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      Foreword

      
         
         
         
      

      
      If you’re alive and breathing in the early twenty-first century, you need to read
         this book. Authors Miriam Liss and Holly Schiffrin are not only offering an insightful
         and thoroughly researched portrait of the way we’re living now—and why it feels so
         crazily out of balance—but they stretch as far back as the Greeks and as far forward
         as the cutting-edge science of positive psychology, human motivation, happiness and
         well-being, and have fashioned a comprehensive guide for how to live the Good Life.
      

      
      The need for this book is clear. Survey after survey shows that many people are feeling
         overwhelmed by life. They work too much. They’re exhausted all the time. Parents worry
         they don’t spend enough time with their children. And no one seems to have time for
         fun. Americans work among the most hours of any developed country in the world. They
         take among the fewest vacation days, and tend to work on those days anyway. Workplace
         cultures are firmly entrenched in the idea that working 24/7 is the only way to get
         ahead. And to top it all off, the United States not only has virtually no supportive
         family policy, but one work-life expert has even labeled them “family hostile.”
      

      
      We’re seeing the result: New research is finding that young, college-educated men
         and women don’t see a way to combine work and family in a meaningful way, so they’re
         opting not to have children. Birth rates among college-educated Americans have fallen
         to what some demographers describe as crisis levels, leading one to say that those
         who can most afford to have children have gone on “baby strike.”
      

      
      In the meantime, rates of depression, stress, and anxiety, even among teens and adolescents,
         is on the rise, the World Health Organization reports, and higher than in some countries
         in the midst of violent civil wars. And research is finding that this stress—which
         can lead to serious medical illness—acts like a virus. Studies are finding that when
         harried parents come home from work with elevated cortisol levels, the level of that
         stress hormone also spikes in their partners, spouses, and children.
      

      
      And after stunning, groundbreaking moves toward gender equity in the 1970s and 1980s,
         we’ve been stuck and haven’t moved much since. Even though 40 percent of married and
         single mothers with children under eighteen are now the sole or primary breadwinners
         in their families, those in relationships still do twice the housework and childcare,
         on average, as men. And even as standards for being a good mother ratchet up, the
         wage gap, glass ceiling, and maternal wall in the workplace are still firmly entrenched.
      

      
      Is it any wonder, now that the American Time-Use Survey is asking people not only
         what they do with their time, but how they feel about it, that women report being more exhausted, sadder, and more in pain than men?
         And let’s not forget that surveys by the Families and Work Institute and the Pew Research
         Center are finding that men, too, are feeling more strain from the juggle, now that
         many want to have meaningful work and a full, involved family life. And the two activities
         we tend to spend the most time doing—working and watching TV—are actually on the bottom
         of the scale of what makes us happy.
      

      
      Clearly, the way we’re living and working isn’t working. For anyone.

      
      Enter Liss and Schiffrin. Both are both professors of psychology at the University
         of Mary Washington in Virginia. Both are wives and mothers. And both have struggled
         to thread that tiny needle to secure meaningful work, full family lives, and time
         for themselves, which they include in their instructive and graceful book.
      

      
      Some of their findings made a big media splash when they were released, simply because
         they were counterintuitive yet made profound common sense. We live largely in an either/or
         society—either you work, or you stay home with kids—that has somehow morphed from
         being not just child centered, but, as one UCLA researcher put it, “child dominated,”
         where mothers who give up careers and breastfeed, not just the recommended six months
         to a year but three or four years, are celebrated, and guilt-soaked working mothers
         worry they can’t keep up.
      

      
      Yet Liss, Schiffrin, and colleague Kathryn Rizzo surveyed 181 women with young children
         and found that those who believed such self-sacrificing, intensive mothering was best,
         or that mothers were better, more natural parents than fathers, had higher levels
         of stress, decreased satisfaction with life and lower levels of social support.
      

      
      “If intensive mothering is related to so many negative mental health outcomes, why
         do women do it?” they wrote in the Journal of Child and Family Studies. “They may think that it makes them better mothers, so they are willing to sacrifice
         their own mental health to enhance their children’s cognitive, social and emotional
         outcomes. In reality, intensive parenting may have the opposite effect on children
         from what parents intend.”
      

      
      The key, not only for parenting but for all of work and life, Liss and Schiffrin write
         in this resonant book, is finding the “sweet spot.” If all of work, life, money, love,
         happiness, and other attributes of the Good Life could be put on an inverted U scale,
         the sweet spot would be somewhere right in the middle. Not too much of any one thing,
         but just enough of everything.
      

      
      As I read the book, I found myself highlighting sections and scribbling YES! in the margins. The authors write cogently about self-determination theory and weave
         the theme throughout every chapter of the book. Self-determination theory holds that
         we are happiest when we are “intrinsically” motivated and doing the things we most
         want to do, rather than being “extrinsically” motivated and doing what we think we
         should do or what others expect us to do.
      

      
      The three factors, they write, that shape intrinsic motivation are autonomy, competence,
         and relatedness.
      

      
      I’ve since spent days pondering intrinsic motivation. I had been reading the Facebook
         post of a friend who is a stay-at-home mother. Her daughter had just won the middle
         school science fair competition. And while I was, indeed, happy for her and her daughter,
         I had a sudden pang about my own middle school daughter who did not win the science fair competition. Had my decision to be a working mother disadvantaged
         her somehow? Was I not doing enough, paying enough attention? Was I not a good mother?
      

      
      Then I took a breath. My daughter and her friend had done their science fair project
         completely on their own and had had a ball mucking around in streams and looking under
         microscopes. She learned about science, working on a big project on deadline, and
         about teamwork all on her own, building the skills of grit and perseverance that will
         serve her far better in the future than any parental hovering. My husband had taken
         them to the stream to muck around in, sharing in the joy and burden of parenting.
         I hadn’t taken a ride in the intensive parenting helicopter and we were all better
         off for it.
      

      
      Liss and Schiffrin’s focus on intrinsic motivation is welcome and comes at a time
         when the conversation about work-life balance has exploded from obscure and tired
         Mommy Wars and Battle of the Sexes arguments that no one listened to, to mainstream
         books like Lean In by Facebook executive Sheryl Sandberg hitting the bestseller lists, and former State
         Department official Anne-Marie Slaughter writing “Why Women Still Can’t Have It All”—which
         garnered more viewers than any story ever published by The Atlantic magazine.
      

      
      The fresh conversation has, as the authors call for, made clear to everyone that living
         a Good Life is not and never has been solely a “mommy issue,” but that it falls to
         each of us to figure out, collectively as a society and individually as we define
         for ourselves what intrinsically motivates us, what gives us happiness and how we
         define the “all” in having a Good Life.
      

      
      In the end, the authors ask us to imagine a different, better world. A world where
         Boston would not be the only city to vow to close the pay gap between men and women.
         Where California, New Jersey, and Rhode Island would not be the only places where
         workers could take paid leave to care for their families. Where companies would recognize
         that those with more women on the boards perform better, and that work cultures that
         stress intrinsic motivation and time for life are more innovative and productive.
      

      
      Where men and women share equitably in the raising of their children and the keeping
         of their homes. Where the values of happiness, well-being, and meaning trump money,
         class, and status as drivers of behavior.
      

      
      If there are any recurring themes in this full and wide-ranging book, it would be
         this: More is not more; enough, sometimes, really is enough. And we must change the
         way we work and live. Our sanity, our society, and our own brief and incandescent
         lives depend on it.
      

      
      Brigid Schulte, author of

      
      Overwhelmed: Work, Love, and Play

      
      When No One Has the Time
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      Chapter 1

      The Search for Balance

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      The American Dream is to “have it all.” People think that if they work hard they can
         have the high-powered job that comes with status and a lot of money to buy a big house,
         a nice car, and a vacation home in the Turks and Caicos. At the same time, people
         want a loving marriage and two adorable children who are happy, healthy, and bright.
         But is that even possible? If it is possible, is that enough? It’s possible to have
         a wildly successful career that earns fame and fortune but still be miserable. Even
         if you don’t have to work so hard that you sacrifice other important aspects of your
         life, you may have had to give up your childhood dream (e.g., being a social worker
         who helps orphans find permanent homes) to gain status and income. Is the money and
         prestige fulfilling? Does it make you happy?
      

      
      We all want to have fulfilling lives that bring true joy and satisfaction. But it
         is not entirely clear how to do that. Women in particular are given all sorts of messages
         about what they are supposed to do. As women, we are told, “Lean in.”[1]    If you do not strive for success and high levels of achievement in the workplace,
         you are not living up to your full potential. Be a perfect mother. Children need their
         mothers. Children need constant intellectual stimulation and attention or else they
         may fall behind. Be a perfect wife. Prepare a homemade, well-balanced meal every night
         and meet your husband at the door with his pipe and slippers. Be a domestic goddess.
         Have homes that could be on the cover of a Martha Stewart Living magazine. Put awesome party ideas and cupcake recipes on Pinterest and bask in the
         admiration of others. Be beautiful and thin. Never leave the house without lipstick
         and make sure to fit in a run and Pilates class as well. Men are not spared these
         pressuring messages. Be a real man. Don’t show your feelings. Don’t be “whipped”—you
         actually do the vacuuming? Support your family. Be a success. Make a lot of money.
         We don’t know about you, but all of this pressure wears us out. In response, we feel
         overwhelmed,[2]    “maxed out.”[3]    We get depressed and anxious. We do not feel fulfilled. 
      

      
      But is being highly successful in all domains the path to happiness? Should we constantly
         be striving to have more and do more? Doesn’t it frankly seem exhausting? The conversation
         on these topics often lacks a sense of balance. People generally assume that if something
         is good, more and more is better and better. Yes, it is good to give children love,
         care, attention, and intellectual stimulation. But does giving more and more of these
         necessarily lead to better and better outcomes? Yes, it is good to be meaningfully
         involved in work that is stimulating and exciting. But does working more and more
         translate to being more and more fulfilled? Yes, it is important to have some level
         of financial security. But does more and more money make people happier and happier?
         
      

      
      Too Much of a Good Thing

      
      The fact is that for almost all things in life, there can be too much of a good thing.
         Even the best things in life aren’t so great in excess. This concept has been discussed
         at least as far back as Aristotle. He argued that being virtuous means finding a balance.
         For example, people should be brave, but if someone is too brave they become reckless.
         People should be trusting, but if someone is too trusting they are considered gullible.
         For each of these traits, it is best to avoid both deficiency and excess. The best
         way is to live in moderation—at the “sweet spot” that maximizes well-being. 
      

      
      Aristotle’s suggestion that virtue is the midpoint between of two extremes can be
         portrayed graphically as an inverted U-shaped curve (see Figure 1). The sweet spot
         is the middle (the hump on the top), where someone is neither too surly nor too obsequious,
         neither too generous nor too stingy, neither too afraid nor recklessly brave. Recently,
         Barry Schwartz from Swarthmore College and his colleagues applied the inverted U-shaped
         curve to psychological characteristics that are generally thought of as beneficial
         such as wisdom, happiness, and even love.[4]    They proposed that there is no such thing as an unmitigated good—any good thing
         can have negative consequences when taken to an extreme. 
      

      
         Inverted U-shaped Curve

         

      

      Understanding the inverted U may be the key to achieving work-family balance. Work
         is good, but overinvolvement in work can have negative effects. Family is good, but
         overinvolvement in family life can have negative effects. When someone says that it
         is impossible to have it all, what they generally mean is that it is impossible to
         be at the extreme end of involvement in both work and family life. We think Anne-Marie
         Slaughter used that logic when she complained, in her controversial article in The Atlantic, that she could not have it all because she could not have both an extremely high-powered
         job at the State Department and be completely available for her children.[5]    For her, not “having it all” involved going back to her job as a professor at Princeton and spending
         more time with her children. This arrangement actually sounds pretty good to us. One
         of our friends noted: “I wish I could not have it all like Slaughter.” Understanding the inverted U-shaped relationship can
         help people realize that the goal is not to maximize involvement in both work and
         family life. The goal is to find the “sweet spot” for each, the top of the hump of
         the U-shaped curve where involvement maximizes well-being. 
      

      
      Do What’s Intrinsically Motivating

      
      Finding balance also does not necessarily mean that people have their work and family
         weighted exactly 50/50, balancing precariously on some imaginary scale. Some people
         may spend more time on one role versus the other. It is not a one-size-fits-all model!
         People need to take a careful look at whether the activities that they are involved
         in are truly satisfying and meaningful to them in order to find their own sweet spot.
         Self-determination theory holds that well-being is maximized when people are motivated
         intrinsically[6]—in other words when they do things because they actually want to rather than because
         they feel that they have to or because someone is making them. 
      

      
       There are three factors that determine whether people feel intrinsically motivated
         when doing an activity: feeling a sense of autonomy, competence, and relatedness.
         Autonomy is the freedom and ability to organize your own experience such that you
         feel comfortable. When other people are dictating when and where you have to do things,
         you do not have a sense of autonomy. Competence is the sense that you are good at
         what you are doing, that you can accomplish your goals and make meaningful contributions.
         Relatedness involves having meaningful relationships with other people, and includes
         the fundamental need to love and to be loved by others. When people’s need for autonomy,
         competence, and relatedness are met, they experience enhanced well-being, motivation,
         and functioning. When they are not met, people feel unsatisfied. The thwarting of
         needs can be related to a host of negative psychological effects including depression,
         ill health, and dissatisfaction with life.[7]    
      

      
      You can visualize the relationship between intrinsic motivation and basic-needs satisfaction
         if you imagine someone at the piano playing for the sheer enjoyment of the music.
         The piano player would not enjoy playing if she felt coerced, nor would she enjoy
         it if she did not feel competent to play the music. Playing the piano may also foster
         relationships with others such as the piano teacher or other musicians. People who
         have their basic needs met are happier and have a greater sense of vitality. They
         even get sick less frequently.[8]    When basic needs are met, people feel as though they are having a good day.[9]    
      

      
      Both work and family give people opportunities to meet, but also to thwart, these
         basic needs. Family involvement often fulfills the need for relatedness and may fulfill
         the need for competence if people feel confident in their abilities to parent. However,
         family involvement often involves meeting other people’s needs and much of parenting
         happens on other people’s schedules, interfering with personal autonomy. Furthermore,
         while aspects of parenting are challenging, some are mundane and boring, thwarting
         people’s needs for competence. Conversely, doing well at a job can enhance people’s
         feelings of competence, and being allowed to decide when and how to get work done
         enhances feelings of autonomy. Relationships people make at work can be valuable and
         rewarding. However, if people are working a job that they do not care about, do not
         have any control over their schedule, and have coworkers that they do not get along
         with, it can negatively impact autonomy, competence, and relatedness. In order to
         maximize the ability to meet these basic needs, people need to find balance among
         the various roles they hold. When people overinvest in either work or family, they
         lose opportunities to have their needs met in the other domain. Furthermore, overinvesting
         in either work or family may be a sign that people are working for some sort of extrinsic
         motivation (e.g., money, status, or approval of others). 
      

      
      Finding Balance Isn’t Just a Women’s Issue

      
      Autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Meaningful involvement in both work and family.
         A deeply satisfying life. These are things that all people want and need. Yet, work-family balance is generally only framed as a problem
         for women. How many times have you heard women say they wished their husbands “helped
         out” more with the housework and parenting? Similarly, it’s not uncommon to hear someone
         say that fathers are “babysitting” their children when, in fact, fathers actually
         parent them. This terminology frames the responsibility of housework and childcare
         as the wife’s, and any contribution the husband makes as a voluntary and altruistic
         act. Why isn’t it framed as both partners working together to take care of the house
         that they both live in and the children that they are raising together? 
      

      
      As a result, when a couple has a child, it is usually the woman who seems to struggle
         with whether or not to continue working at the same level as before in order to manage
         all the additional household responsibilities. Why shouldn’t men equally consider
         whether they should start working part-time or cut back on their hours after they
         have children? Why shouldn’t men advocate for flex-time or the ability to telecommute
         so that they can spend more time with their families? When women choose to abbreviate
         their maternity leave, as did Marissa Mayer, the CEO of Yahoo, the media and blogosphere
         exploded. Is she a bad mother or a good businesswoman or both? But when men go to
         work the day after they have a new baby nobody questions their family loyalty. In
         fact, men are expected to prioritize their work over their family. They are told to
         be “ideal workers” with no commitments outside of the workplace. 
      

