplishing household or 

relationship goals irrespective of physical task completion. Although many of the tasks noted 

in the PMRQ would likely lead to some type of action, all items refer specifically to thinking 

processes without reference to actual task completion. The distinction between physical 

versus mental labour is important as it has significant flow-on implications for understanding 

relationships. 

In the broadest sense, understanding mental labour is important because everybody 

engages in it, while the type and/or intensity of their mental labour will have an impact on 

how an individual lives their life and on their level of wellbeing. Consider the mental labour 

performed in the workplace, processes like effective time management, prioritising 

competing tasks, appropriate management of one’s emotions, strategising, and management 

of others are generally compensated for financially or rewarded through other forms of 

recognition. However, domestic mental labour often goes unrewarded, and in the cases of 

poor outcomes, may go entirely unnoticed ultimately leading to poorer outcomes for the 

individual who shoulders the greater share of mental labour (Ciciolla & Luthar, 2019; 

Goldberg & Perry-Jenkins, 2004; Harryson, 2016). Indeed, it has been found that when 

family-related mental labour continues to demand an individual’s attention during paid 

work time, it is related to poorer emotional wellbeing and is a common occurrence for 

mothers (Offer, 2014). The current research has placed a spotlight on what is often labelled 

“invisible labour” to facilitate appropriate future
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discussions of mental labour in research, and possible positive changes to acknowledge it in 

everyday life. 

Table 7 

 
Final Domains and Characteristics of the Five Themes of Mental Labour 

 
 

Five-Themes Domain Characteristics 

Planning and 

Strategising 

Strategising Time management 

Preplanning 

Allocation of resources 

Strategic placement of household items 

 Planning 

Activities 

Deciding when/who to socialise with 

Choosing and organising activities 

Monitoring 

and 

Anticipating 

Needs 

Housekeeping Monitoring household cleanliness 

Maintaining cleaning schedules 

Monitoring personal and household sanitation resources 

Maintenance Monitoring preventative maintenance of household items 

Decisions regarding repair and replacement of items 

Monitoring item functional capacity 

 Personal Support Emotional support for loved ones 

Listening with care 

Monitoring emotional wellbeing of loved ones 

 Resources Monitoring household resource levels 

Noting resources which need buying/replacing 

Knowing Remembering Remembering important dates/events/appointments 

Reminding others of important dates/events/appointments 

 Housekeeping 

Knowledge 

Knowledge and skills for appropriate cleaning 

Knowledge of household appliance operation 

 Technical 

Knowledge 

Knowledge and skills for repairs 

Learning new skills as required 

Knowledge of electronics 

Managerial 

Thinking 
Coordinating Prioritising competing demands 

Managing people and task completion 

Keeping track of important tasks 

 Evaluating Financial decision making 

Mutual goal setting 

Balancing clashing schedules 

Self- 

Regulating 

Mental 

Preparation and 

regulation 

Cognitive strategies to manage emotions 

Personal Adjustment 

Self-soothing 

 Consideration 

and Compromise 

Prioritising the wishes/needs of loved ones 

Considering the wishes/wellbeing of loved ones when making decisions 
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Limitations and Future Directions 

 
Despite accomplishing the goals that it aimed to achieve, the current research has 

several limitations. The use of a not applicable response option was a valuable tool to 

indicate the level of generalisability of items in the questionnaire. However, current best 

practices for analysing results which include a not applicable option is to treat it as missing 

data (Holman, 2004). This raises an ethical consideration as the participant giving a not 

applicable response has provided a valid answer; however, their response is then changed to 

one that was not actually provided. Despite the applicability of this response option to the 

current study, it may be best to remove the not applicable response option in future iterations 

of the PMRQ. While this may act to increase missing data due to some participants being 

forced into a response which may not be applicable to them (Kline, 2016), it will remove the 

ethical issue inherent in the recommended approach to not applicable responses. In addition, 

the method of the current study maximised generalisability of the questionnaire so cases 

where participants do not respond to items due to non-applicability are likely to be limited. 

An additional limitation of the current study was the use of a three-point Likert scale. 

 

Despite the format of the questionnaire in the current study being based on that used by 

Ciciolla and Luthar (2019) and taking appropriate steps to adjust the analysis to correct for 

the likely impact on the assumption of normality (Li, 2016), using a three-point scale would 

likely have implications for future research with the aim of using the PMRQ to further 

understand mental labour and its relationship to other constructs (Watkins, 2021). It is 

recommended that future studies consider altering the questionnaire to include a 5-point scale 

to provide an appropriate range of responses (e.g., Almost always me, Mostly me, Both 

Equally, Mostly my partner, Almost always my partner) which would subsequently make it 

more applicable to a range of statistical analyses (Watkins, 2021). 
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A third limitation was the loss of items which represented the richness and diversity 

of mental labour. The mental labour of one person or couple is likely different to the mental 

labour of another, even within the same demographics. Although the dimensional reduction 

acted to increase generalisability, it did not sustain items representing types of mental labour 

unique to different demographics such as parents versus career oriented long-term couples. 