      
      These pressures stifle and limit men’s lives as well. Men feel the pressure of providing
         for their families, they feel the stresses of the inflexible workplace, and they feel
         guilty when they cannot spend enough time with their families. A Pew Research report
         released in March 2013 found that 50% of working fathers (and 56% of working mothers)
         find it difficult to balance work and family life.[10]    According to a New York Times/CBS poll, both men and women are working more than they would like. While 52% of
         men say they would prefer to work full-time, 84% are actually doing so. This survey
         found that 30% of men said they would prefer to work part-time, but according to the
         Bureau for Labor Statistics, only 5% of men work part-time.[11]    
      

      
      The June/July 2013 issue of Esquire magazine featured an article asking why men can’t have it all.[12]    Richard Dorment, the author, noted that men are struggling just as much as women
         with demanding jobs and the desire to be there for their children. He described men
         that are haunted by the lyrics of “The Cat’s in the Cradle”[13]    wanting to be fully involved in their children’s lives while simultaneously attempting
         to maintain their position as the ideal worker. Dorment stated, “In the interviews
         I conducted for this article, nearly every subject admitted to missing his kids on
         late nights at the office or aching for home while on a business trip, yet they couch
         any guilt or regret in the context of sacrifice.” Men, like women, are struggling
         and trying the best they can to make things work. The desire for balance is not just
         an issue for women. Both men and women want to have fulfilling, meaningful investment
         in both work and family. 
      

      
      This dual desire may be especially true in younger generations, notably the millennials.
         In her book The Unfinished Revolution, Kathleen Gerson interviewed young men and women about their hopes and expectations
         for their lives.[14]    She found that the vast majority of both men (70%) and women (80%) hoped to have
         balanced and egalitarian lives where both they and their partners share work and family
         responsibilities. Even among those raised in traditional families, seven out of ten
         men and women wanted egalitarian partnerships. These young men and women contrasted
         the lives they want to live with those of their parents. One young man noted: “It
         represents me hoping to be less workaholic than my father. I want to be more active
         in the early years.”[15]    Another man said: “I would like to be more like my mother and be very involved
         with the kids.”[16]   
      

      
      Just because people want something does not mean they think they can have it. Gerson
         found a gap between what young men and women actually want to have in their lives
         and what they thought would happen to them after they got married and had children.
         These young men and women realized that achieving an egalitarian and balanced relationship
         is difficult and may not happen. Women were most likely to say that if they could
         not achieve an egalitarian partnership they would rather be self-reliant and choose
         their career over a family. On the other hand, men were more likely to choose a traditional
         relationship where they are the breadwinner and their wife is the homemaker. Hopefully
         the young men and women will be able to achieve their ideal: a long-lasting egalitarian
         partnership where both share the challenges of work and family life. However, if they
         do not achieve this, they are both facing disappointment. 
      

      
       Why did these young women and men think it would be so difficult to achieve a balanced,
         egalitarian marriage? They probably sensed that we live in a world where men and women
         are not expected to focus on the same things: Men are expected to focus on work and
         women are expected to focus on family. Despite much evidence to the contrary, many
         believe that men and women are fundamentally different—that women are especially inclined
         to nurture while men are especially inclined to be assertive and lead. These young
         women and men may have also sensed that something was askew in our society. They probably
         know that women make less money than men, that parental-leave policies and lack of
         affordable childcare make balancing work and family difficult, and that many jobs
         require unreasonably demanding hours. They may also know that women generally do the
         lion’s share of work at home and that expectations for parenting have gotten a bit
         out of control. 
      

      
      What often happens is that couples start out with egalitarian expectations, but in
         their efforts to have the best and be the best in everything, egalitarian expectations
         can be hard to maintain. Pamela Stone, a sociologist, interviewed highly educated
         women with high-status jobs who left the workforce after having children.[17]    Most of these women had started their marriages hoping for egalitarian partnerships.
         These women had husbands who were extremely successful at work and many of these women
         were extremely successful in their careers as well. However, their husbands’ jobs
         had become so demanding that they felt that they had become solely responsible for
         the childcare and household management. However, not one of them suggested that their
         husbands cut back. Despite the desire for egalitarianism and balance, there is often
         the (not always overtly articulated) assumption that women are the ones ultimately
         responsible for family life. Thus, although they may have entered the marriage wanting
         an egalitarian partnership, they ended up in an unbalanced, more traditional relationship.
         
      

      
      Both men and women are harmed when the conditions make it impossible to combine meaningful
         work and family life. They both have everything to gain from reevaluating what it
         means to have it all and to fight for the changes in their relationships and society
         to make greater equality possible. We hope this book contributes to changing the conversation.
         The issue is not how women can balance work and family, but how people can. 
      

      
      Our Motivation

      
      We became interested in the topic of how to integrate work and family life as a result
         of our own experiences. We are psychology professors and mothers who have made conscious
         decisions in order to achieve some sort of balance between work and family; however,
         it remains a work in progress for both of us. Throughout this book, we use the term
         “we” to describe our opinions and views as authors. Occasionally, we will share individual
         examples and personal experiences with you. When we do, we will use “I” followed by
         our initials to let you know which author is talking. In other words, I (ML) will
         indicate experiences shared by Miriam Liss, while I (HS) will be used when Holly Schiffrin
         is describing personal stories.
      

      
      Miriam’s Story

      
      I (ML) remember a key decision I made after graduate school. I was offered both a
         chance to work at the University of Mary Washington (UMW), a small public liberal
         arts college in Fredericksburg, Virginia, and was encouraged to apply for a postdoctoral
         position at Yale. Pursuing the Yale position would have set me up for a more prestigious
         academic career, maybe at a top research university. The University of Mary Washington
         expects faculty to teach four classes a semester, does not have graduate assistants,
         and generally allows very little time for research. Taking this job was clearly not
         the path to academic fame. But professors at Mary Washington seemed more relaxed than
         anyone I had met at Yale. For example, they spent time with their families by the
         pool during the summer. I chose Mary Washington, even though it meant moving to Virginia
         and giving up my treasured status as a New Yorker (which was where I grew up), or
         at least a New Englander. Meanwhile my husband, Julian, after a period of career contemplation,
         made the choice to become a guidance counselor. This job is not high paying, nor is
         it one that will bring him status or fame. But, he is home every day at three in the
         afternoon and never has to bring work home or work on weekends or holidays. Because
         we both made conscious choices not to choose careers that would make it difficult
         to spend a substantial amount of time with our family, we have both managed to balance
         work and family pretty well. 
      

      
      My university has relatively generous infant-care leave—a semester off at half pay
         and full benefits. My son, Daniel, was born in April and I did not go back to work
         until the next January when I placed him in full-time childcare. When my daughter,
         Emily, was born two years later I combined a sabbatical with infant-care leave, and
         she did not need outside childcare until she was fifteen months old. For the next
         two years, I took advantage of the flexible work schedule afforded by my job to avoid
         placing my two children in full-time childcare. (This decision was financial because
         full-time childcare for two children is very expensive.) I watched the children in
         the morning and went into the office at 1:00 p.m., where I held office hours and taught
         at 2:00 and 3:00. My husband came home at 3:00 and we hired babysitters to cover the
         gap. This arrangement meant that he cooked dinner and played with the kids until around
         6:00, when I would come home. When my oldest son went to kindergarten, I put my three-year-old
         daughter in full-time preschool. My husband got my son off the school bus at 3:20,
         and I generally picked up my daughter at 4:20, but if I needed to stay later he picked
         her up. I have started helping out with dinner more, but my husband is still a better
         cook than I am. 
      

      
      We generally share the chores around the house. We both clean up after dinner, we
         both try to remember to push the laundry through, he does most of the grocery shopping,
         and I do most of the managing and planning of the kids’ activities. One day I was
         discussing work-family balance with my psychology of women class. I wanted to tell
         them not to give up on the hope that they will not have to choose between work and
         family and that they should strive to have it all. I found myself starting to tear
         up when talking about it. (I think they thought I was crazy, although some of them
         came to my office after class and told me they were really touched and inspired that
         day.) That was when I started thinking—wow, I really care about this topic, and the
         idea of this book started to germinate. 
      

      
      I feel incredibly blessed to have been able to combine a meaningful career with my
         family life, and I know my husband loves that he has been able to spend so much time
         with his children. I asked him the other day if he thought we had it all, and he said
         he thought we did. I pointed out that we live in Virginia and not New York, and we
         bought a house in the suburbs instead of right in the city because it was less expensive.
         We don’t have the nicest cars and our children are not dressed in brand-name clothing,
         unless they come as gifts or hand-me-downs. But, I also realized he was right: We
         do have it all; our version of “all” is enough. However, I know that I am extremely
         lucky. Even though both my husband and I made conscious decisions to scale back the
         status of our careers, the flexibility of our lifestyle is unique to academia and
         a far cry from the choices that I have watched my friends who are not in academia
         have to make. I have watched many of my highly educated friends struggle with the
         choice of staying in an inflexible and unrewarding corporate setting or quitting their
         job and staying at home. Given the inflexibility of the corporate world, combined
         with what was usually a long commute, there was often no choice to make; they quit
         their job to stay at home. Other friends have kept working but struggle with feeling
         that they are not spending enough time with their children. Most people have demanding
         work schedules and inflexible jobs, and given this reality, there are rarely easy
         answers to the question of work-life balance. 
      

      
      Holly’s Story

      
      I (HS) also made a nontraditional choice when I finished graduate school. The expectation
         of my faculty was for graduates to take an academic position. I had several offers
         for postdoctoral placements that would probably have opened doors for me to have a
         much more prestigious academic career. However, I had met my future husband, Jon,
         who had recently graduated from law school. The three states where I was offered a
         postdoctoral position did not reciprocate his Florida bar membership. In addition,
         I was born and raised in Virginia, which is where the majority of my family still
         lived. It was very important for me to live within driving distance of my family,
         especially my nephew and niece, so I began applying for research positions at firms
         located in the Washington, D.C., area. This location met my requirements for being
         near my family while having ample job opportunities for attorneys and a bar that was
         reciprocal with Florida’s. So, even before I had my own children, I was already making
         decisions to balance my work and family life. 
      

      
      I started working at a private research company straight out of graduate school. At
         first, it wasn’t too bad. The research I was doing wasn’t directly related to my degree
         in child development, but I was using many of the skills I developed in graduate school.
         However, the longer I stayed, the more responsibility I was given, and the longer
         my hours became. I frequently brought work home and was expected to travel periodically
         for my projects. Although I was stressed at times, it was working OK until the birth
         of my first daughter, Lauryn, in 2003. My company did not have any official maternity
         leave, but I was able to stay home with Lauryn for three months using my sick leave,
         vacation days, and working from home. I was also able to negotiate a break from travel
         while I was breastfeeding, as well as a four-day work week so that I could spend more
         time with my infant daughter. However, even though I went into the office only four
         days a week, my duties at work had not been decreased. So I was really doing the same
         job, but only getting paid 80% of my salary for it. In addition, at this time, my
         husband was working at a law firm in downtown D.C., making a long commute and working
         long days to meet his “quota” for billable hours. Eventually, the long commute (to
         Maryland on the D.C. beltway) and long hours I was working, as well as the expectations
         for travel and bringing work home to meet contractual deadlines became too much on
         top of the demands of caring for an infant. 
      

      
      I started looking for an academic position. I believed that there might be more autonomy
         and flexibility working as a university professor. However, I didn’t want to relocate
         geographically, so that I could still be near my family in Virginia, which limited
         my options considerably. It took me several years, but I finally got a position in
         the psychology department at UMW. Although I took a significant pay cut moving from
         the private sector to academia, I was willing and able (thanks to my husband’s income)
         to make that trade-off to have summers home with my daughter. Although I wanted to
         start trying for a second child around the time Lauryn was two, I had just changed
         jobs, so I delayed conception for a year. This delay put my daughters four years apart
         in age, which is more than I wanted, but again I was trying to balance the needs of
         my career and family. 
      

      
      The experience I had after the birth of my second daughter, Jordan, was very similar
         to what Miriam described. I had her in May and didn’t have to go back to work until
         January. To avoid having two children in paid care at the same time, I taught evening
         classes two days a week so that I could be home with her during the day. My mother
         came up and stayed with us half the week to cover two of the days, and my husband
         stayed home the fifth day. I was very fortunate that my mother had retired and was
         able to do that for four months until I was off again in May. I am also very fortunate
         that my husband decided to start his own practice, so he had a much more flexible
         schedule (although the trade-off was less financial stability) and was able to work
         from home one day a week.
      

      
      My children are now six and ten years old. My husband’s firm is more stable now, so
         he has even more flexibility in his schedule. He is the one who meets the bus in the
         afternoons because I often have meetings after work and am not home by 4:00 when the
         kids arrive. When I’m teaching, he is the one who stays home with them when they get
         sick and when they have one of the myriad school holidays and early dismissals during
         the school year. However, I primarily have the kids over the breaks when our school
         calendars align, and we have lots of time by the pool all summer. Although there is
         certainly some stress associated with both my work and my time at home with the kids,
         I feel like I have a pretty good work-family balance most of the time. I frequently
         say that by the time the semester is ending, I am ready for a break from work. However,
         by the time the summer is over, I am usually itching for some intellectual stimulation
         and interaction with adults. While there’s always room for improvement, I tend to
         think that I have the best of both worlds. 
      

      
      A Comment on Our Stories

      
      So do we have it all? Yes and no. We both have some balance between work and family,
         but we both have made compromises along the way. Our husbands have had to compromise
         as well, both pursuing jobs that allowed for greater flexibility at the expense of
         greater income or prestige. Neither we nor our husbands have completely “leaned in”
         to our careers. But, by leaning out a bit, we have achieved some balance. We both
         feel competent in our work and enjoy the fact that we have a significant amount of
         autonomy over our schedules. We cherish our relationships both with our families and
         with our colleagues at work. The temptation to compare ourselves to people with greater
         status, wealth, and fame is always there, of course. But we also know that constantly
         looking at people who (you perceive to) have more than you do can undermine your sense
         of well-being. Focusing on what others have can keep you from enjoying all you do
         have. 
      

      
      We would like to make a final comment on our stories. We realize that we are very
         fortunate and that our solution to the work-family balance problem is not available
         to everyone. We recognize that people come from a variety of different backgrounds
         and unique situations. Single parents only have one paycheck coming into the household,
         many families need both parents working as many hours as possible to survive, and
         others can’t find work due to disability or general economic conditions. We know that
         there is not a one-size-fits-all answer. While the solutions are neither obvious nor
         simple, they are worth striving for. We hope that this book will provide some of the
         inspiration and tools to do so.
      

      
      Our Approach

      
      These are the central messages of this book: (1) Balance involves finding the “sweet
         spot” for level of involvement in each role—it is best to approach everything with
         moderation. (2) People should strive to make each of their roles high quality and
         intrinsically motivating by attempting to maximize their sense of autonomy, competence,
         and relatedness. When people strive for these goals instead of money, success, and
         prestige, they are happier. (3) Both women and men need balance and want meaningful
         and satisfying lives. Work-family balance is not a woman’s issue, it is a person issue.
         (4) There are many obstacles to achieving balance among roles and increasing our well-being—some
         are under personal control and some are not. In order to truly change things, individual
         action is not enough. People will need to work toward social changes for families
         in terms of parental leave, flexible work schedules, and high-quality affordable childcare
         for all. 
      

      
      These messages could be interpreted as an idealistic, but impractical, suggestion
         that everyone should just be nice and get along. But there is solid psychological
         and sociological research to back up our messages. We hope this book will move the
         discussion beyond people’s opinions about “having it all” and finding balance to what
         the data say about it. This book will answer a number of questions about work-family
         balance. The answers are not always easily tied up in simple bows—sometimes they are
         complex. By reading this book, we hope you will have a much better grasp of what the
         research actually says and be able to make informed decisions about how you can balance
         work and family, maximize your personal well-being, and work toward a society that
         is more balanced and egalitarian for all. 
      