By examining the alternate view to previous studies’ focus on the mental labour of mothers 

being a limitation, these studies also demonstrated the types of mental labour unique to 

parenting which did not translate into a model of mental labour for relationships in general 

(Ciciolla & Luthar, 2019; Robertson et al., 2019). In addition, it could be expected that the 

experience of mental labour would be different for individuals who are not from a Western 

Caucasian background as this was the primary ethnicity for the current study. Therefore, as 

the PMRQ is continually developed and expanded, optional subscales or additional items 

should be developed for specific demographic groups to ensure its applicability to all couples, 

to maximise its ability to represent the variety of processes encapsulated in mental labour, 

and to ensure it remains valid when used with different demographic groups. This would be a 

similar approach to well validated assessment tools like the Weschler Adult Intelligence 

Scale Fourth Edition which has been adapted and validated for a range of cultures and 

languages (Chen et al., 2010; Dang et al., 2011). A valuable starting point would be to 

develop a PMRQ (Parent Edition). This may include questions like those which were 

removed from analysis in the current study. Items such as this may fall within existing 

domains or may form new domains unique to parenting. 

A final recommendation for future research regards the model’s need for further 

validation. While each of Robertson et al.’s (2019) five themes of mental labour were found 

to consist of a meaningful factor structure, they are ultimately considered to be part of the 

single overarching construct of mental labour. Therefore, further research is needed to 
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examine the second-order factors which are predicted to connect the five themes in a 

meaningful way to form the overall model of mental labour (Marsh & Hocevar, 1988). An 

appropriate method of accomplishing this would be to conduct a second-order CFA in a 

follow-up study (Mead et al., 2012). This would provide a more robust level of evidence to 

support the current model while also facilitating a deeper understanding of mental labour as 

whole. 

Practical Implications 

 
The outcomes of the current study take the next step in understanding mental labour 

and its role within relationships. From a research perspective, the validation of Robertson et 

al.’s (2019) five-theme model provides a sound foundation from which to conceptualise 

mental labour for future discussion. In addition, after some additional development, the 

PMRQ can facilitate investigation into the relationship between mental labour and other 

related theories. For example, as suggested by previous studies which have linked differences 

in personality to certain styles of coping with emotions (Vater & Schroder-Abe, 2015), it 

could be expected that a relationship exists between the degree and type of mental labour one 

engages in and their concurrent personality traits. Vater and Schroder-Abe’s (2015) study 

indicated that people with different personality types tend to implement emotional labour in 

different ways and to varying degrees. It can be inferred that people who rate highly on 

openness, conscientiousness, and agreeableness appear to apply a high degree of emotional 

labour to manage their emotions, see their partner’s perspective, and maintain relationship 

harmony. Those who rank highly on extraversion seemed to apply less emotional labour but 

may instead use the planning and strategising aspects of mental labour to problem solve and 

reduce the source of their distress. This may be because they are more externally focussed 

and so rather than managing their wellbeing at an internal emotional level, they are more 

inclined to address the external trigger for their distress or seek social support to regulate 
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their emotions (Barańczuk, 2019; Kokkonen & Pulkkinen, 2001). Those who rank highly on 

neuroticism may engage in less mental labour and instead attempt to avoid an issue or 

regulate their emotions through externalising them, possibly due to a core belief that they are 

less able to influence stressful situations and have a lesser ability to tolerate unpleasant 

emotions (Barańczuk; Kokkonen & Pulkkinen, 2001). Furthermore, the type of emotion 

regulation and the subsequent degree of emotional labour used by participants in Vater and 

Schroder-Abe’s study was closely related to the quality of their relationships. Strategies that 

display greater emotional stability and consideration for their partner’s perspective were 

linked to better relationship outcomes. Therefore, by using the PMRQ to facilitate additional 

research to directly investigate the above inferences, researchers can determine the 

relationships between mental labour and personality. They can also provide insight into the 

types of mental labour most associated with positive personal and relationship outcomes to 

guide therapeutic and relationship approaches. 

In addition to mental labour’s links to personality, concepts such as attachment style 

may be linked to one’s mental labour preferences. In this case, relationships between results 

on the PMRQ and a widely used attachment scale like the Experiences in Close Relationships 

(Brennan et al., 1998), or the Adult Attachment Scale (Simpson 1990) may be found. A 

projected outcome may be that a person who rates themselves higher on anxious attachment 

may also be more inclined to shoulder the larger share of mental labour as a method of 

increasing their sense of worth in the relationship, or their sense of control which may act to 

allay their attachment focussed anxieties (Bifulco & Thomas, 2013). Having a questionnaire 

which allows researchers to measure a person’s perceived degree of mental labour will allow 

future researchers to explore a range of important relationships indicating that the PMRQ 

could have important implications for ongoing research into adult romantic relationships. 
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Finally, the PMRQ and the validation of Robertson et al.’s (2019) model can facilitate 

important discussions in a therapeutic setting. Though the PMRQ is far from qualifying as a 

diagnostic tool, it provides a vehicle to shed light on an otherwise invisible or under 

discussed phenomenon (Hochschild, 2003). This is a valuable instrument as it has been 

previously noted by mothers experiencing negative impacts on their wellbeing due to a 

disproportionate division of mental labour that communicating the nature of their mental 

labour related distress is difficult (Gill, 2018). By completing the PMRQ in a therapeutic 

setting, it could allow the otherwise invisible issue of mental labour in relationships to be 

discussed openly and to guide therapeutic approaches towards better clinical outcomes. 

Conclusions 

 
The findings of the current study support the growing push to establish mental labour 

as a distinct aspect of the current understanding relationships and family life. Robertson et 

al.’s (2019) model and the PMRQ build on the growing research base for mental labour 

which also opens the door to many options for additional exploration. From a philosophical 

perspective, the current study also provides support for the societal need to acknowledge the 

invisible labour engaged in by many individuals who may be experiencing the negative 

impacts of mental labour on their relationships and personal wellbeing. With this improved 

knowledge of mental labour, the quality of relationships may be improved, and maybe the 

pressures currently influencing people’s roles in society can begin to shift. 
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Appendix A 

 
The format of this version of the questionnaire was obtained using the ‘export’ option 

in Qualitrics. It is displayed as similar as possible to the original format administered to 

participants in the current study. 

Perceptions of Mental Labour in 
Relationships Questionnaire 

 

Start of Block: Information for participants 
 

 
Q1 PARTICIPANT 

INFORMATION FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 

– Survey – 

I Shouldn’t Have to Ask: A Quantitative Measure of Mental Labour 

in Relationships 

 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 2000000148 

Research team Principal Researcher: 

Mr Malcolm Stamp, Master of Clinical Psychology Student 

Associate Researcher: Dr Zoe Hazelwood, Principal 

Supervisor School of 

Psychology and Counselling, Faculty of Health 

Queensland University of Technology (QUT) 

Why is the study being conducted? 

This research project is being undertaken as part of the Master of Clinical Psychology thesis research 

study for Malcolm Stamp. 

 
The purpose of this research is to create a questionnaire to measure the degree to which mental 

labour is shared between each member of an adult romantic relationship. Previous research has 

been able to determine the primary components of mental labour using interviews and focus 

groups, but we are aiming to measure mental labour using a questionnaire. 

 
Everybody engages in mental labour whether it’s individually, with friends, as a couple, or as a 

family. Mental labour is mental work performed by an individual for the benefit of themselves or 

others, irrespective of physical task performance. 

 
You are invited to participate in this research project because you are aged 18 years or older and 

are currently in a romantic relationship, regardless of sexual orientation. You also share a household 

with your partner at least three days per week. 
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What does participation involve? 

Participation will involve completing a 170-item survey that will take approximately 25 minutes of 

your time. Participation will involve clicking on a link to an online platform via which you will be 

invited to complete the questionnaire anonymously. The questionnaire will consist of some general 

questions (i.e. age, gender, sexual orientation, length of time in your current relationship), together 

with questions exploring your perception of who is responsible for various tasks in your relationship. 

You will indicate your views using a Likert scale (e.g. mostly me, both equally, mostly my partner). 

 
Example questions include: 

Who in your relationship is primarily responsible for deciding when to leave home to arrive on time? 

Who in your relationship is responsible for noticing when something is running low and needs to be 

added to the shopping list? 

 
You can access the link to the questionnaire at any time. 

 
Your participation in this research project is entirely voluntary. Your decision to participate or not 

participate will in no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT (for example 

your grades). If you do agree to participate you can withdraw from the research project during your 

participation without comment or penalty, however as the questionnaire is anonymous once it has 

been submitted it will not be possible to withdraw. You will be able to review your responses before 

submitting and save a copy of your responses after submitting the questionnaire. 
 

 
 
 

Q204 What are the possible benefits for me if I take part? 

To recognise your contribution participants will be eligible to enter a prize draw to win one of two 

$50 Visa gift vouchers. First year psychology students can choose to earn a half hour of research 

participation credit through SONA or to enter the prize draw. 

 
You may elect to enter this prize draw between 18/5/2020 and 1/10/2020. The winner will be 

drawn at random once data collection has ended on the 1/10/2020. The winner will be notified by 

email. If you would like to be included in the draw there is a section at the end of the online 

questionnaire to enter your details. These details will be separated from the questionnaire 

responses so that your answers remain anonymous. These details will not be used for any other 

purpose. 

 
The Terms and Conditions of the prize draw can be located at: 

https://survey.qut.edu.au/survey-data/67/67667/media/62/6254.pdf 
 

Additionally, participants can request a brief summary of the outcomes of the study by providing an 

email address at the conclusion of the survey. Should you provide your email it will not be linked in 

any way to your responses. 

 
What are the possible risks for me if I take part? 

The following minimal risks have been identified as being possible for participants in this project. 

Risks may include discomfort related to answering questions about your relationship and the mental 

https://survey.qut.edu.au/survey-data/67/67667/media/62/6254.pdf
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labour that occurs in this relationship. There is also a possibility that you may experience discomfort 

as a result of thinking about your relationship. Participation is entirely voluntary and non- 

participation will not affect your relationship with QUT. You can choose to not answer questions 

which may cause discomfort. It should be noted that if you do agree to participate you can withdraw 

from participation in the research project without comment or penalty. 

 
QUT provides limited free psychology, family therapy or counselling services for research 

participants of QUT research projects who may experience discomfort or distress as a result of their 

participation in the research. Should you wish to access this service please call the Clinic Receptionist 

on 07 3138 0999 (Monday–Friday only 9am–5pm), QUT Psychology and Counselling Clinic, 44 Musk 

Avenue, Kelvin Grove, and indicate that you are a research participant. Alternatively, Lifeline 

provides access to online, phone or face-to-face support, call 13 11 14 for 24-hour telephone crisis 

support. For people aged up to 25, you can also call the Kids Helpline on 1800 551 800. Relationships 

Australia 1300 364 277 and Family Relationships 1800 050 321 can be contacted for services relating 

more specifically to relationship distress. 