      
      Chapter 2 asks why people would want to achieve a balance between work and family.
         Does having children make people happy or miserable? What are the mental health benefits
         of being involved in work? Does being involved in multiple roles make us more stressed
         or more fulfilled? If parents work, will their children be harmed by being put in
         day care? 
      

      
      Chapter 3 focuses on parenting and how to find balance in the parenting role. This
         chapter takes the perspective that parenting is something best done in moderation—at
         the sweet spot of the inverted U. We will try to answer how much involvement children
         actually need. How important is breastfeeding? Should people be tying themselves up
         in knots and buying breast milk over the Internet if they are unable to breastfeed?
         How important is it to carry a child constantly? How much intellectual stimulation
         does a child actually need? How many extracurricular activities are optimal? How can
         people promote a sense of autonomy in their children and not be a controlling or helicopter
         parent? How does too much involvement affect children’s and parents’ well-being? We
         will also discuss why parenting has gotten out of control in the first place. What
         are parents so scared of? What can we do about it? 
      

      
      Chapter 4 focuses on finding balance at work. Although work is good, overwork is not.
         Why are people so driven to overwork? How do the inflexible expectations of the workplace
         contribute to overwork? Why don’t people always take advantage of flexibility policies
         even when companies offer them? Is there any better model for setting up the workplace?
         This chapter will also address people’s drive for money—which often fuels their drive
         to overwork. What is the relationship between wealth and well-being? Does money lead
         to happiness? How can we use thrift to approach our financial needs with a sense of
         moderation? 
      

      
      Unfortunately, balance is difficult to achieve because of stereotyped assumptions
         about men and women. Chapter 5 challenges the ingrained beliefs that men and women
         are fundamentally different and that women are more “naturally” inclined to be caretakers
         while men are more “naturally” inclined to be workers. Are men and women really so
         different? Can we undo assumptions about gender? What happens when women lead? What
         happens when men take on caretaking roles? 
      

      
      Chapter 6 brings the issue of work-family balance into the home—a major area where
         men and women are often out of balance. Why do women continue to do more household
         labor and childcare than men even when both are working full-time? Do men really not
         see those dirty socks on the floor? How can we achieve greater balance and egalitarianism
         in our home life? 
      

      
      Chapter 7 examines the barriers in society that make achieving work-family balance
         and egalitarian lives difficult for both men and women. Imbalance at home and at work
         also stems from larger social issues such as the gender pay gap, inadequate parental-leave
         policies, and lack of affordable childcare. Why do men continue to earn more than
         women? What can be done about it? How do the parental-leave policies of the United
         States compare with those of other countries? Is there an optimal amount of leave?
         How expensive is childcare, really? How can our country increase accessibility to
         affordable childcare? 
      

      
      Finally, we move beyond balance. Balance is important, but being balanced does not
         necessarily mean people are leading happy, fulfilling, and satisfied lives. Chapter
         8 will discuss what everyone can do to maximize their personal well-being. Can people
         actually change their levels of happiness? How do they do that? How can lifestyle
         choices, mindfulness, savoring, gratitude, and forgiveness increase well-being? How
         does comparing yourself to others affect you? How can you increase your autonomy,
         competence, and relatedness in order to create truly meaningful and satisfying lives?
         
      

      
      Finally, we will revisit the issue of what needs to change in order to create a world
         where men and women can both seek egalitarian and balanced lives. The ability for
         men and women to have it all is about both individual choices and personal growth
         as well as about social change. What do men and women still need to be fighting for?
         Our goal is to describe these issues and stimulate discussion on how to advocate for
         these changes in society.
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      Chapter 2

      Balancing Multiple Roles

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         Sometimes I feel like the “jack of all trades, master of none”—nothing is ever completely
            done, never completely right. Either the house is a wreck, we’re eating chicken nuggets
            way more than we ought to, homework is barely getting done, or our work is happening
            at 3:00 a.m.! Still, personally I wouldn’t trade the chaos for anything.—Working mother of three

      

      Trying to juggle work and family is often fairly chaotic. But is it worth it? Does
         being a parent increase or decrease well-being? Parenting sometimes seems to increase
         stress, conflict, and time demands. Would people be happier if they just remained
         childless? Similar issues can be raised about work. On the one hand, it’s clear that
         working generally has mental health benefits; on the other hand, not all work environments
         are equally beneficial. Although a great deal of research has focused on the conflict
         that occurs when people try to combine work and family, more recent attention has
         been given to the benefits of combining these roles, and to finding the right balance
         for each person. Balancing work and family has consequences for children as well.
         For each family, though, learning how to strike that perfect balance is often a guessing
         game, but it is worth striving for. We can find joy in the chaos. 
      

      
      Does Being a Parent Make You Miserable?

      
      A recent New York magazine article, “All Joy and No Fun: Why Parents Hate Parenting,” presented a rather
         grim picture of the mental health effects of parenting, documenting the stresses,
         frustration, and anxiety that are part of the day-to-day experiences of raising children.
         The author noted: “Children may provide unrivaled moments of joy. But, they also provide
         unrivaled moments of frustration, tedium, anxiety, heartbreak.” A psychologist quoted
         in the article summed up both the stresses and joys of having children, saying: “They’re
         a huge source of joy, but they turn every other source of joy to shit.”[1]    
      

      
      Indeed, research of the mental health effects of becoming a parent can certainly paint
         a discouraging picture. Daniel Kahneman, a professor at Princeton University, conducted
         a study of employed women including both mothers and non-mothers. He asked them to
         rank a variety of daily activities that they had completed and rate how they felt
         while doing each of those tasks.[2]    Childcare was ranked one of the lowest among everyday activities. Eleven activities
         elicited more positive emotions than parenting including watching television, preparing
         food, and eating, while only four elicited less (being on the computer, doing housework,
         working, and commuting). 
      

      
       Other studies have identified negative mental health consequences of becoming a parent.[3]    According to the results of over a hundred studies on new parents, the transition
         to parenthood is particularly difficult. Despite an initial boost in satisfaction
         immediately after the birth of the infant, over time new parents experience a decrease
         in both life and relationship satisfaction.[4]    Other studies have found that parents exhibit a higher rate of depression compared
         to people who are not parents.[5]    Parenting appears to have become more stressful over the past several decades,
         largely due to increases in women’s employment and divorce rates.[6]   
      

      
      How Childbirth Affects Parents’ Self-Determination

      
      The impact of parenthood on well-being is partially affected by a person’s sense of
         autonomy (which is a critical determinant according to self-determination theory)
         in making the decision to become a parent. Women who are unable to have children,
         but wanted to have them (i.e., it was not an autonomous decision) experience decreased
         well-being and life satisfaction.[7]    In contrast, some people intentionally chose not to become parents. Research shows
         that people who are childless by choice have personal well-being that is similar to
         parents.[8]    The key issue seems to be the freedom to make the choice to become a parent or
         not.
      

      
      Autonomy, or lack thereof, is also a key factor influencing well-being among people
         who have children. People lose a great deal of their personal autonomy when they become
         parents. In other words, having a child involves doing a lot of things because you
         have to do them, not necessarily because you want to do them. Parents often do not decide basic things for themselves—like when to
         wake up or even when to use the restroom. One mother said in a CNN article on parenting:
         “There are just So. Many. Chores.”[9]    All of the time spent caring for their children leaves parents with less time
         for their own leisure activities.[10]    Giving up a round of golf for dirty diapers and laundry does not seem like the
         choice most people would make if given complete freedom and autonomy. Non-mothers
         report more flexibility, freedom, and independence in how they spend their time as
         well as more personal privacy and time to relax.[11]    In addition, people who feel less autonomy or sense of control during pregnancy
         experience more depression and anxiety as they transition into parenthood.[12]    
      

      
      Parenting can also interfere with people’s sense of competence. At some point, almost
         every parent feels as if they do not know what they are doing.[13]    Parents who do not feel they are effective report decreased satisfaction with
         their family life.[14]    In addition, many parents take at least a short break from work after the birth
         of a child—trading in the opportunity to demonstrate their competence at work for
         some rather tedious aspects of infant care. A thread from the online parenting message
         board Urban Baby captures this sentiment: 
      

      
         MOMS: Ever feel alone in how you perceive this role? I swear I feel like I’m surrounded
            by women who were once smart & interesting but have become zombies who only talk about
            soccer and coupons.[15]   
         

      

      Finally, parenting can interfere with an individual’s sense of relatedness to others.
         The Urban Baby discussion thread in response to this post went on to describe how
         mothers felt they could no longer connect with other women on a meaningful level.
         However, it is the marital relationship that takes the biggest hit after the birth
         of a child. The results of almost a hundred studies investigating the effects of having
         children on relationship satisfaction paint a dire picture.[16]    Raising children was related to decreased marital satisfaction, especially for
         mothers of young children. This pattern was particularly true for parents of higher
         socioeconomic status, people who became parents at younger ages, and parents born
         in more recent generations. One of the biggest contributors to decreased marital satisfaction
         after the birth of a child is that fathers may participate less in childcare than
         had been expected prior to childbirth. Couples that had ideals of being egalitarian
         before childbirth may find it difficult to maintain equality afterward.[17]    This violation of expectations may lead to a cycle of resentment, a phenomena
         that we will discuss further in chapter 6 on division of labor in the home. 
      

      
      Marital satisfaction can also decrease after the birth of a child due to decreased
         parental intimacy and a less active sex life.[18]    After childbirth women may feel as though their bodies are not fully their own
         and not meant for sex, especially if they are breastfeeding.[19]    But men’s sexual desire has generally not waned, and this disconnect between the
         desires of the mother and father can result in sexual dissatisfaction and martial
         tension. Furthermore, the exhaustion that comes from having young children can make
         couples too tired to have sex. One father was very open about how children negatively
         affected his relationship: “I already felt neglected,” he says. “In my mind, anyway.
         And once we had the kid, it became so pronounced; it went from zero to negative 50.
         And I was like, I can deal with zero. But not negative 50.”[20]    
      

      
      However, research has suggested that while there may be some initial sexual dissatisfaction
         after the birth of a child, it is not the driving force behind decreased marital satisfaction.
         If it were, then husbands (who feel their sex lives are being thwarted) would be less
         satisfied than wives. However, women actually report more marital dissatisfaction
         after having children than men. Researchers have suggested that the loss of freedom
         women experience and the more traditional roles (i.e., doing a greater share of the
         childcare) they find themselves in after the birth of a child are the variables that
         most adversely affect marital satisfaction.[21]   
      

      
      If both life and relationship satisfaction decrease after the birth of a child, then
         perhaps the best way to balance work and family demands is to not have children at
         all! Studies have found that childless couples have greater martial satisfaction,[22]    likely due to the additional time, money, and freedom they have. However, becoming
         a parent may not have as negative an impact on mental health as the research we have
         just reviewed suggests. In fact, being a parent may actually increase certain attributes
         of mental health, particularly the sense of leading a meaningful life. 
      

      
      The Upside of Parenting

      
      In 2013 three studies conducted by the same researchers used different methods to
         provide evidence that having children may actually be associated with more joy than
         misery.[23]    In the first study, a nationally representative sample of parents and nonparents
         were surveyed about their life satisfaction, thoughts about the meaning of life, and
         happiness. Overall, parents had greater life satisfaction and thought more about the
         meaning of life. However, some differences emerged when the data were examined separately
         for men and women. While both parents thought more about the meaning of life than
         nonparents, only fathers reported greater life satisfaction and happiness than non-fathers.
         The benefits of parenting also were not found for young parents (under age twenty-five)
         or for single parents. 
      

      
      The second study paged participants throughout the day and asked them to report on
         their well-being at that moment. Parents reported greater well-being, happiness, and
         sense that their life had meaning than did nonparents. Again, fathers seemed to benefit
         more than mothers from being a parent, given that they scored higher than non-fathers
         on every aspect of well-being measured. However, mothers appeared to benefit from
         parenting as well; they reported lower levels of depressive symptoms and higher levels
         of positive emotion than non-mothers. The third study required parents to recreate
         their activities from the previous day and rate how much positive emotion they experienced
         while doing them. Overall, parents reported more positive emotions and a greater sense
         that their life had meaning when they were taking care of children than when they
         were not. 
      

      
      Research has started to converge on the idea that although parenting may be a source
         of stress, it may also provide greater life satisfaction and meaning.[24]    One study of Norwegian mothers suggested that women with children have a greater
         sense of life satisfaction and self-esteem than women without children.[25]    Another study reported that mothers were less likely to be depressed than non-mothers.[26]   
      

      
      Although fathers have received less attention in research on parenting, they clearly
         experience both the joys and stresses of raising children. Steve Wiens, a pastor and
         father, posted an honest account of parenting on a blog for the Huffington Post: 
      

      
         I am in a season of my life right now where I feel bone-tired almost all of the time.
            Ragged, how-am-I-going-to-make-it-to-the-end-of-the-day, eyes burning exhausted. I
            have three boys ages 5 and under. I’m not complaining about that. Well, maybe I am
            a little bit. . . . There are many moments where they are utterly delightful. . .
            . But there are also many moments when I have no idea how I’m going to make it until
            their bedtime. The constant demands, the needs and the fighting are fingernails across
            the chalkboard every single day.[27]   
         

      

      In contrast, a qualitative study interviewed fathers about their experiences and found
         many reports of the joys of fatherhood. For example, one father reported: 
      

      
         I think the nicest bit is just spending time sitting around on the bed and just playing
            with him, and just talking to him and being talked back at, and changing his nappy
            when that happens as well, and you know, time looking at him and him looking at me
            really is the bit that I’m really enjoying.[28]   
         

      

      As mentioned above, some research has suggested that the positive mental health effects
         of parenting are stronger for men than they are for women.[29]    Studies have found that men benefit not only from being fathers, but also from
         being involved caregivers. When fathers are engaged with their children, they are
         less likely to experience psychological distress.[30]    In a sample of low-income minority men, commitment to fathering was found to have
         positive effects on the father’s well-being and his relationship to the birth mother.[31]    On the other end of the financial spectrum, men in top managerial positions reported
         a sense of regret over not being able to spend enough time with their families.[32]   
      

      
      In contrast to earlier research suggesting that having children dooms a parent to
         a life of misery, parenting seems to have numerous benefits, especially for fathers.
         Studies painting a dire picture of the effects of parenting on mental health seem
         to have missed the distinction between feeling happy on a moment-by-moment basis and
         experiencing a sense of purpose in life. Parents might not enjoy specific childcare
         tasks, such as changing a dirty diaper or listening to children whine and argue, but
         they may have an overall sense that their life has more meaning because they have
         children. In addition, parents may be able to offset some of the less enjoyable aspects
         of parenting through their involvement in other domains of life, especially doing
         some sort of meaningful work that supports the intrinsic needs for autonomy, competence,
         and relatedness. 
      

      
      The Benefits of Work

      
      The other side of the work-family balancing act is work. In many ways, the benefits
         of working are obvious—work provides money for the basic necessities of survival as
         well as opportunities to feel autonomous, competent, and related to others. The data
         on the negative physical and mental health effects of unemployment, particularly when
         unemployment is not chosen or desired, are clear.[33]    In one study, interviews were conducted with over a thousand adults in low-income
         neighborhoods.[34]    Being unemployed was associated with being more stressed and depressed as well
         as with eating less healthily, smoking, getting less exercise, and drinking more alcohol.
         Being underemployed had similar negative effects. Only people who were employed full-time
         enjoyed the positive mental and physical health outcomes associated with work.
      

      
      What about women who have left the workplace to care for their children? Do they suffer
         from the same negative mental health effects of unemployment? Conventional wisdom
         might say “no” because these are women who have made a “choice” to stay home. However,
         it’s questionable whether the decision to stay home is actually an autonomous choice
         or not. Despite the media attention given to highly educated women who have chosen
         to opt out of the workplace,[35]    the largest group of stay-at-home mothers is lower-income women for whom the cost
         of childcare is prohibitive.[36]    In other words, while people may think that staying home is a luxury for women
         who can afford not to work, it is more common for women to work if they can afford
         to stay in the workplace. Across seventeen countries, women with higher levels of
         education were more likely to be employed than those with less education.[37]    Thus the ability to combine work and parenting can be seen as a privilege of the
         educated who are able to have jobs that are meaningful, satisfying, and pay enough
         to justify the costs of childcare, transportation, and clothes for work. Given the
         negative mental health effects of unemployment, the ability to combine work and family
         seems like an opportunity that everyone should be allowed to have. 
      