 
*Please note, during COVID-19 restrictions the QUT Psychology and Counselling Clinic will offer 

telehealth only services. 

 
What about privacy and confidentiality? 

All comments and responses are anonymous i.e. it will not be possible to identify you at any stage of 

the research, because personal identifying information is not sought in any of the responses. 

 
Any data collected as part of this research project will be stored securely as per QUT’s Management 

of research data policy. Please note that non-identifiable data from this research project may be 

used as comparative data in future projects. 

 
How do I give my consent to participate? 

Your commencement, progression through, and submission of the online survey is accepted as an 

indication of your consent to participate in this research project. Should the submitted survey be 

incomplete the survey will still be used for analysis in the research project provided there is enough 

data is present. Should you withdraw your consent while completing the questionnaire, exit the 

online survey without clicking ‘submit’ and your responses will not be recorded or used for analysis. 

 
What if I have questions about the research project? 

If you have any questions or require further information please contact one of the listed 

researchers: 

 
Malcolm Stamp malcolm.stamp@connect.qut.edu.au 

Zoe Hazelwood z.hazelwood@qut.edu.au 07 3138 4760 

What if I have a concern or complaint regarding the conduct of the research project? 

QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects. If you wish to 

discuss the study with someone not directly involved, particularly in relation to matters concerning 

policies, information or complaints about the conduct of the study or your rights as a participant, 

you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Advisory Team on 07 3138 5123 or email 

humanethics@qut.edu.au. 

mailto:malcolm.stamp@connect.qut.edu.au
mailto:z.hazelwood@qut.edu.au
mailto:humanethics@qut.edu.au
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Thank you for helping with this research project. Please feel free to print this sheet for your 

information. 
 

 

 
 

Q2 I have read and acknowledge the information presented. 

I understand that by completing the following questionnaire I am providing consent for my non 

identifiable, confidential data to be analysed for the purpose of this research. I also understand that 

if I wish to withdraw at any time while completing the questionnaire, I can exit the survey program 

without submitting my answers and my responses will not be retained. 

o Yes (continue to study) (1) 

o No (remove me from study) (2) 

 
 
 

Q3 Please ensure you are completing the questionnaire independently and remember that your 

participation is completely voluntary and confidential. 

 

 
End of Block: Information for participants 

Start of Block: Do you meet the criteria for this study? 
 

 
Q4 Are you over the age of 18 years? 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

 
 
 

Q5 Are you currently in a relationship? 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 
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Q6 Do you currently share a household with your romantic partner at least 3 days per week? (In the 

case of relationships where a person spends extended periods of time away for work, please answer 

it in reference to when they are at home) 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

End of Block: Do you meet the criteria for this study? 

Start of Block: Tell me about yourself... 
 

 
Q7 What is your gender? 

o Male (1) 

o Female (2) 

o Prefer not to say (3) 

o Other (please describe) (4)    

 
 
 

Q8 What is your sexual orientation? 

o Heterosexual (1) 

o Homosexual (2) 

o Bisexual (please enter the gender of your current partner) (3) 

o Other (please define) (4)    

 
 
 

Q9 How old are you? (please enter age in years) 
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Q10 What is the status of your current relationship? 

o Married (1) 

o Engaged (2) 

o De facto/living together full-time (3) 

o Dating and living together several days per week (4) 

o Dating but not living together (5) 

o Casual (i.e. friends with benefits) (6) 

o Open (i.e. committed but seeing people) (7) 

o Other (please explain) (8)    

 
 
 

Q11 What is the duration of your relationship in years and months (e.g. 8 years 3 months)? 

o Years (1)    

o Months (2)    

 
 
 

Q12 Please describe your ethnicity (e.g. Caucasian, Aboriginal, Pacific Islander etc) 
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Q13 How many children/dependents do you and your partner have who also live with you at least 3 

days per week? 

o 0 (1) 

o 1 (2) 

o 2 (3) 

o 3 (4) 

o 4 or more (5) 

 
 
 

Q14 What is your country of birth? 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Q205 In which country do you currently live? 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Q15 Occupational status - Choose one answer that best describes your current status: 

o Working full-time (1) 

o Working part-time or casually (2) 

o Full-time student  (3) 

o Part-time student (4) 

o Unemployed (5) 

o Retired (6) 

o Combination of the above (please define) (7) 
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Q16 Please choose your highest level of completed education (if you completed your education 

outside of Australia, please choose the nearest equivalent option) 

o No formal education attained (1) 

o Year 10 (2) 

o Year 12 (3) 

o Trade apprenticeship/TAFE (4) 

o Undergraduate Degree (5) 

o Postgraduate degree (6) 

 
 
 

Q17 Do you hold religious beliefs? 

o Yes (please define) (1)    

o No (2) 

End of Block: Tell me about yourself... 

Start of Block: Mental Labour 
 

 
Q19 Mental Labour 

 
Everybody engages in mental labour whether it’s individually, with friends, as a couple, or as a 

family. Mental labour is mental work performed by an individual for the benefit of themselves or 

others, irrespective of physical task performance. 

 
In the context of this questionnaire, we are interested in mental labour you or your partner engage 

in as part of your romantic relationship. Please only answer the questions with reference to your 

romantic partner and any children/dependents who live with you. Please do not answer the 

questions with reference to any unrelated housemates or children who no longer live at home. 

This questionnaire will consist of 5 sections, each asking you about a different theme of mental 

labour that you and your partner may engage in. Within each section, you will be presented with a 

series of behaviours and thinking processes associated with that theme. You will then be asked to 

pick who in your relationship is primarily responsible for the behaviour (i.e. “mostly me”, “both 

equally”, or “mostly my partner”). If the behaviour does not apply to your relationship, or neither 
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person engages in the behaviour, please select the “Does not apply to my relationship” option. 

 
Remember, your answers are completely anonymous and confidential. You may withdraw at any 

time by exiting the online survey program. 

 
If you have experienced significant social changes due to COVID-19, please answer questions with 

regard to your life prior to the virus. 
 

 
 
 

Q203 I have read and understood the instructions and I wish to proceed to the questionnaire 

o Yes (1) 

o No (2) 

End of Block: Mental Labour 

Start of Block: Section 1: Planning and Strategising 
 

 
Q21 In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours and thought processes associated 

with planning and strategising within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is 

primarily responsible for planning the things discussed in each item. These items do not necessarily 

relate to who does each item, but who PLANS each item. Please answer all questions - if the item 

does not apply to your relationship, or neither person engages in the behaviour, choose “Does not 

apply to my relationship”. 

 
Who in your relationship is primarily responsible for.... 

 

 
 
 

Q22 Thinking about food and what needs to be put into meals? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q23 Determining what you and/or your partner might wear to an upcoming event? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q24 Creating a ‘plan B’ if things don’t go as expected? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q25 Deciding when to leave home so you arrive on time? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 



76 
 

 
 

Q26 Planning an outing as a couple? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q27 Deciding what time to get up in the morning? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q28 Deciding how best to organise furniture in the house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q29 Deciding on what needs to be done in the house to prepare it for guests? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q30 Deciding what needs to be prepared for packed lunches? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q31 Planning when to start cooking? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q32 Planning for services to come to your home (e.g. being home for package delivery, trades 

 

person)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q33 Deciding how much food needs to be cooked for any given meal? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q34 Making sure your child is getting ready early enough so you can leave the house on time? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I don't have a child (4) 
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Q35 Deciding which daily tasks to prioritise? 

 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q36 Deciding what to cook with the ingredients already in the house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q37 Keeping track of time while running errands so as to be back at the time originally indicated? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q38 Making time in their schedule for an unexpected commitment (e.g. hospital visit, home 

 

repairs)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q39 

Deciding where to go on a couple’s date? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q40 Deciding on what to do for dinner when everybody gets home late? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q41 Deciding on a menu if friends are coming for dinner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q42 Deciding where to store items in the kitchen? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q43 Deciding on the best mode of travel for different outings? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q44 Planning an upcoming outing? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q45 Deciding when to finish work so there is enough time to spend with your partner/family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q46 Deciding how much time can be spent on one activity when there are many things that need to 

be done? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q47 Deciding how to prepare the household if a member will be away for several days (e.g. food)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q48 Keeping track of time while running errands so your child can be picked-up on time? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I don't have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q49 Deciding which activities need to be prioritised when various activities overlap? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q50 Deciding when to visit friends and family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q51 Managing the competing schedules of various household members? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q52 Deciding on what should be done if a household member isn’t well enough for a planned 

activity? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q53 Deciding in which order to run errands when short on time? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q54 Organising to have friends/family visit? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q55 Planning to take the car for a service? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 1: Planning and Strategising 

Start of Block: Section 2: Monitoring and Anticipating Needs 
 

 
Q56 In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours associated with monitoring and 

anticipating needs within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is primarily 

responsible for noticing/monitoring needs and planning for those needs to be met; it does not 

necessarily imply who ends up meeting those needs. Please answer all questions - if the item does 

not apply to your relationship, or neither person engages in the activity presented in each item, 
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choose “Does not apply to my relationship”. Who in your relationship is primarily responsible 

for.... 
 

 
 
 

Q57 Noticing that the toilet paper is running out and needs to be replaced? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q58 Making sure your child has enough to eat and drink each day? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q59 Noticing when something is running low and needs to be added to the shopping list? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q60 Remembering that certain clothes need to be clean and ironed ready for a particular day? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q61 Noticing when the garbage in the house needs to be taken out to the outside bins? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q62 Making sure your child has the necessary equipment for an upcoming activity? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 
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Q63 Noticing that the bathroom needs cleaning? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q64 Recognising when the car needs to be serviced? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q65 Making sure there is enough food for everyone in the household? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q66 Understanding the likes/dislikes of different household members when doing food shopping? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q67 Deciding when time needs to be made for household members to separately pursue individual 

interests? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q68 Thinking about what advice might be helpful when a partner/child is unsure of what to do? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q69 

 