      
      On the surface, it might appear more stressful to combine work and family because working mothers have to complete their
         parenting responsibilities within the time constraints created by working outside
         of the home all day. However, the majority of research has found that stay-at-home
         mothers experience the same negative physical and mental health consequences as the
         unemployed. Telephone interviews conducted with nationally representative samples
         of women in both the United States[38]    and Canada[39]    found that stay-at-home mothers experienced worse mental health (e.g., sadness,
         anger, and depression) than women who worked at least part-time. Stay-at-home mothers
         from lower-income levels, as well as those with young children, seemed to fare even
         worse. Low-income mothers who stay at home reported being less likely to smile a lot,
         learn something interesting, experience enjoyment, or experience happiness than mothers
         of similar incomes who were working.[40]    In a longitudinal study following children from birth through fifth grade, stay-at
         home mothers, especially mothers of infants through preschoolers, were more depressed
         than mothers who worked full- or part-time.[41]    One mother we know reported the following experience:
      

      
         I had been a stay-at-home mom for three years when my second child was born. My husband
            had a job and was a college student, so he wasn’t home very often. This left me alone
            in the house with a new baby and a very needy three-year-old. I found myself pacing
            around the house feeling empty and depressed. One day on a trip to the zoo, I stood
            in front of the tiger cage, watching the mother tiger pace the perimeter of her cage.
            I felt a strange connection with her and began to cry. I knew something had to change.
         

      

      Another longitudinal study of approximately twenty-five hundred women has documented
         the positive benefits of full-time work on women’s mental and physical health. Women
         with the highest levels of both physical and mental health were the steady workers
         who stayed in the workforce full-time throughout their children’s lives. Women who
         worked part-time after childbirth were similar to full-time workers in mental health,
         but had lower levels of physical health. The stay-at-home mothers and mothers who
         had frequent interruptions in their work history had the lowest levels of both physical
         and mental health. This study demonstrates clear advantages for women who maintain
         a steady work history after the birth of their children. This sentiment maybe captured
         by another mother we know who expressed:
      

      
         I always wanted to be a stay-at-home mother until I was one for three months. Now
            I’m happy to go to work most days of the week; for me it’s much easier than staying
            home and truthfully it probably makes me a better mother. I have so much respect for
            my mother who did it with much less help and much less money! I find so much solace
            in knowing that other moms feel the same way and face the same struggles.
         

      

      It is possible that some women may make a truly autonomous choice to stay home that
         is not based on financial or other types of constraints. If these women are able to
         meet their basic needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness in this role, then
         we would predict they may not experience the negative physical and mental health consequences
         associated with unemployment. However, to the extent that staying home is involuntary,
         even if it appears voluntary on the surface, it is likely to be associated with reduced
         well-being. The reasons why the “choice” to stay home is often less of a choice than
         it appears will be discussed further in chapter 7. 
      

      
      Not All Work Is Created Equal: Getting the Most Benefit out of Work

      
      Of course not all work is equally beneficial to mental health. Work can be stressful
         and demoralizing.[42]    It is important for people to have control over what they do on a day-to-day basis
         as well as feel as though they can manage the demands of their jobs.[43]    The extent to which work provides a sense of autonomy, competence, and relatedness
         affects whether work is beneficial to mental health and satisfaction with life.[44]    There are negative consequences that occur when people have low levels of control
         over their job (i.e., lack of autonomy) and highly demanding jobs (i.e., insufficient
         competence).[45]    Conversely, employees who think they are included in decision making on the job
         are more invested in their work, have greater physical and mental health, have greater
         commitment to their jobs, and have higher levels of job satisfaction.[46]    Similarly, feeling connected to coworkers (i.e., relatedness) has been associated
         with increased well-being and reduced potential for job burnout.[47]    
      

      
      When basic needs are met, people feel intrinsically motivated to do their jobs. In
         two studies conducted in Canada, workers on a school board and in a college setting
         who felt intrinsically motivated to do their job were less negatively affected by
         the demanding characteristics of their job than those who were not. They were also
         more likely to see the demands of their job as challenges rather than as stresses
         and were less likely to experience distress even when their job felt particularly
         difficult.[48]    What is good for the worker is also good for the employer. People who felt higher
         levels of autonomy, competence, and relatedness on the job also received higher performance
         evaluations.[49]   
      

      
      People do not need to work at highly prestigious jobs to experience the benefits of
         working. One study of workers at a shoe factory found that when employees felt they
         had a sense of autonomy at work (e.g., they were able to make their own decisions
         about when and where to get their work done), felt connected (e.g., had good relationships
         with their coworkers), and felt competent on the job, they had greater job satisfaction
         and a sense of greater personal well-being.[50]    
      

      
      Another way researchers have described people’s motivation for work is whether people
         view working as either a job, a career, or a calling.[51]    A job is something that someone does purely for the money, but would stop doing
         if money were not an issue. People who view their work as a career are highly invested
         in their work and hope to advance to higher positions within their organization. People
         who view their work as a calling see it as inseparable from their life and one of
         the most important parts of who they are (i.e., autonomous motivation). Not surprisingly,
         people who view their work as a calling have higher job and life satisfaction as well
         as better health overall. Work that is more challenging and involves greater autonomy
         is more likely to be perceived as a calling than as a job. However, even among people
         who held the same job (in this particular study a group of administrative assistants),
         those who saw their work as a calling (about a third of the assistants) had higher
         work and life satisfaction than those who saw their work as simply a job.[52]    Other studies have confirmed that people who are fully engaged in their jobs and
         work for the sheer enjoyment of working, rather than out of obligation or necessity,
         experience greater positive emotions in both work and family life.[53]   
      

      
       Thus the first step to finding work-family balance is to make sure each role is individually
         meaningful and contributes to personal well-being. However, even if both work and
         family domains are optimized for well-being, there may still be times when they are
         in conflict with each other (e.g., a deadline is looming requiring late hours, but
         the school play is that night). Does involvement in both work and family mean that
         one role must interfere with the other, or can involvement in both domains actually
         result in a mutually beneficial effect? 
      

      
      Why Are Multiple Roles Good?

      
      Sometimes it feels like there just are not enough hours in the day. I (HS) remember
         when I finished graduate school and started working at my first “real” job. It was
         a huge adjustment to get used to full-time hours, a long commute in D.C. traffic,
         and lack of flexibility in my schedule to run errands. Fortunately, I lived with my
         grandmother for a few months, so I did not have to worry about cooking, washing my
         clothes, or keeping the house clean. A few months later, I moved into an apartment
         with my future husband, which was a big adjustment. I had a longer commute, had to
         do my own chores, and had to learn to live with another person. A few years later,
         my husband and I bought our first home, which added yard work and home maintenance
         to the mix. Then we had our first child, which really threw us for a loop! As I began
         down each new avenue of my life, I found that there were additional demands for my
         time and attention that were often difficult to meet. 
      

      
       This life path is fairly typical and probably sounds familiar to most people. But
         what are the consequences of taking on each additional responsibility (i.e., employee,
         partner/spouse, and parent)? An intuitive response might be that life gets more stressful
         at each step, so the consequences would be negative. This view is consistent with
         role strain researchers who have argued that there is a limited amount of time and energy that
         gets increasingly divided among these multiple roles, which leads to negative effects
         on health and well-being.[54]    This approach is often illustrated with a metaphorical pie: The time and energy
         needed for one role (e.g., work) detracts from the time and energy that could be given
         to another role (e.g., parent).[55]    According to this theory, if work and family are competing for the same time and
         energy, then they are inherently in conflict.
      

      
      Work-family conflict occurs when role obligations interfere with each other in either
         direction—work can interfere with family, and family can interfere with work.[56]    Research has shown that when there is conflict between work and family life, it
         is unequivocally related to negative mental health outcomes.[57]    The results of sixty-seven studies found strong connections between work-family
         conflict and a host of negative outcomes including depression, stress, and physical
         symptoms.[58]    An analysis of change in work-family conflict between 1977 and 1997 found that
         conflict between work and family has been increasing over time and is particularly
         strong for parents with young children in the home.[59]    It is less clear whether men or women are more affected by work-family conflict.
         Some studies have found decreased well-being[60]    and increased guilt[61]    only among mothers when work interferes with family time, but other studies have
         found that men report being depressed as a result of work-family conflict.[62]   
      

      
      However, just because work and family can come into conflict does not mean that combining work and family is automatically
         negative for mental health. In fact the majority of research has supported the opposite
         view, the role enhancement hypothesis, which states that participating in multiple roles is beneficial.[63]    In other words, when people are engaged in multiple roles, their energy expands
         to meet the challenges and their well-being is enhanced. While historically men have
         taken on a workplace role and women have been more involved with parenting, studies
         have shown that sharing aspects of each of these roles results in positive mental
         health benefits for both parents.[64]    
      

      
      Multiple Roles Increase Self-Determination

      
      Multiple roles can be beneficial because they allow more opportunities for people
         to have their basic needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness met. First, being
         involved in multiple roles can enhance autonomy by providing opportunities to exert
         some control over choices in life. One obvious way that working affords autonomy is
         through added income. Having disposable income allows choice in how time and money
         can be spent (e.g., people can hire a babysitter to spend alone time with their spouses
         or hire someone to clean so that they have more family time on the weekends). The
         financial benefits of working are particularly important when the added income is
         necessary for the financial security of the family. In such cases, working is related
         to increased marital satisfaction.[65]    Having multiple roles also can provide alternatives to the tedious components
         of working or childcare.[66]    One of our friends expressed this sentiment: 
      

      
         When my youngest son was two, I enjoyed going to work for my four-hour class because
            it was a guilt-free way of having four hours away from my son and enjoying the company
            of other adults. One evening one of my students commented that he was always amazed
            by how happy I seemed to be to be at work, but that he had realized that I was getting
            a break from my two-year-old, so of course I was in a good mood.
         

      

      Another key reason that having multiple roles is associated with greater well-being
         is that each role provides opportunities for experiencing a sense of mastery (i.e.,
         competence).[67]    People have opportunities to demonstrate and be recognized for their competence
         in multiple settings. At work, employees may learn a new programming language, feel
         pride in winning an important contract, or get promoted for their competence. At home,
         parents may master a new cooking technique, feel pride in a well-kept lawn, or bask
         in being told: “You’re the best mommy in the world.” In addition, men and women who
         are involved in both work and family roles develop competence in both domains. This
         competence enhances their ability to take each other’s perspectives, which is associated
         with greater marital quality.[68]    
      

      
      Finally, being engaged in multiple roles is good for relationships.[69]    When couples are in separate spheres and do not share similar experiences (e.g.,
         the man works and the woman takes care of the children), they have less in common
         and become more disengaged from each other.[70]    Additionally, being involved in multiple roles allows people to gain social support
         through their interactions with people in other domains. When men who have been primarily
         focused on work add the family role, they gain the social support of their wives and
         children. Similarly, when women add the work role, they gain a social network of coworkers.
         The social support provided by these relationships is essential to well-being.[71]    It provides a network of people to talk to about a difficult experience, turn
         to for another perspective, have fun with when a distraction is needed, or provide
         tangible support such as childcare when stressed or chicken soup when sick. 
      

      
      How Multiple Roles Interact

      
      There are many ways that being involved in both work and family can be mutually enriching.
         Research suggests that positive experiences in one role can act as a buffer against
         the negative aspects of another one. For example, when men have good relationships
         with their wives and children, they are less negatively affected by stress at work.[72]    Similarly, rewarding experiences on the job decrease the stress experienced by
         difficult experiences with children.[73]    I (ML) recall one morning when getting my children off to school was a disaster.
         My son was late for the bus and ended up running to the bus with only one shoe on,
         crying hysterically as I chased him down with the other shoe. My daughter awoke in
         a spectacularly grumpy mood and her monosyllabic conversation with me was punctured
         by screams as I tried to brush her hair. I started the day in a miserable mood. Fortunately,
         that day at work my general psychology class was particularly lively and engaged,
         research students were excited about analyzing their data, and I was able to tell
         the story to a colleague, which helped turn the experience from a stressor into an
         amusing story. By the time I got home from work, I was reenergized and happy again.
         Fortunately, and largely due to my improved attitude, the evening went considerably
         more smoothly! 
      

      
      Additionally, work roles can enhance family life and vice versa. The positive benefits
         from work such as income, workplace engagement, and workplace satisfaction have been
         linked to positive family outcomes such as marital quality, family engagement, family
         satisfaction, and positive parenting.[74]    For example, you may learn a great filing system at work that can help you organize
         your home files or you may learn about a great after-school program from a work colleague.
         In addition, good experiences at work can lift your mood at home, creating an upward
         spiral associated with greater well-being.[75]    Similarly, aspects of family life, such as feeling support from family, have been
         related to a variety of positive work-related variables such as income, positive attitudes
         about work, and job satisfaction.[76]    
      

      
       The positive effects of allowing work and family roles to enrich each other have
         been supported consistently in the research literature. One study interviewed female
         managers who felt that participation in nonwork roles helped their performance at
         work.[77]    For example, some reported that being a mother enhanced their interpersonal skills:
         “I think being a mother and having patience and watching someone else grow has made
         me a better manager.”[78]    Another remarked that she learned how to better recognize the special needs and
         requirements of different employees from being a mother who responded to the individual
         needs of her children. These women also noted that their ability to handle multiple
         tasks was enhanced by their experiences as mothers. One noted: “My planning skills
         have improved tenfold since becoming a parent.” Another said: “Taking on all those
         roles, being a mother, tending a household, working with an au pair, being a spouse,
         friend . . . I think all those aspects add organization into your life so that you’re
         much more efficient and organized at work.”[79]    A friend of ours who is a psychologist noted that having children gave her resources
         and skills to help her deal with adult tantrums in the office!
      

      
       Work-family enrichment is related to increased life satisfaction, job satisfaction,
         marital satisfaction, mental health, and physical health.[80]      In one study of over two thousand people, participants reported higher levels
         of work-family enrichment (e.g., having a good day on your job makes you a better
         companion when you get home) than work-family conflict (e.g., responsibilities at
         home reduce the effort you can devote to the job).[81]    People did not experience the decline in mental health that they normally would
         due to work-family conflict if they felt that their family enriched their work life. The authors hypothesized that
         when people are given positive support from their families, such as love and respect,
         they are better able to withstand the stresses associated with work that might interfere
         with family life. 
      

      
       The positive interaction between work and family is enhanced when people’s need for
         self-determination, especially relatedness, are being met in each domain. People who
         are highly engaged at work (e.g., felt absorbed in, dedicated to, and energized by
         a sense of challenge), and have a lot of social support feel more positive after work
         when they get home.[82]    These positive effects were more likely to occur if people talked with their spouse
         or partner about the good things that had happened at work that day. Another study
         found that when people felt social support at work, they felt better at home. Similarly,
         when they experienced social support at home, they felt better at work.[83]    
      

      
      Interestingly, the benefits of combining work and family are not restricted to the
         individual experiencing them. When wives felt as though being at work enhanced their
         family life and when husbands felt that their home life enhanced their work, their
         spouses reported less depression a year later.[84]    Thus, the positive interaction between work and family benefit the well-being
         of both people in a relationship.
      

      
       In sum, engagement in both parenting and work has been shown to enhance well-being,
         especially if the roles are meeting people’s needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness.
         Having more social roles (which is not restricted to being a parent and employee,
         but also includes being a volunteer, student, friend, neighbor, etc.) tends to be
         associated with better physical and mental health. But why does personal experience
         sometimes seem that doing more makes life more stressful? Sometimes having multiple
         roles feels stressful because they are not appropriately balanced. One role may be
         taking up too much time and energy, which creates role conflict. Research has shown
         that people who are focused on both career and family are more satisfied with their
         careers, families, personal development, and life in general than people who were
         either career focused or family focused.[85]    It is important to find the “sweet spot” in the inverted U-shaped curve for both
         the parenting and employee roles, which we will discuss further in chapters 3 and
         4. 
      

      
      What about the Children?