Listening to your partner/child when they are upset? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q70 Remembering to empty the crumb tray in the toaster? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q71 Keeping track of your child while they are at home? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 
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Q72 Noticing when you and/or your partner/child is overwhelmed and needs some time alone? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q73 Monitoring the balance between career commitments and needs at home? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q74 Deciding that professional services are needed at home (trades people, repairers, cleaning etc)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q75 Deciding whether something that breaks needs to be replaced or not? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q76 Ensuring your child is wearing the correct clothing for the weather conditions outside? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q77 Noting patterns of behaviour in yourself and/or partner/child and deciding if something needs 

to change? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q78 Adding a needed item to the shopping list? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q79 Noticing when you and/or your partner/child are stressed and may need help? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q80 Noticing that the car needs its oil and air topped up? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q81 Monitoring and noticing changes in your child’s mood? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q82 Remembering to feed pets? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q83 Noticing if a household member needs comfort when a close friend or family member is very 

sick? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q84 Knowing when the bed sheets need to be changed? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q85 Deciding when time needs to be spent together as a couple/family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q86 Deciding whether you and/or your partner/child are too sick to go out? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q87 Reflecting on how your child is being raised and deciding on any changes needed in the current 

 

parenting approach? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q88 Noticing when a partner/child needs emotional support? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q89 Remembering what needs to be bought to make dinner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q90 Deciding if an appointment needs to be made to see a health professional (e.g. doctor, dentist)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 2: Monitoring and Anticipating Needs 

Start of Block: Section 3: Knowing 
 

 
Q91 In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours and thought processes associated 

with knowing within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is primarily 

responsible for knowing important information and how to do things around the house. Please 

answer all questions - if the item does not apply to your relationship, or neither person engages in 

the behaviour, choose “Does not apply to my relationship”. Who in your relationship is primarily 

responsible for.... 
 

 
 
 

Q92 Knowing how to properly wash and care for clothing? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q93 Knowing your child’s interests and likes? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q94 Knowing how to fix items within the household? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q95 Remembering the birthdays of close friends and relatives? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q96 Remembering important upcoming events? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q97 Knowing what each household member needs for work/school? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q98 Knowing the ideal consequences for your child when they behave badly? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 
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Q99 Knowing how to provide first aid to a household member? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q100 Learning how to do something if no other household member knows how? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q101 Remembering to buy a gift when it is the birthday of a member of your partner’s family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q102 Knowing where certain clothes are kept? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q103 Remembering an important date and to request it off work? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q104 Knowing how to correctly clean the kitchen (e.g. inside the oven, stove top, sink, floor etc) to 

the expected standard for your house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q105 Knowing when the car needs to be serviced? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q106 Knowing what your child likes as a reward for good behaviour? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q107 Remembering birthdays of other household members? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q108 Identifying the things you can do or say to best support your partner/child’s emotion needs? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q109 Knowing how to use small household appliances (e.g. iron, vacuum)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q110 Knowing each household member’s regular doctor? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q111 Knowing what everyone should pack for an upcoming trip? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q112 Remembering which day the garbage will be collected? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q113 Knowing where important places are in your area (e.g. supermarket, petrol station, doctor, 

bank etc)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q114 Remembering and reminding household members about important dates? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q115 Knowing how to effectively clean the bathroom (e.g. clean calcium and soap scum from the 

shower, the inside of the toilet bowl, sink, mirror etc) to the expected standard for your house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q116 Knowing your child’s important health information (e.g. when to next see the dentist, 

vaccination history etc)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 
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Q117 Knowing how to wrap a gift for somebody? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q118 Knowing how to use large household appliances (e.g. washing/dryer, dishwasher)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q119 Knowing how to properly store different foods? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q120 Knowing how much food your child should eat? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q121 Knowing how to cook for the household? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q122 Knowing how to set-up electronics in the house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q123 Knowing where various items are stored around the house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q124 

Knowing what to buy for somebody as a gift? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q125 Remembering your child’s birthday? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 
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Q126 Knowing how to fold different types of clothes? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

End of Block: Section 3: Knowing 

Start of Block: Section 4: Managerial Thinking 
 

 
Q127 In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours and thought processes associated 

with managerial thinking within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is 

primarily responsible for managing standards and deciding who does what in the house, not 

necessarily who physically completes a task. Please answer all questions - if the item does not apply 

to your relationship, or neither person engages in the behaviour, choose “Does not apply to my 

relationship”. Who in your relationship is primarily responsible for.... 
 

 
 
 

Q128 Deciding who is going to clean the house and when? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q130 Determining how much money is needed each week to pay household bills? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 

 
 
 

Q131 Deciding whether a task is important enough to complete when there are competing 

demands? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q132 Deciding where to make an expensive investment? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q133 Deciding whether your child has completed their chores to a standard you deem acceptable 

 

and typical for your house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q134 

Ensuring household members maintain standards of cleanliness? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q135 Making sure that household chores are completed by the person who it was agreed would 

complete them? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 



111 

Q136 Deciding if you can afford something as a couple/family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q137 Setting expectations for what each person is responsible for? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q138 Making household payments (e.g. rent, mortgage, power bills etc)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q139 Contacting a utilities provider to connect services (e.g. power, water, internet)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q140 Teaching your child to complete a task if they don’t yet know how? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q141 Deciding who needs the car most if multiple people need to use it? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q142 Ensuring that household members have the skills to complete any task delegated to them? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q143 Ensuring that the individual routines of self/partner/children fit together well? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q144 Deciding on relationship goals (e.g. finances, holidays, housing etc)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q145 Making an appointment to address a problem in the household (e.g. teacher, accountant, 