      
      However, the question remains: Is what’s good for the parents also good for their
         children? The general sentiment seems to be that there are negative consequences of
         non-maternal childcare on children’s development. Twice as many mothers say they would
         prefer to work full-time (32%) than think working full-time is what is best for their
         children (16%).[86]    As a result of this disconnect, women have been opting out of the workforce to
         stay home and raise their children in increasing numbers.[87]    Many described their rationale in terms of the needs of their child. One woman
         noted: “A child minder does not raise a family the way a mother does.” Another woman
         succinctly put it: “There isn’t a substitute, no matter how good the childcare.”[88]    But, what are the data on the effects of childcare on children’s well-being? Is
         there evidence to support the idea that children would be better off having a parent
         stay home with them throughout their childhood? 
      

      
      Two Things to Keep in Mind

      
      Before reviewing the research, we wanted to mention two important things. First, all
         of the research we are familiar with focuses solely on whether maternal employment
         is good or bad for children. No one seems to question the effects of paternal employment
         on children—it just seems to be a given that children benefit when their fathers work.
         Furthermore, although the definition of childcare varies from study to study, many
         studies, including the largest longitudinal study on childcare, conducted by the National
         Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD), define childcare broadly
         to include all non-maternal care—including care by fathers![89]   
      

      
      Second, we wanted to note a limitation in the conclusions that can be drawn about
         the effects of non-maternal childcare on children. Although researchers can compare
         how children with employed mothers differ from those whose mothers are not employed,
         they cannot conclude that the differences are caused by maternal employment. This
         is a classic psychology research conundrum—correlation does not imply causation. For
         example, just because umbrella sales increase when grass is taller does not mean that
         lawns should be left to grow in order to increase umbrella sales. Rather, both the
         taller grass and the umbrella sales may be caused by a third factor (e.g., rain).[90]    Working and stay-at-home mothers may differ on many variables other than work
         (e.g., income or number of children in the family) that could explain differences
         observed among their children. Researchers attempt to control for as many of these
         other explanations as possible during the statistical analysis, but causal conclusions
         still cannot be made. The only way to make causal conclusions about the effects of
         maternal employment would be to conduct a true experiment in which mothers are randomly
         assigned to either go to work or stay home with their children. Obviously, researchers
         cannot dictate these decisions for families, so they are left drawing the best conclusions
         they can from the data they have. 
      

      
      What Does the Research Say?

      
      Despite these limitations, many studies have examined the effects of maternal employment
         and childcare on children’s well-being. The biggest conclusion from these studies
         is that the effects are fairly minimal. Although the results of individual studies
         vary, the majority of studies generally have found either very small or no effects.[91]    The authors of one study reviewing forty years of research on maternal employment
         concluded that: “Early maternal employment per se is rarely associated with children’s
         later outcomes.”[92]    Similarly, research has shown consistently that the quality of mother-child interactions
         is a more important predictor of child outcomes than the effects of childcare.[93]    Once again, fathers are generally ignored in this research so the effects of father-child
         interactions cannot be clearly determined. 
      

      
       The results of sixty-nine studies have yielded the conclusion that maternal employment
         generally has small, positive advantages for children’s academic achievement.[94]    The academic achievement of girls[95]    and children from working class and lower-middle-class families[96]    particularly benefited from maternal employment. Children whose mothers worked
         part-time experienced advantages over those whose mothers stayed at home or worked
         full-time.[97]    However, it is unclear whether part-time employment benefits achievement by allowing
         more time for maternal involvement with children or whether mothers who work part-time
         come from families with more financial resources (i.e., they do not need full-time
         incomes), which also are associated with higher achievement. There were, however,
         small negative effects when women worked before their children were a year old, especially
         for white, non-Hispanic children, suggesting that better maternal-leave policies might
         benefit children.[98]    Finally, the positive effects of maternal employment on academic achievement were
         somewhat larger in more recently published studies, indicating that as maternal employment
         has become more common there are increasingly more benefits associated with it.[99]    
      

      
       The beneficial effect that maternal employment has on academic achievement is enhanced
         when childcare quality is high. The NICHD childcare study has followed 1,364 children
         from their birth in 1991 to the present. This study distinguished among low-, medium-,
         and high-quality childcare sites. High-quality childcare includes characteristics
         such as a high ratio of caregivers to children as well as caregivers who are educated
         about child development, respond sensitively to children’s needs, and maintain employment
         at the same location long term. The NICHD childcare study consistently found that
         higher-quality childcare was related to better academic skills from kindergarten through
         the freshman year of high school.[100]    Additional intellectual advantages at various ages, such as better memory in third
         grade as well as increased language skills in fifth grade, have also been identified.[101]    Participation in high-quality, early childcare seems especially beneficial to
         the academic achievement of children whose parents are less educated and have lower
         incomes.[102]   
      

      
       There is some evidence suggesting that there may be some negative effects of early
         childcare on children’s behavior (e.g., increased aggression). The overall amount
         of time children spent in nonparental care was associated with behavioral problems
         at age two and in kindergarten, and reemerged as a predictor of risk taking and impulsivity
         among adolescents.[103]    However, children in higher-quality childcare were less likely to have behavioral
         problems than those in lower-quality childcare[104]    In Norway, where high-quality childcare is the norm due to government subsidies,
         there was no relationship between behavior problems and childcare up to forty hours
         per week.[105]   
      

      
      Despite some studies showing potential behavioral effects of childcare, other research
         suggests that there may be social benefits of childcare due to children’s increased
         opportunity for social interaction. Children who attend high-quality childcare seem
         to have a better understanding of how to interact appropriately with others[106]    and are more helpful and cooperative than children who stay at home full-time.[107]    A longitudinal study of British children found that both boys and girls had the
         best social-emotional outcomes in dual-earner families, with girls particularly benefiting
         when mothers work.[108]    In addition, high-quality early childcare for children from low-income families
         has long-term social benefits such as higher employment rates and lower levels of
         criminal activity.[109]    However, similar to the research on behavior problems, the amount of time spent
         in childcare may adversely affect social development: Children who began childcare
         during the first year of life with extensive usage throughout childhood were found
         to demonstrate less social competence and cooperation than peers who did not.[110]    One important factor that might explain the mixed findings on social outcomes
         is a mother’s sense of autonomy about her decision to work or not work. Mothers who
         are happy with their role choice (i.e., working or staying at home) tend to have children
         with better social competence.[111]    
      

      
      Does being in childcare negatively affect children’s relationship with or attachment
         to their parents? Despite earlier studies that found that over twenty hours a week
         of childcare in the first year of life was related to insecure attachment,[112]    subsequent research has failed to support a link between any aspect of childcare
         (i.e., age of entry into childcare, quality of care, or type of care) and attachment
         security (i.e., the ability to form a warm and loving bond with the primary caregiver).[113]    Interestingly, children in childcare do not spend that much less time with their
         mothers than children who stay at home with their mothers.[114]    When mothers of fifteen-month-olds were asked to record all of their activities
         over a twenty-four-hour period, researchers found that women who stayed at home full-time
         spent only twelve hours more per week caring for their children than women whose children
         attended thirty hours of childcare outside of the home. Furthermore, the fathers of
         the children who attended childcare were more involved in caregiving than fathers
         of children who did not.[115]   
      

      
       Other research that has put fear in the heart of parents has suggested that children
         in childcare settings may experience more daily stress. They experience increased
         production of the stress hormone cortisol in the mornings, indicating that they may
         be more stressed than children in home settings. The cause of this stress may be due
         to difficulties associated with negotiating relationships with others and having to
         share. However, rises in cortisol are less pronounced when quality of care is higher
         and when children have better social skills.[116]    Despite the elevated cortisol levels, it is not clear that children attending
         childcare actually experience more anxiety as a result. In fact research suggests
         that children who have been in childcare actually may have less anxiety.[117]    A review of sixty-nine studies on the effects of early maternal employment on
         children found that children whose mothers worked early in their lives were less likely
         to experience depression and anxiety than those whose mothers did not work.[118]    
      

      
      Thus, the perception that children benefit when mothers stay home to take care of
         them is not really supported by the evidence. Most of the research has suggested that
         there are few effects of maternal employment and possibly some small, positive benefits.
         Children, especially girls, seem to have higher academic achievement when their mothers
         are working. High-quality childcare is also associated with better academic outcomes,
         especially among children from lower socioeconomic status families. Although there
         are some mixed findings about the impact of childcare on the development of social
         skills, it does not seem to compromise infants’ attachments to their caregivers, as
         originally feared. There may be some increased behavior problems associated with being
         in childcare, especially when children start young and attend long hours. However,
         attending a high-quality childcare facility seemed to buffer the negative consequences
         observed. Ultimately, across these studies on maternal employment and childcare, the
         biggest predictor of all child outcomes was the sensitivity of maternal-child interactions.
         Whether mothers work outside of the home or not, having warm, loving, and supportive
         interactions is associated with the best child outcomes. Of course, being warm, loving,
         and supportive is considerably easier if a mother is engaged in activities that she
         finds satisfying and that meet her basic needs—whether that be predominately working
         or staying at home. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Attempting to balance work and family life is a worthy goal for both men and women.
         Being a parent may be stressful at times but, ultimately, increases the sense that
         life has meaning. Working provides a number of benefits, especially if the workplace
         environment fosters a sense of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. When work and
         family roles are combined and mutually enhancing, positive benefits can occur in each
         domain. Of course balance means not overinvesting in either domain—how to find the
         “sweet spot” for both parenting and work will be discussed more fully in chapters
         3 and 4. Finally, when parents combine work and family roles, children are not adversely
         affected, and can even benefit. 
      

      
      Although it is apparent from the research that finding work-family balance benefits
         individuals, families, and businesses, there are a number of obstacles to achieving
         it. One of the fundamental barriers stems from assumptions about men’s (i.e., providers)
         and women’s (i.e., caregivers) natural roles. This mentality is pervasive and contributes
         to additional barriers both at work and at home. In the realm of work, there are barriers
         to work-family balance due to unequal treatment of men and women, parental-leave policies,
         and the availability of childcare. At home, unequal division of household labor and
         childcare impede work-family balance. The remainder of the book will discuss these
         issues and how both attitudes and social policy need to change to maximize both men’s
         and women’s ability to enjoy the benefits of combining work and family life. 
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      Chapter 3

      Balance as a Parent

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         With the exception of the imperial offspring of the Ming dynasty and the dauphins
            of pre-Revolutionary France, contemporary American kids may represent the most indulged
            young people in the history of the world. It’s not just that they’ve been given unprecedented
            amounts of stuff—clothes, toys, cameras, skis, computers, televisions, cell phones,
            PlayStations, iPods. . . . They’ve also been granted unprecedented authority. . .
            . In many middle-class families, children have one, two, sometimes three adults at
            their beck and call.[1]   
         

      

      How did things get this way? How did the balance of power switch from children “being
         seen, but not heard” to parents serving at their children’s “beck and call”? In the
         not-too-distant past, the word parent referred to something people were (a noun) and not something people did (a verb).[2]    However, things seem to have gotten out of control. Since the mid-1990s, parents
         have significantly increased the amount of time they spend caring for their children.[3]    Indeed, according to time diary studies, employed mothers spent as much time in
         direct care of their children as unemployed mothers did in 1970.[4]    While being a parent has been associated with greater well-being,[5]    if it takes up too much time and energy, it reduces the amount of time available
         for other social roles, such as work. As seen in chapter 2, participating in multiple
         roles is beneficial for well-being when the quality of each role is high and people
         are able to find balance among their various roles. However, the intensive involvement
         expected of parents can compromise the quality of this role and make it difficult
         to achieve work-family balance. 
      

      
      Of course these expectations of parenthood are not gender neutral; the pressures are
         generally focused on mothers. One blogger for the Huffington Post described the tiredness that women feel trying to balance work and family by saying:
         “Motherhood is so often this giving of self in our homes that no one sees. . . . We
         go to work, come home from work, we work at home, we mother all day . . . and then
         we go to bed.”[6]    In addition, highly educated women who opt out of the workforce often identify
         the intense demands of parenting as one of the reasons that they do so.[7]    Women clearly feel pressures to parent intensively, but it is not always clear
         why there is so much pressure and where it is coming from. 
      

      
      The dominant view of parenting for the past few decades has been that it is demanding
         and time consuming.[8]    Sociologist Sharon Hays coined the term “intensive mothering” to describe the
         pervasive set of beliefs about parenting in the United States. These beliefs advise
         that mothers should spend a great deal of time, energy, and money raising their children.
         Based on interviews with mothers of preschool-age children, Hays outlined three tenets
         of intensive mothering ideology. First, women described the pressure they felt because
         mothers are the ones responsible for every aspect of this intensive style of parenting—no
         one else, not even the father, can be trusted to provide sufficient care. Second,
         women described the intensive methods required to constantly engage their children
         in intellectually stimulating activities to promote positive emotional, intellectual,
         and social development. Mothers interviewed by Hays described sacrificing their own
         needs and orienting their lives around their children. Finally, the women interviewed
         saw themselves as being in charge of the care and protection of the most cherished
         of all beings—their sacred children. Hays also noted that both stay-at-home mothers
         and working mothers felt these pressures to parent intensively. In fact, research
         has suggested that employed mothers spend a similar amount of time (approximately
         86% as much) with their children as nonemployed mothers.[9]    
      

      
      Given the high expectations for parents, combined with the belief that only mothers
         can perform these duties, it is a wonder that any woman can find a balance between
         work and family. Judith Warner identified the pressures that mothers put on themselves
         as a kind of “perfect madness” and a general sense of “too muchness.”[10]    Mothers feel a pervasive anxiety about whether or not they are doing it “right”
         and whether something they do or fail to do may harm their children. It begins prior to conception by taking prenatal vitamins, making dietary changes, (e.g., cutting
         out caffeine, alcohol, artificial sweeteners, etc.), and getting on waiting lists
         for the best preschools. During pregnancy, mothers read numerous books providing expert
         advice about what women should and should not do.[11]    The “madness” continues after the baby is born when women are given numerous messages
         about the “correct” ways to feed, carry, and help their children sleep. The majority
         of the pressure is aimed at mothers and makes women feel as though they are never
         doing enough, never getting it right. Warner cautions: “The more women bought into
         the crazy competitiveness of our time, the more they tended to suffer as mothers.”[12]   
      

      
      But what is the effect of this intensive approach to parenting? Does it help children
         become more successful? How does it impact women’s mental health? We argue that parenting,
         like most things, is best done in moderation. In other words, the inverted U-shaped
         curve introduced in chapter 1 applies to parenting. Parental involvement and engagement
         with children is essential. Children need love, attention, intellectual stimulation,
         and activities. However, at a certain point, the benefits of parental involvement
         level off. Past this point of optimal involvement, there can be negative effects of
         too much involvement. There are also certain types of intrusive and controlling involvement
         that have been found to be particularly detrimental. When parental involvement violates
         children’s sense of autonomy, competence, and relatedness, it adversely affects their
         well-being. Overinvolvement creates feelings of guilt and stress for parents that
         reduce their satisfaction with life as well.
      

      
      The Right Amount of Involvement: Is More Always Better?

      
      One of the most well-known and well-established findings in the research on child
         development is that parental involvement is associated with positive child outcomes.[13]    Parental involvement includes a variety of behaviors such as cuddling with, talking
         to, reading to, playing with, and providing children with activities that help them
         develop and learn. There is evidence that children who are neglected or deprived of
         parental interaction in early years experience intellectual and social delays.[14]    In fact, early intervention with at-risk children attempts both to teach parents
         how to be more involved as well as to have teachers provide this type of stimulation
         in the intervention environment. Children who have parents who are actively involved
         and provide developmentally appropriate structure have better academic performance,[15]    fewer behavior problems,[16]    and greater well-being.[17]    Parental involvement also has been associated with better social outcomes such
         as more positive relationships with peers[18]    and a greater willingness to help others.[19]    The data are clear: Parental involvement is good. So, it would be natural to conclude
         that the more involvement, the better. 
      

      
      However, these benefits of parental involvement are found when researchers compare
         parents who are generally uninvolved to parents who already play an active role in
         their children’s lives. When going from low involvement to moderate involvement, the
         benefits are numerous. But just because some involvement is good does not mean that
         more and more involvement leads to better and better outcomes. A fundamental problem
         with modern beliefs about parenting is the assumption that if it is beneficial to
         spend time holding, breastfeeding, intellectually stimulating, and engaging in enrichment
         activities with children, then spending more time participating in these activities
         will yield increasing benefits.
      