 

health professional)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q146 Delegating tasks amongst relationship/family members? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q147 Deciding on grocery budget? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q148 Ensuring that the contact information on any joint accounts is correct (e.g. rental agreement, 

 

bank, electricity etc) 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q149 Deciding which commitments are most important when schedules clash? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q150 Ensuring your child is completing their chores/homework? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 
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Q151 Keeping track of important appointments? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q152 Buying the tickets to an event you and your partner will be attending? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q153 Deciding which brand is appropriate to buy based on needs and budget? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q154 Deciding on the ideal utilities provider? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q155 Making changes to household routines to ensure they fit with different household members? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q156 Deciding what to prioritise in the household budget? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q157 Remembering all the household tasks that need to be completed? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q158 Deciding how much to invest in an upcoming holiday? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q159 Deciding who should take your child to an appointment? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 
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Q160 Remembering the schedules of different household members to ensure they will fit together? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q161 Evaluating the current household budget and deciding if it needs to be adjusted? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 4: Managerial Thinking 

Start of Block: Section 5: Self-Regulating 
 

 
Q162 In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours and thought processes associated 

with self-regulating within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is more likely 

to engage in the behaviour/thought process. These behaviours relate to how we manage 

OURSELVES to ensure we can meet the needs of others. Please answer all questions - if the item 

does not apply to your relationship, or neither person engages in the behaviour, choose “Does not 

apply to my relationship”. Who in your relationship is more likely to.... 
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Q163 Put their own wishes aside for the good of the relationship? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q164 Comfort your child when you are both feeling overwhelmed emotionally? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q165 Decide that apologising would likely resolve a conflict, even though both people are upset? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q166 Decide not to yell back when the other person is upset to avoid escalating the situation? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q167 Talking about a stressful situation in a way that helps calm you and/or your partner down? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q168 Respond to your child’s bad behaviour by expressing strong negative emotions without 

considering the impact of such a response? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 



122 

Q169 Leave the troubles from work at work (or study)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q170 Confidently pick between various choices? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q171 Soothe themselves when they are feeling angry without taking it out on others? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q172 Adjust well to a sudden change? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q173 Tolerate conflict in the relationship? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q174 

React intensely to their partner expressing negative emotions? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q175 Find a balance between giving your child what they want and what they actually need? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q176 Put their own preferences aside for the good of their partner/family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q177 Consider the consequences their decision may have on their partner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q178 Respond emotionally when their partner is unable to immediately meet their needs? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q179 Keep bad emotions to themselves to avoid upsetting their partner/household? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q180 Think about a stressful situation in a way that helps them stay calm? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q181 Put their own needs aside when their partner needs help? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q182 Tolerate their partner expressing negative emotions? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q183 Struggle to comfort their partner when they are upset themselves? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q184 Have a strong emotional reaction to criticism? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q185 Express negative emotions in a way to avoid upsetting their partner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q186 Consider their partner’s point of view when it’s different to their own? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 



128 

Q187 Put their own plans aside to do what is in the best interest of your child? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q188 Soothe themselves before getting home after a stressful day? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q189 Consider previous actions and outcomes when making a decision? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q190 React intensely to stress in the relationship? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 
 
 

Q191 

Have great difficulty in making a decision when given a difficult choice? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q192 Avoid expressing bad emotions to avoid upsetting their partner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q193 Consider how their actions may impact their partner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 
 
 

Q194 Keep their own emotions under control when your child is badly behaved? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship/I do not have a child (4) 

 
 
 

Q195 Struggle to soothe themselves when they feel negative emotions? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Q196 Soothe themselves when they are feeling sad? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 5: Self-Regulating 

Start of Block: Have your say in research! 
 

 
Q197 We value our participant’s opinions and would love to provide opportunity for any 

constructive feedback on how you believe we could improve the measure or the experience using 

the measure as a participant. Please use the text box below to enter your feedback and/or any 

examples of mental labour from your own life which the survey did not address: (please remain 

anonymous and provide only the information you are comfortable with). Please enter your 

response.... 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Q198 Thank you so much for your time and effort in completing our questionnaire. As a gesture of 

our appreciation, we are offering you the opportunity to win one of two $50 Coles Myer gift 

vouchers. Alternatively, if you are a first year QUT Psychology student who is eligible for course 

credit, please indicate that below. If you are interested, you may also request a summary of the 

results once the study is completed. The prize draw will take place upon completion of data 
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collection (around October 2020). The winner’s contact details will be drawn at random and they will 

be notified via email. Please pick the option appropriate for you: 
 

 Yes (1) No (2) 

Please include me in the prize 
draw (1) o o 

I am a first year QUT Psychology 
student eligible for course credit 

(2) o o 

Please send me a summary of 
results (3) o o 

 
 

 
End of Block: Have your say in research! 

Start of Block: Prize Draw and SONA Information 
 

 
Q200 First year QUT Psychology SONA code: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Q201 Your contact details (for prize draw and/or summary of results if requested). To maintain your 

confidentiality, your information will not be linked to your responses. 

o Full name: (1)    

o Email address: (2)    

 

End of Block: Prize Draw and SONA Information 
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Appendix B 

 
This version of the PMRQ does not include the changes recommended in the 

Discussion section of the current study. It is also displayed in the same order as items 

displayed in the EFA tables of the Results section. Before administering this questionniare, it 

is recommended that items within each section are randomised and the recommendations 

outlined in the Discussion section are applied. 