      
      Attachment Parenting: The Belief That More Is Always Better

      
      There is ample research evidence that close physical contact between parent and child
         is beneficial. In Harlow’s classic study, baby monkeys were put in a cage with a soft
         terrycloth mother and a hard wire mother. Despite the fact that the wire mother had
         the food, the baby monkeys clung to the soft mother and only left for brief periods
         to eat.[20]    More recently research has revealed that close physical contact releases the hormone
         oxytocin, which has been called “the great facilitator of life” because of its role
         in social behaviors such as human bonding, attachment, and trust.[21]    Research on the importance of parent-child contact has revolutionized the treatment
         of infants in the neonatal intensive care unit (NICU). Rather than isolate babies
         in sterile incubators, the current standard of care is to encourage periods of skin-to-skin
         contact known as Kangaroo Care, which has increased survival rates and reduced time
         in the NICU.[22]    In addition, research on children raised in orphanages who are deprived of close
         physical contact has shown differences in their brain functioning that are associated
         with intellectual deficits and behavioral problems.[23]    
      

      
      Based on research about the benefits of physical contact and detriments of deprivation
         of this type of contact (e.g., in Romanian orphanages), William and Martha Sears have
         advocated for a style of parenting they call attachment parenting.[24]    Attachment parenting involves utilizing parenting techniques that are popular
         in non-Western cultures, which are viewed as a more “natural” form of parenting.[25]    It involves a variety of behaviors designed to enhance the connection between
         mother and child. Attachment parenting involves baby wearing (i.e., carrying in a
         sling or wrap), co-sleeping, and breastfeeding at the initiation of the infant (i.e.,
         on demand) and for an extended period of time to maximize physical closeness between
         mother and child. 
      

      
      Attachment parenting is a time-intensive style of parenting that can be difficult
         to implement due to the demands it places on the mother’s time. Although fathers could
         co-sleep and carry children as much as mothers, only women can breastfeed. In fact
         the 2012 cover of Time magazine, containing a feature article on attachment parenting, asked the question,
         “Are you mom enough?”[26]    It portrayed a picture of a woman breastfeeding her almost four-year-old son,
         which garnered significant attention as well as sparked controversy over the extreme
         lengths women go through to meet the recommendations of attachment parenting.
      

      
      Adopting this parenting style can make it challenging for women to work outside of
         the home given the need for their physical proximity to the baby. In a sample of women
         who identified themselves as attachment parents, none of the mothers were working
         outside of the home despite generally high levels of education. Approximately 30%
         of mothers practicing attachment parenting reported that they had never left their
         infant with anyone during the child’s first year, including the father. An additional
         28% reported that they left the infant with the father or another close relative for
         only up to two hours a week.[27]    In an article in The Atlantic, Hanna Rosin suggested that breastfeeding was a primary reason that couples are unable
         to maintain equality after the birth of a child. She noted that spending a half an
         hour every three hours breastfeeding is extremely difficult while attempting to work.
         Rosin quipped: “When people say that breast-feeding is ‘free,’ I want to hit them
         with a two-by-four. It’s only free if a woman’s time is worth nothing.”[28]    
      

      
      If this level of maternal involvement is presented as the ideal for women, then it
         would be extremely difficult to achieve balance between work and family. Nevertheless,
         attachment parenting is promoted as the most natural form of parenting, so it is seen
         by many women as the “best” way to parent. But what evidence is there that it actually
         is a better way of parenting? Noticeably, attachment parenting advocates have conducted
         very little research about the benefits of practicing its tenets. Other researchers
         have demonstrated that there are benefits of each major aspect of attachment parenting—baby
         wearing, co-sleeping, and breastfeeding. However, the evidence for the benefits of
         these techniques tends to indicate an inverted U-shaped curve. In other words, doing
         the activity more and more does not translate to better and better outcomes. 
      

      
      Benefits of Baby Wearing

      
      Attachment parenting promotes caregiver and child proximity as the best way to increase
         the caregivers’ sensitivity and responsiveness to the child. They argue that parents
         (although they are generally referring to mothers) who spend more time with their
         children learn to read their cues more effectively and are able to respond to them
         immediately, which promotes a close emotional bond between parent and child. Thus
         they advise women to use a baby sling or similar device to “wear” their baby the majority
         of the time.[29]    
      

      
      There is some experimental evidence to support the benefits of holding infants. For
         example, children who were randomly assigned to be carried more by their mothers cried
         significantly less than infants who weren’t.[30]    In another study, low-income mothers were given either a baby sling or a car seat
         by the researchers. Children of mothers who had received the sling were carried more
         and were more securely attached than those who received the car seat. Furthermore,
         the mothers who received the sling were more responsive and sensitive to their infants
         than those who received the infant seat.[31]    Prior research has found that sensitive caregiving is a key precursor to children
         feeling securely attached to their caregivers.[32]    
      

      
      Thus these studies clearly show benefits of mothers spending time in close physical
         contact with their children. While the results appear to support the attachment parenting
         recommendation for baby wearing at first glance, we would like to provide a note of
         caution in interpreting the results. In the crying experiment, the positive effects
         of increased carrying were only measured until the infants were three months old.
         No evidence was provided as to whether carrying the infants enhanced their adjustment
         after that point, which is when crying naturally tends to decline.[33]    Among the mothers who found benefits of using a baby sling, 48% reported that
         they used it every day at the two-month follow-up, and 48% reported using it two or
         three times a week.[34]    Carrying a baby in a sling two or three times a week is a far cry from carrying
         a baby all day, every day! 
      

      
      Carrying an infant is a good idea, especially in the early months, if it feels comfortable
         and fits well within the parents’ lifestyle. It is something that both a mother and
         father can do that may decrease crying and increase the bond between caregiver and
         child. I (ML) personally remember wanting to hold my babies as much as possible, but
         sometimes being tired or simply needing to feel my own body without a baby attached
         to it. Carrying and holding children is definitely beneficial, but this does not mean
         that more and more carrying is better and better. Taken to an extreme, mothers may
         feel guilty if they ever put their children down. Proponents of attachment parenting have inflamed this guilt
         by, for example, calling bouncers or strollers “neglectomatics”[35]   
      

      
      Benefits of Co-sleeping

      
      Advocates of attachment parenting see co-sleeping as a natural extension of the increased
         physical contact promoted by baby wearing during the day, which increases the bond
         between parent and child. They argue that co-sleeping is the norm in other cultures
         where the sleep difficulties experienced in the United States are almost nonexistent.[36]    However, co-sleeping is a rather controversial practice. There tend to be two
         major issues that people raise when it comes to co-sleeping—safety issues and children’s
         level of independence. 
      

      
      One issue that has received a lot of attention pertains to potential safety risks.
         Data from the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission have been used to argue that
         bed sharing increases the risk of children suffocating due to parents rolling on top
         of their children or children being wedged into the bedding or bed structure.[37]    Other research has found that there is a decrease in the risk of Sudden Infant
         Death Syndrome (SIDS) among infants who co-sleep with a parent.[38]    However, in some SIDS studies these children are “co-sleeping” on a separate surface
         within close proximity of the parent. So it may be possible to get the benefits associated
         with co-sleeping without the risks associated with bed sharing. 
      

      
      Parents also worry that children who co-sleep will never sleep through the night in
         their own beds. Parents who co-sleep with their children do report more frequent night
         wakings that interfere with sleep.[39]    In one study, children who slept by themselves showed more independent sleep behaviors.
         They were able to fall asleep on their own and slept through the night earlier than
         those who co-slept with their parents. However, children who co-slept demonstrated
         a different type of independence. They were earlier to develop self-reliance (e.g.,
         getting dressed on their own) and social independence (e.g., making friends). However,
         these benefits were only observed for children who co-slept with their parents from
         an early age as part of their parents’ general philosophy of child rearing as opposed
         to those who started co-sleeping later in life in response to sleep difficulties.
         The research does consistently point to the fact that when babies come into the parents’
         bed in reaction to sleep difficulties there is a relationship to negative outcomes.
         These reactive co-sleepers tend to wake up the most often during the night as well
         as have parents who find their night wakings to be most disruptive.[40]    
      

      
      However, none of the studies mentioned above were experimental. Rather, they simply
         describe the sleep patterns naturally selected by families. There may be differences
         between families that choose to co-sleep versus those who do not. Parents whose children
         sleep in a separate room have been found to be slightly older, married, white, and
         college educated.[41]    These or other differences (e.g., better access to health care or a more regular
         routine during the day) could also account for differences in sleep outcomes. Therefore,
         we cannot conclude that sleeping arrangements cause differences in children’s sleep safety or independence. 
      

      
      It appears that there are both advantages and disadvantages to co-sleeping. Thus parents
         need to weigh the evidence available and come to an informed decision about their
         sleeping choices. Sleep independence may be preferable for the two-working-parent
         lifestyle typical in the United States because sleep deprivation can have a significant
         impact on people’s intellectual functioning as well as their mental and physical health.[42]    On the other hand, some have argued that co-sleeping can enhance mother-child
         bonding for women who work outside the home and need not interfere with their ability
         to work.[43]    We don’t think there is a right or wrong answer here—the key is for parents to
         make choices that are consistent with their values and work best for their particular
         situations.
      

      
      The benefits of choosing to co-sleep may have a lot to do with how well both parents
         and children are able to sleep when they share a bed. I (ML) am a light sleeper and
         immediately wake up if someone touches me while I sleep. Co-sleeping would not work
         for me because I simply could not sleep if my children were in my bed. On the other
         hand, we both have several friends who happily and successfully co-sleep. Thus, the
         decision to co-sleep is a personal one for a family and there is no “right” choice
         to make. As researchers of co-sleeping have noted: “The traditional habit of labelling
         one sleeping arrangement as being superior to another without an awareness of family,
         social and ethnic context is not only wrong but possibly harmful.”[44]   
      

      
      Benefits of Breastfeeding

      
      Attachment parenting promotes breastfeeding on demand until the child initiates the
         weaning process, which averages between two to four years old in other cultures. They
         argue that breastfeeding encourages frequent contact between the mother and child,
         extending the contact promoted by baby wearing and co-sleeping. Advocates for attachment
         parenting cite research on the benefits of breastfeeding, including better health,
         emotional attachment, and intellectual development.[45]    In fact there is a good deal of research on the nutritional and health benefits
         of breastfeeding (although it may not be quite as strong as attachment-parenting advocates
         have suggested). 
      

      
      The American Academy of Pediatrics recommends that babies should be exclusively breastfed
         for six months, and for breastfeeding to continue up to a year and as long afterward
         as mutually desired by parent and infant.[46]    They point to research indicating that the risk for a variety of illnesses is
         decreased when children are breastfed. The health benefits generally apply to being
         breastfed for the first six months. For example, babies who are breastfed during the
         first month of their life are at lower risk for SIDS. Those who are exclusively breastfed
         for three months have lower risks of asthma, allergies, and type 1 diabetes. Furthermore,
         any breastfeeding at all is related to decreased child obesity. Breastfeeding also
         has benefits for the mother, including decreased blood pressure[47]    and stress response[48]    as well as increased levels of confidence,[49]    responsiveness to infant cues, and maternal role adjustment.[50]   
      

      
      Based on this research, many women experience an intense pressure to breastfeed.[51]    Women who are unable to breastfeed or choose not to describe the pressure and
         guilt they feel from a variety of sources. One mother expressed these sentiments,
         saying: “I suppose it’s the culture. Even some women think that the others are doing
         wrong if they don’t breastfeed their babies.”[52]    The cultural expectations come through the media as well: “When you read magazines,
         you read books it’s ‘breast is best,’ you must breastfeed . . . it was baby magazines,
         they used to freak me out. . . . It’s that kind of pressure that just sticks in [your]
         head. . . . You’ve just had a baby, it’s your first one, you’ve no idea what you’re
         doing. . . . Baby magazines are horrendous. They made me so paranoid.”[53]    Women also feel pressure from health-care professionals to breastfeed and view
         themselves as bad mothers who have failed at their earliest childcare responsibility
         if they do not.[54]    Women across all income levels complain that the information on breastfeeding
         is presented as if it is natural and easy and that they are not given enough support
         to help them successfully breastfeed.[55]    
      

      
      National correspondent for The Atlantic Hanna Rosin described the disdain and ostracism she encountered when she mentioned
         to mothers she had met at the playground that she might stop breastfeeding her child,
         saying: “The air of insta-friendship we had established cooled into an icy politeness.”[56]    Writer Jessica Valenti described the pressure she put on herself to breastfeed
         exclusively. She consulted with lactation advisors, drank oatmeal shakes, and tried
         to pump—every hour, even through the night—to increase her milk supply. She finally
         gave up pumping when she realized that what her daughter needed “more than breast
         milk was a mother who wasn’t exhausted and stewing in shame.”[57]    Some women have even begun purchasing breast milk online in response to these
         feelings of pressure and guilt.[58]    However, this approach likely misses many of the supposed benefits of breastfeeding,
         such as convenience, low cost, immune-system benefits, and mother-infant bonding,
         as well as increases some health risks if sanitary conditions for collecting, storing,
         and shipping the breast milk are not followed.[59]   
      

      
      Despite the benefits associated with breastfeeding described above, the data do not
         justify the intense pressure that many women feel to breastfeed. The studies on breastfeeding
         do not use the experimental designs necessary to draw causal conclusions. The only
         way to determine whether it is breastfeeding, per se, that causes the positive outcomes
         would be to do an experiment that randomly assigns some women to breastfeed and not
         others. It would be impossible to require some mothers to breastfeed (e.g., some women
         do not produce enough milk to breastfeed) and prohibit others from breastfeeding.
         However, data from an experimental study of an early-intervention program designed
         to increase breastfeeding found disappointing results. Approximately seventeen thousand
         mothers in a small, Eastern European country were randomly assigned to either a breastfeeding
         intervention that encouraged and supported breastfeeding or the “usual care” control
         group. Although women who received the intervention did breastfeed longer than those
         in the control group, there were no differences in health or emotional outcomes for
         either the mothers or their children.[60]    Thus when random assignment was used to ensure that two groups were similar in
         all ways (e.g., education, income, and health problems) except the intervention training,
         breastfeeding did not have much of an effect on mother and child outcomes.
      

      
      Despite this one experimental study, the vast majority of research on breastfeeding
         has compared women who choose to breastfeed with those who do not. In these studies,
         children who are breastfed may have better outcomes than those who are not, but that
         does not necessarily mean that breastfeeding is causing these outcomes. In other words, women who want to breastfeed may be different in
         other ways from those who do not. In fact breastfeeding is more common among mothers
         who are older, more highly educated, and from higher socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds.[61]    It is possible that many of the positive effects of breastfeeding may actually
         be due to these demographic differences. For example, there is substantial research
         that children raised in poverty are at risk for poor health, emotional, social, and
         academic outcomes.[62]    This muddies the findings: Are the positive outcomes associated with breastfeeding
         actually caused by breastfeeding or are they due to the fact that, on average, women
         who breastfeed tend to have higher incomes and be better educated than those who do
         not?
      

      
      One study attempted to account for the demographic differences (e.g., different education
         and income levels), between families who breastfed and those who did not.[63]    This study had two components—comparing the outcomes of children from different
         families that did and did not breastfeed, like most studies do, and comparing siblings
         within the same family who were breastfed for different lengths of time. When comparing
         different families, breastfeeding was related to many positive outcomes in adolescents,
         including lower body mass index, higher grade-point average, lower rates of depression,
         and a closer mother-child relationship. No surprise there—these findings were similar
         to other studies demonstrating advantages of breastfeeding. But when looking at the
         sibling data, most of the benefits of breastfeeding disappeared. The only advantage
         found for children who were breastfed longer is that they understood slightly more
         words than their siblings. Thus many of the positive outcomes traditionally attributed
         to breastfeeding may not be caused by breastfeeding at all. They may be due to the
         fact that families who breastfeed are different than those who do not for many reasons.
         Furthermore, the results of this study cannot even be interpreted to mean that breastfeeding caused siblings who were
         breastfed longer to understand more words. There still could be some other issue (e.g.,
         being born low birth weight) that interfered with both breastfeeding length and intellectual
         ability. 
      