Perceptions of Mental Labour in 

Relationships Questionnaire (PMRQ) 
 

Start of Block: Section 1: Planning and Strategising 

 

 
In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours and thought processes associated with 

planning and strategising within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is 

primarily responsible for planning the things discussed in each item. These items do not necessarily 

relate to who does each item, but who PLANS each item. Please answer all questions - if the item 

does not apply to your relationship, or neither person engages in the behaviour, choose “Does not 

apply to my relationship”. 

 
Who in your relationship is primarily responsible for.... 

 

 
 

 

Deciding how much food needs to be cooked for any given meal? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Planning when to start cooking? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Deciding what to cook with the ingredients already in the house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Thinking about food and what needs to be put into meals? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Deciding where to store items in the kitchen? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Planning an outing as a couple? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Planning an upcoming outing? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 



136 
 

 

 

Deciding where to go on a couple’s date? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Deciding when to visit friends and family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 1: Planning and Strategising 

Start of Block: Section 2: Monitoring and Anticipating Needs 

 

 
In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours associated with monitoring and 

anticipating needs within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is primarily 

responsible for noticing/monitoring needs and planning for those needs to be met; it does not 

necessarily imply who ends up meeting those needs. Please answer all questions - if the item does not 

apply to your relationship, or neither person engages in the activity presented in each item, choose 

“Does not apply to my relationship”. Who in your relationship is primarily responsible for.... 
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Noticing that the bathroom needs cleaning? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Knowing when the bed sheets need to be changed? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Noticing that the toilet paper is running out and needs to be replaced? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Recognising when the car needs to be serviced? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Noticing that the car needs its oil and air topped up? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Deciding whether something that breaks needs to be replaced or not? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Noticing when a partner/child needs emotional support? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Listening to your partner/child when they are upset? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Noticing when you and/or your partner/child are stressed and may need help? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Making sure there is enough food for everyone in the household? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Remembering what needs to be bought to make dinner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Noticing when something is running low and needs to be added to the shopping list? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 2: Monitoring and Anticipating Needs 

Start of Block: Section 3: Knowing 

 

 
In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours and thought processes associated with 

knowing within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is primarily responsible for 

knowing important information and how to do things around the house. Please answer all questions - 

if the item does not apply to your relationship, or neither person engages in the behaviour, choose 

“Does not apply to my relationship”. Who in your relationship is primarily responsible for.... 
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Remembering important upcoming events? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Remembering and reminding household members about important dates? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Remembering the birthdays of close friends and relatives? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Knowing how to effectively clean the bathroom (e.g. clean calcium and soap scum from the shower, 

the inside of the toilet bowl, sink, mirror etc) to the expected standard for your house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Knowing how to correctly clean the kitchen (e.g. inside the oven, stove top, sink, floor etc) to the 

expected standard for your house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Knowing how to use small household appliances (e.g. iron, vacuum)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Knowing how to properly wash and care for clothing? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Knowing how to fix items within the household? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Learning how to do something if no other household member knows how? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Knowing how to set-up electronics in the house? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 3: Knowing 

Start of Block: Section 4: Managerial Thinking 

 

 
In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours and thought processes associated with 

managerial thinking within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is primarily 

responsible for managing standards and deciding who does what in the house, not necessarily who 

physically completes a task. Please answer all questions - if the item does not apply to your 

relationship, or neither person engages in the behaviour, choose “Does not apply to my 

relationship”. Who in your relationship is primarily responsible for.... 

 

 
 

 

Remembering all the household tasks that need to be completed? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Deciding who is going to clean the house and when? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Delegating tasks amongst relationship/family members? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Keeping track of important appointments? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Deciding if you can afford something as a couple/family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Deciding on relationship goals (e.g. finances, holidays, housing etc)? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Deciding which commitments are most important when schedules clash? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Deciding whether a task is important enough to complete when there are competing demands? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 4: Managerial Thinking 

Start of Block: Section 5: Self-Regulating 

 

 
In this section you will be asked about a series of behaviours and thought processes associated with 

self-regulating within your relationship. Please indicate who in your relationship is more likely to 

engage in the behaviour/thought process. These behaviours relate to how we manage OURSELVES to 

ensure we can meet the needs of others. Please answer all questions - if the item does not apply to 

your relationship, or neither person engages in the behaviour, choose “Does not apply to my 

relationship”. Who in your relationship is more likely to.... 

 

 
 

 

Think about a stressful situation in a way that helps them stay calm? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Adjust well to a sudden change? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Soothe themselves when they are feeling angry without taking it out on others? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Talking about a stressful situation in a way that helps calm you and/or your partner down? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Soothe themselves before getting home after a stressful day? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Put their own wishes aside for the good of the relationship? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Put their own preferences aside for the good of their partner/family? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 
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Consider the consequences their decision may have on their partner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

 

 

 

Consider how their actions may impact their partner? 

o Mostly me (1) 

o Both equally (2) 

o Mostly my partner (3) 

o Does not apply to my relationship (4) 

End of Block: Section 5: Self-Regulating 
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