      
      Understanding the bigger picture and the existing research helps put advice on breastfeeding
         in perspective. Based on the research, it appears that a more relaxed approach to
         breastfeeding is appropriate. While some research has suggested that there are certain
         health benefits for the infant and mother, it is likely that many of the benefits
         come from other aspects of parenting that are more common among people who breastfeed
         (e.g., higher income, close physical contact, etc.).[64]    So children who are bottle fed, which can be done by both mothers and fathers, may receive many of the benefits associated with breastfeeding as long as
         they are held and cuddled during feedings. Furthermore, there is no research-based
         evidence that there are benefits of breastfeeding children beyond the first six months
         of life. Given the potential benefits, women are encouraged to breastfeed if it is
         possible given their life situation. However, the stress and strain that some women
         experience attempting to breastfeed might outweigh the benefits. 
      

      
      Attachment parenting demands significant time and resources. In addition, it involves
         an inherent assumption that mothers are the best people to carry out the majority
         of the attachment-parenting tasks and prioritizes a child’s needs over the mother’s.
         Indeed, mothers are the only ones who can breastfeed. Because of this, women who try
         to implement the attachment-parenting style may have difficulty finding work-family
         balance given the intensive demands it places on women’s time and energy. Therefore,
         we think it is somewhat ironic that some feminists seem to be supporting this style
         of parenting. In a study that I (ML) conducted with colleagues, we found that women
         who identified themselves as feminists were actually more supportive of attachment-parenting practices than women who did not.[65]    In contrast, some feminists have critiqued the notion of attachment parenting
         as being oppressive for women, saying: “It’s a prison for mothers, and it represents
         as much of a backlash against women’s freedom as the right-to-life movement.”[66]    The reality is that this “return to a supposedly simpler, more ‘maternal’ kind
         of parenting is being touted as the new feminist and feminine ideal.”[67]    Given the disproportionate burden that attachment parenting places specifically
         on mothers, it is difficult to argue that it is consistent with feminist ideals to
         help women become fully engaged in the workforce. 
      

      
      In conclusion, women put a great deal of pressure on themselves to feel as though
         they are parenting “right.” The pressures to breastfeed are especially intense. However,
         the data do not justify the level of pressure that women feel from society, health-care
         providers, other women, and themselves. We think that women should approach breastfeeding
         and the other aspects of attachment parenting with a sense of moderation that allows
         them to maintain their sense of autonomy in choosing what is best for their family
         and situation. If these practices work for you and your lifestyle, that is great.
         Spending time holding your child and breastfeeding are both beneficial. But feeling
         pressure to do so and guilt if you cannot benefits no one. 
      

      
      Intellectual Stimulation in Moderation

      
      Another domain in which parents fall prey to the “more must be better” mentality is
         in the realm of providing intellectual stimulation for their children. Much of the
         focus on how the environment impacts brain development stemmed from research conducted
         in the 1970s indicating that rats raised in impoverished environments (i.e., an empty
         cage) had smaller brains than those raised in enriched environments (i.e., with other
         rats and toys).[68]    Given that children’s brains are only about a quarter of their adult weight at
         birth and develop rapidly over the first five years of life,[69]    discussion exploded over how to provide early intellectual stimulation that would
         promote optimal brain development.[70]    Furthermore, if highly educated women opt out of the workforce to care for their
         children, the energy they once put into their work may become invested into their
         children’s outcomes. Their full-time jobs become how to provide this type of enriched
         environment that will give their kids a “leg up” in the world. As one mother explains:
         “For nothing wrong that you did, your kids could wind up a mess, and there’s your
         life’s work.”[71]    So every moment of every day becomes a “teachable moment,” from narrating what
         is outside of the car window while running errands to learning colors and letters
         using items in the grocery cart. Brigid Schulte describes the sense of pressure she
         felt to intellectually stimulate her child in her book Overwhelmed: 
      

      
         All those tiny little neurons, we mothers were warned, needed to be properly “stimulated”
            or they would disappear forever before our babies could drink without a sippy cup. You could so easily be a bad mother,
            dulling your child’s potential forever, if you didn’t spend hours twirling those expensive
            black, white, and red mobiles over their heads, playing Mozart, or plopping them in
            front of those weird Baby Einstein videos that looked like something out of an acid-tripping
            Grateful Dead concert.[72]   
         

      

      This mentality has sparked parents to provide intellectual stimulation in utero by
         reading books and playing Mozart during pregnancy. After birth, parents continue to
         read to their infants and play classical music, but also take trips to the museum
         and give a blow-by-blow description of every aspect of daily life to ensure language
         development is on target, if not ahead of the curve. As technology has advanced, parents
         have begun purchasing videos geared toward promoting the intellectual development
         of infants (e.g., Baby Einstein) as well as playing computer games with infants on
         their laps. For example, Sesame Street has a game where an infant can randomly hit
         any key on the keyboard and make the letter appear on the screen along with a picture
         of something starting with that letter while an automated voice narrates (e.g., B
         is for ball). More recently, videos that claim to “Teach Your Baby to Read” have entered
         the market.[73]    Companies are making a lot of money preying on the fears of parents that their
         children will fall behind and not be successful. But what is the evidence that any
         of this early stimulation works?
      

      
      Similar to attachment parenting, there is research evidence supporting the benefits
         of many of the activities. However, the majority of this evidence is correlational,
         not causal, as well. Parents who have more education and higher incomes are also more
         likely to talk and read to their children as well as provide other forms of intellectual
         stimulation.[74]    In addition to these environmental advantages, parents with more education may
         also provide a biological advantage. If people who are more intelligent are also more
         likely to earn advanced degrees and earn more money as a result, then their children
         also inherit a propensity for higher intelligence.[75]    The best way to untangle these relationships is to conduct experiments where some
         children are randomly assigned to be intellectually stimulated and others are not.
         Of course, this type of experiment would not be practical (if you told people they
         could not read to their children, many would do it anyway) or ethical. 
      

      
      Enriched Environments

      
      However, there has been a fairly extensive amount of experimental research on the
         impact of early intervention with children from low-income backgrounds, which can
         shed some light on the issue. A review of every randomized, controlled intervention
         intended to increase intelligence found that children from low-income families who
         attend early-intervention programs benefit considerably.[76]    At the end of the intervention, children who participated in interventions scored
         an average of four to seven points higher on tests of intelligence than those who
         did not. Some of the effective interventions included training parents to model and
         encourage rich communication (e.g., asking children to describe events and speak in
         complete sentences) as well as to read in an interactive manner (e.g., ask open-ended
         questions about the book and elaborate on questions their children ask them). Thus
         early interventions targeting children from low-income backgrounds do seem to positively
         impact intelligence. When these children receive care in an environment rich with
         toys, books, and other people to interact with, they do better. When interventions
         encourage parents who would not normally talk or read to their children regularly
         to do so, it changes the home environment into a more enriching one and encourages
         language development. However, these results do not suggest that there is no upper
         limit to the benefits of reading, talking, and interacting with children.
      

      
      The Mozart Effect

      
      In addition to talking and reading, there has been a lot of discussion on the benefits
         of music on intelligence—the Mozart effect. Don Campbell’s book The Mozart Effect for Children reviews research on the positive impact that music has on children’s development.[77]    He cites research that playing music in utero impacts brain development (i.e.,
         more complex neuronal connections, especially in the part of the brain associated
         with hearing), and babies show a preference for music that they hear in the womb after
         they are born. But does music really make people smarter? 
      

      
      There actually has been little research to support that simply listening to music
         increases intelligence.[78]    However, there is experimental evidence that musical training has a small, positive
         impact on children’s scores on intelligence tests.[79]    Positive effects of up to six IQ points have been found even when children had
         relatively brief training (e.g., an hour or less per week for several months).[80]    So while taking music lessons may be beneficial, the evidence hardly suggests
         that intense music practice is necessary. 
      

      
      Technology

      
      There are numerous electronic products being marketed to parents of infants and toddlers,
         despite the recommendation by the American Academy of Pediatrics that children under
         the age of two should not have any “screen time” (e.g., television, computer, and
         video games).[81]    The Baby Einstein videos are probably the most well-known videos for children,
         with approximately 90% of the market share.[82]    In 2007 a research study found that parents were introducing these videos to children
         (40% by age three months) largely because they thought the videos were educational.[83]    However, for every hour per day children spent watching baby videos, infants understood
         approximately six to eight fewer words on average.[84]    These data provided the advocacy group Campaign for a Commercial-Free Childhood with the ammunition they needed to get Disney (the company that owns Baby Einstein)
         to drop the word “educational” from their marketing materials as well as to offer
         a refund to parents who purchased the videos under the impression that they would
         make their children smarter. While there is probably not much harm in having children
         watch some television on occasion to keep them entertained while a parent needs to
         prepare a meal or take a break, the evidence suggests that watching these videos is
         not going to make them any smarter.[85]   
      

      
      The research on intellectual stimulation through talking, reading, music, and technology
         definitely does not suggest that parents need to intellectually stimulate their children
         every waking moment of the day. Providing intellectual stimulation is something parents
         could benefit from implementing in moderation. Children are intrinsically interested
         in learning. Any parent of a preschool-age child knows that one of the most common
         words they use is “why.” So, if learning starts to feel like a job and is no longer
         enjoyable for the parent or the child, there is a problem. Reading books, talking
         with children, and listening to music should all be fun! If it stops being fun, then
         it is probably a sign that parents are past the optimal point in the inverted U-shaped
         curve. 
      

      
      In addition, it is also important to keep in perspective the practical importance
         of the gains in intelligence that can be made using these techniques. Even the best
         interventions only demonstrated an increase of six to seven IQ points for children
         from a low-income background. First of all, what is considered the normal range of
         intelligence varies from an IQ of 85 to 115. In addition, people are not classified
         as having impaired intelligence until their IQ is below 70 and they do not qualify
         as gifted unless their IQ is 130 or above. Given that there is a sixty-point IQ range
         between a diagnosis of intellectual disability and being gifted, a gain of six IQ
         points is really just a drop in the bucket. Second, there is no guarantee that the
         same benefit in intelligence found for children from low-income backgrounds would
         even be experienced by children from middle- to upper-middle-class homes. In other
         words, going from no reading to some reading benefits IQ, but reading more and more
         does not necessarily translate into higher and higher intelligence. 
      

      
      Extracurricular Activities in Moderation

      
      The extent to which children engage in extracurricular activities is another area
         where moderation is best. This is especially the case for college-educated parents
         of older children who spend a significant amount of time bringing their children to
         one set of enrichment activities after another.[86]    Annette Lareau, a sociologist, interviewed families across the income spectrum
         and found that middle- and upper-middle-class families had a particular philosophy
         of child rearing she termed “concerted cultivation.” This philosophy involves parents
         actively fostering children’s talents and involving children in adult-directed leisure
         activities (e.g., soccer practice) to promote these talents. 
      

      
      Being involved in extracurricular activities can have many positive benefits. It can
         increase children’s social networks, psychological well-being, motivation, and grades.[87]    One study found that involvement in academic/leadership activities and school
         clubs was particularly related to positive academic outcomes and GPA. Involvement
         in sports was not related to better grades but was associated with decreased high
         school dropout rates. This does not necessarily imply that involvement in activities
         causes these positive outcomes. It may simply be that children who are engaged in
         extracurricular activities are also more likely to be academically inclined.[88]   
      

      
      When Does It Become Too Much?

      
      Some have argued that overscheduling can lead to stress and less time available to
         relax with friends and family as well as less time dedicated to academics.[89]    There may be an upper limit beyond which participation in extracurricular activities
         does have detrimental effects. A study of tenth-grade students found that being involved
         in up to five extracurricular activities for up to fourteen hours a week had a positive
         effect on academic performance. However, involvement beyond this point was related
         to lower levels of academic achievement.[90]    A study of urban, ethnically diverse eleventh-grade students found a similar inverted
         U-shaped relationship. Academic achievement, academic engagement, and a sense of belonging
         in school peaked when students were involved in two school-based extracurricular activity
         domains (e.g., leadership, arts, sports, or clubs).[91]    However, when students reported being involved in more than two domains of activity,
         their achievement, belongingness, and engagement declined. Finally, the number of
         hours spent on activities (thirty per week on average) was related to higher levels
         of anxiety in upper-middle-class high school students in the suburbs of New York.[92]    
      

      
      In the documentary Race to Nowhere, these “cultivated” children described the pressure they felt to achieve: “You have
         to have all As. You have to have these extracurriculars.”[93]    When they got home from school after sports practice, they spent hours doing homework
         to ensure the requisite grades to get into a good college. Students described responding
         to these pressures through increased cheating, because they were unable to meet all
         of the demands placed on them, as well as mental health problems such as depression,
         anxiety, and self-injury. One student noted that there had been six suicides in her
         school district. Ironically, the very activities they were participating in to prepare
         them for life beyond high school seemed to be undermining their ability to function
         independently. One female student commented, “I wasn’t eating. I wasn’t taking care
         of myself.” A male student said, “I couldn’t cope.” The excessive pressure in affluent
         families to achieve has been associated with increased depression—twice the national
         average— among seventh-grade girls.[94]    Substance use (e.g., alcohol and drugs) was high for both males and females, which
         may be a sign of self-medication for the emotional distress they were experiencing.
         Children who had these negative outcomes tended to internalize the pressure for high
         achievement they felt from their parents, resulting in perfectionistic tendencies
         and fear of failure. 
      

      
      There appear to be two simultaneous pressures on parents. On the one hand, parents
         are under pressure to provide stimulation and engagement for their children. On the
         other hand, they are under pressure to avoid overscheduling their children. There
         have been several books railing against oversheduling, including The Over-Scheduled Child[95]    and The Pressured Child.[96]    One parent whose child had an active schedule complained: “To absorb the conventional
         wisdom in parenting circles these days, what we’re doing to our children is cruel,
         overbearing and destructive to their long-term well-being.”[97]    Parents feel as though they are neglecting their children if they underschedule
         them and are tyrants if they overschedule them. How can parents find their way out
         of this conflict?
      

      
      One way to figure out how many activities a child should be involved in is to conceptualize
         participation in extracurricular activities as the inverted U-shaped curve. The trick
         is to figure out how many activities are right for your child—there is no one-size-fits-all
         answer. However, quantity of activities is only one element in determining whether
         extracurricular activities are beneficial or harmful to children’s well-being. The
         extent to which the activities enhance or interfere with the basic needs identified
         by self-determination theory may even be a better marker. Extracurricular activities
         have the potential to enhance children’s autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Children
         can choose their own activities, develop competence in their areas of interest (e.g.,
         soccer, piano, leadership, etc.) and form relationships with peers in those activities.
         The problem occurs when children are overscheduled to the point that it diminishes
         their sense of autonomy (i.e., they no longer have choices about how to spend their
         time), competence (i.e., they are unable to keep up with school work), and relatedness
         (e.g., they have less time with family and friends who are not involved in the extracurriculars).
         In other words, if children enjoy and are motivated by their activities, make friends
         doing them, and feel a sense of competence, then they are going to benefit from being
         engaged in them. 
      

      
      One mother of a child heavily engaged in travel soccer noted that friends wondered
         why they spent so much time and money on this sport. For this child, the soccer was
         motivating and provided a sense of competence: “Every season she is stronger, faster,
         more skilled—and she knows it.”[98]    Intense involvement in soccer increased the child’s sense of autonomy, competence,
         and relatedness—there was a sense of connection with teammates and family support
         for her involvement. When my (ML) son tried soccer he commented to me: “I am the worst
         person on the team.” For him, soccer did not increase a sense of competence, and he
         didn’t continue playing. Keeping the principles of self-determination theory in mind
         may help parents determine whether the amount and type of activities their children
         are participating in works for their children and their situation. 
      

      
      The Right Type of Involvement

      
      We have suggested that a sense of moderation in the amount of involvement is critical in a wide variety of parenting domains including attachment
         parenting, providing intellectual stimulation, and extracurricular activities. However,
         parents also need to be careful about the type of involvement they have when they interact with their children. Therefore, we think
         another area where moderation is important is in how much control parents exert over
         their children’s behavior. While some control is necessary, and even beneficial, too
         much is not. So, what is the optimal amount?
      

      
      Parental Control in Moderation

      
      There are three well-known parenting styles that vary on the amount of control they
         use to elicit appropriate behavior from their children: permissive, authoritarian,
         and authoritative.[99]    The description of these styles has a bit of a Goldilocks flair: Permissive parents
         are too lenient and allow their children to do anything they want. Although it might
         seem that these children would enjoy getting their way, this style of parenting is
         actually associated with reduced well-being. Authoritarian parents are too strict.
         They expect children to behave and their explanations are generally more along the
         lines of “because I said so.” These parents have children who tend to be obedient,
         but not well-adjusted.[100]    
      

      
      Psychologists generally encourage parents to aim toward a level of control that is
         “just right” – neither too strict nor too lenient. Authoritative parents exhibit a
         moderate amount of control by setting age-appropriate behavioral limits and tend to
         have the most successful and happy children.[101]    These parents have found the “sweet spot” on the inverted U-shaped curve. Children
         are given structure but are not overly controlled. This style of parenting ideally
         enhances a child’s sense of autonomy and independent decision making. The tricky thing
         about attempting to be an authoritative parent is that the optimal amount of control
         is a constantly moving target. For example, it is appropriate for parents to provide
         almost constant supervision of their two-year-old child, do the majority of things
         for him, rush to the rescue when he needs help, and scoop him up in their arms during
         times of trouble. However, that same level of parental involvement would not be appropriate
         for a teenager. Parents who start out as authoritative may find themselves slipping
         away from the optimal amount of control if they do not adjust their level of involvement
         as their children get older. When parents move in to wipe their teenager’s nose, they
         may have missed the target! 
      

      
      There are different ways parents can exhibit control over their children’s behavior.
         Having clear expectations about appropriate behavior and consistently enforcing consequences
         for inappropriate behavior has been related to positive child outcomes.[102]    Another way of controlling behavior is through the use of psychological methods
         that are manipulative of children’s thoughts and emotions, such as guilt trips (e.g.,
         “I carried you for nine months in my womb and this is the gratitude that I get?”).
         As tempting as it may be to use guilt, this method is associated with negative outcomes.[103]    Research consistently has shown that psychological control is associated with
         higher rates of anxiety and depression across a variety of age ranges and cultures[104]    as well as increased behavior problems and risk-taking behaviors.[105]    Using guilt and coercive techniques are particularly damaging to children because
         they intrude on the child’s psychological development and sense of autonomy,[106]    which are essential to well-being.
      

      
      Autonomy Support

      
      Parents generally want their children to do what they want them to do—this is known
         as “behaving.” However, a parenting style that explicitly supports a child’s sense
         of autonomy and independent decision making, rather than a style that focuses on getting
         the child to do what the parent wants, is related to numerous positive benefits.[107]    Parents who provide autonomy support are able to take their children’s point of
         view, provide them with choices (within reason), and assist their children in developing
         personal values and interests.[108]    The benefits of autonomy-supportive parenting have been demonstrated in children
         from infancy through college.[109]    Mothers who provided autonomy support by encouraging their one-year-old children
         to continue playing with the toy they selected had children who were more engaged
         and competent when playing alone eight months later compared to mothers who were more
         controlling of their children’s play.[110]    Children with mothers who provided autonomy support at age five had better social
         and academic adjustment as rated by their third-grade teachers as well as higher reading
         achievement scores.[111]    In adolescence, autonomy support was associated with better social and academic
         competence, a higher GPA, and greater intention to search for a job after graduation.[112]    In addition, university students who perceived higher levels of parental autonomy
         support reported higher GPAs.[113]    Autonomy support has also been associated with higher levels of self-determination[114]    and greater well-being.[115]   
      

      
      It is important to note that supporting a child’s autonomy is not the same thing as
         encouraging the child’s independence—even though these terms are often used interchangeably
         in day-to-day conversation. Autonomy support refers to assisting children in making
         choices that are consistent with their values; whereas independence refers to children
         being able to function separately from their parents. Research has found that autonomy-supportive
         parenting was related to well-being (e.g., lower depression, higher self-esteem, and
         higher social well-being), while parenting that promoted independence was not.[116]    It is possible that some parents may push children to be independent before they
         are ready (e.g., “You’re eighteen now, so it’s time to move out.”). If parents do
         not take their children’s feelings and perspectives into account and allow them to
         make their own choices, then they are actually being controlling rather than autonomy
         supportive. 
      

      
      Helicopter Parenting

      
      There has been a lot of media coverage of helicopter parents who “hover” over their
         children and swoop down to rescue them in times of need. This exemplifies the problems
         associated with parenting that is too involved and controlling rather than autonomy
         supportive. Interestingly, the research on the effects of helicopter parenting has
         been somewhat mixed depending on how it is defined. A closer examination of the research
         reveals that it is not involvement, per say, that is problematic, but a controlling
         type of involvement that violates the child’s sense of autonomy.
      

      
      Studies that focus on the amount rather than type of support that children receive
         from their parents find results consistent with the idea that involvement can have
         positive effects. One study found that students with higher levels of parental contact
         were more engaged in learning, had higher personal competence, and had better social
         development.[117]    Another study looked at the effect of intense support on grown children’s (aged
         eighteen to forty-one) level of psychological adjustment and life satisfaction.[118]    In this study, about 20% of adult children reported receiving various types of
         support (e.g., emotional support, practical support, socializing, advice, financial
         support, and listening to talk about daily events) from their parents several times
         a week. Adult children who received this amount of intense support were more likely
         to have a clear sense of their goals and higher life satisfaction. Thus when helicopter
         parenting is defined as being very involved and giving a great deal of support to
         children, it appears to be related to positive outcomes. 
      

      
       However, when studies define helicopter parenting as a controlling kind of involvement,
         negative outcomes tend to be observed. Even studies that found the overall amount
         of involvement benefited student outcomes, showed that controlling involvement did
         not. For example, when parents intervened on their college students’ behalf, students
         earned lower grades.[119]    When helicopter parenting was measured by items such as “My parents supervised
         my every move growing up” and “I sometimes felt that my parents didn’t feel I could
         make my own decisions,” college students reported decreased psychological well-being
         and increased use of medications for depression and anxiety.[120]    Another study found that overparenting was related to higher levels of narcissism
         and less effective coping abilities, which were associated with higher levels of anxiety
         and stress among college-age children.[121]    
      

      
      Helicopter parenting, defined as the extent to which parents make decisions and solve
         problems for their children, has been found to be related to less autonomy and school
         engagement.[122]    However, helicopter parenting was also related to some positive aspects of parenting,
         including feeling more guidance, disclosure, and emotional support. It may be that
         sometimes adult children would like parents to help them solve problems, and when
         parents do so, the child feels closer to them. If a child is having trouble in a class,
         they may ask a parent for help. The parent might serve as a sounding board for how
         to approach the professor and even role-play the conversation. This interaction would
         provide the support the student needs to approach the professor. However, it’s a far
         cry from parents who call the president of the university to complain about how the
         professor is mistreating their child. Thus when parents provide help at their children’s
         request, it does not necessarily interfere with their children’s sense of autonomy.
         On the other hand, if a child is having a problem in class and is not seeking parental
         advice, continual reminders to talk to the teacher may be perceived as controlling.
         When involvement is not initiated by the child, it can have a sense of “too muchness,”
         which can be related to negative outcomes.
      

      
      We conducted a study to determine whether helicopter parenting led to negative mental
         health outcomes specifically because this style of parenting interferes with children’s
         autonomy, competence, and relatedness. We defined helicopter parenting as behaviors
         such as monitoring who their college-age child spends time with, having a say in choosing
         a major, intervening in a fight with a roommate, and calling a professor. These behaviors
         are not simply about being involved and close, but reflect a level of parental monitoring
         of adult children that is intrusive and controlling. 
      

      
      College-age children who reported that their mothers engaged in helicopter parenting
         felt lower levels of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Feelings of decreased
         autonomy and competence were related to increased depressive symptoms and decreased
         satisfaction with life. The sense of decreased competence associated with helicopter
         parenting had the strongest relationship with decreased well-being. We think that
         when parents intervene on behalf of their adult children, they send the likely unintentional
         message that they do not think their children are competent enough to complete the
         task. Furthermore, they are not giving their children the opportunity to practice
         handling difficult situations and solving problems, so their kids do not develop competence
         in these areas. We also think it is interesting that even though these parents were
         highly involved in their children’s lives, their children reported feeling a lower
         sense of relatedness. The intensity of involvement may have had the opposite effect
         of what was intended by the parent (i.e., damaging rather than bolstering the parent-child
         relationship). 
      

      
      This type of controlling parenting style was taken to a new level when Amy Chua, author
         of The Battle Hymn of the Tiger Mother, described how she believed Chinese mothers raise successful children.[123]    Chua lists the things that she never allowed her daughters to do, in order to
         focus on academic excellence and sanctioned extracurricular activities, including:
         “attend a sleepover, have a playdate, be in a school play, complain about not being
         in a school play, watch TV or play computer games, choose their own extracurricular
         activities, get any grade less than an A, not be the No. 1 student in every subject
         except gym and drama, play any instrument other than the piano or violin.” However,
         research suggests that “tiger mothering” does not lead to well-adjusted, successful
         children as Chua argues.[124]    Instead, children of “tiger mothers” actually have lower academic achievement
         and report feeling more academic pressure. They also feel a lower sense of family
         obligation, more depressive symptoms, and a greater sense of alienation compared to
         children of more supportive Asian-American parents.
      

      
      Although parents likely have the best of intentions when they hover over their children
         to help them with every possible need, it may actually be undermining children’s motivation
         to complete tasks on their own. Research has shown that even just thinking about how
         supportive or helpful someone has been in the past can decrease the effort people
         spend doing a task.[125]    When parents provide a lot of assistance with their children’s school work they
         may be creating a cycle of more and more dependence on parental help in the future.
         
      

      
      In addition, parental “help” may undermine children’s competence in completing tasks
         independently. In cultures where children are given more responsibility, their children
         make themselves useful and are more independent. Among the Matsigenka people of Peru,
         toddlers cook their own food over the fire. By contrast, in a family living in Los
         Angeles, “an eight-year-old girl sat down at the dining table. Finding that no silverware
         had been laid out for her, she demanded, ‘How am I supposed to eat?’ Although the
         girl clearly knew where the silverware was kept, her father got up to get it for her.”[126]    When parents do everything for their children, they may never become competent
         enough to do these tasks for themselves. So, it is just easier for parents to do it,
         which perpetuates the cycle of dependence. It seems as if everyone would benefit from
         giving children more responsibility and less “enrichment”—parents would have help
         around the house and children would develop competence in skills that are vital to
         being successful adults.
      

      
      Parent Outcomes

      
      This level of overinvolvement is not good for parents either. When parents think that
         they are providing more assistance to their children than other parents do, they are
         less satisfied with their lives.[127]    All of the pressure to parent “correctly” leads parents, especially mothers, to
         report feeling an enormous amount of guilt. Maternal guilt is such a pervasive feeling
         that some have argued it has an evolutionary basis—guilt ensures that mothers will
         provide adequate care that ensures the survival of their offspring.[128]    Although it is unclear why mothers feel so much guilt, it is clear from the research that it is an extremely common experience. Mothers who work
         often feel guilty because they pay someone else to be with their children and may
         think they are not spending enough time with them.[129]    Fighting back tears, one mother said: 
      

      
         He’ll say things like, ‘No Mommy, stay now.’ And that really tugs at my feelings of
            guilt. And then he gets settled. I know what he does all day because they write it
            down for us, but there’s a lot of things that I really miss [crying] . . . like his
            first experience going to a zoo or riding the train in the park. To be able to see
            his responses to these things . . . I’m always the second one to see them. We try
            to repeat the activities but I don’t think it’s ever the same [crying]. . . . It’s
            like somebody else is raising my child![130]   
         

      

      Mothers who stay home with their children may feel guilty about not earning additional
         income that would allow more opportunities for their children and about not fulfilling
         their own career goals.[131]    One mother realized: “Once I made the decision, I felt a lot of relief and I went
         through kinda a depression, mourning, kinda, ‘Oh my God.’ Because I had given up my
         dream or my identity and it’s still hard.”[132]    Women feel guilty because they cannot live up to the “motherhood myth,”[133]    that mothers must completely devote themselves to their children because they
         are fully responsible for their outcomes.[134]    When women are unable to meet this expectation, they may perceive themselves as
         “bad” mothers.[135]   
      

      
      We conducted a study explicitly testing the hypothesis that mothers feel guilty because
         they fail to live up to societal standards for being an ideal mother.[136]    We also wondered whether people who were concerned about what others thought of
         them might be more likely to feel guilty because they not only fall short of the ideal
         standard in their own minds, but also fear what others think of them. We asked mothers
         with children under the age of five how much they thought that the ideal mother had
         various qualities (e.g., loving, patient, responsible, etc.) as well as to what extent
         they exhibited those qualities. Women who reported a discrepancy between their qualities
         as a mother and those of the ideal mother experienced higher levels of guilt and shame.
         However, it was really only women who worried a lot about what others thought of them
         who reported these negative outcomes. Women who have unrealistic expectations for
         what it means to be a mother, and experience guilt and shame as a result, may be at
         increased risk for negative outcomes such as depression.[137]   
      

      
      If people constantly strive to meet the incredibly high standards of being an ideal
         parent, they may begin to feel that parenting is very difficult. While approximately
         three-fourths of the mothers interviewed in one study felt this way, one mother summed
         up the sentiment well, saying: 
      

      
         I think the hardest job in the world is being a mom. I really do. I will argue the
            matter with any corporate lawyer. See if they can do that twenty-four hours a day.
            This is a job that, if it were any other job, you would have to wear a beeper around
            your neck. You’re on call constantly. Your life is not your own anymore after you
            have a child, because it’s theirs.”[138]    
         

      

      What are the consequences for parents of holding this belief? We did a study and found
         that when mothers believed that parenting was the hardest job in the world, they had
         higher levels of stress and depressive symptoms and less satisfaction with life.[139]    
      

      
      Based on our study, we cannot rule out the possibility that people who are more stressed
         and depressed view being a mother as harder, but we think that when people view their
         role as a parent as the hardest job in the world it is a sign that something is out
         of balance. People who solely focus on parenting may be missing the benefits of participating
         in multiple roles and having a sense of balance in their lives (see chapter 2). There
         can certainly be benefits to focusing on children. One study found that parents who
         were more child centered and spent more time with their children received a greater
         sense of joy from them than parents who were less child centered.[140]    However, in our study, we found that parents who indicated that they made their
         children the center of their lives actually reported lower levels of satisfaction
         with their lives in general.[141]    It is possible that parents who are child centered may obtain a great deal of
         joy from their children, but may gain less joy from their nonparenting roles. If so,
         the answer seems to be finding a sense of balance and moderation.
      

      
      What Motivates Overinvolved Parenting?

      
      In her book Parenting out of Control: Anxious Parents in Uncertain Times, Margaret Nelson describes the anxiety underlying intensive parenting.[142]    She identifies multiple factors associated with the movement toward highly involved,
         controlling parents. As might be expected, parents who are anxious in the first place
         are more likely to be overinvolved and overcontrolling.[143]    They try to reduce their own worries by controlling their environment, including
         their children. In addition, there is a general sense that the world is a less safe
         place to raise children than it used to be.[144]    As a result, families have shifted from allowing their children to have unstructured
         free play to enrolling them in more structured, adult-supervised activities.[145]    This pattern has resulted in parents having considerably more control over where
         their children are and who they are with than the days when I (HS) was a kid. We had
         a several-block area where we were allowed to play and the rule was that we came home
         when the street lights came on. Other than that, my parents had little knowledge of
         how or with whom I spent my time. 
      

      
      It has been hypothesized that much of the stress about raising children revolves around
         anxiety about college admissions.[146]    Parents’ sense of economic uncertainty and competitiveness in the marketplace
         leads them to want to prepare their children to get into the best college. They hope
         a good education will allow their children to get a good job and, ultimately, be successful.
         One mother interviewed by Brigid Schulte in the book Overwhelmed stated: “I worry about them getting into college. And it feels like people are panicked
         because they can’t identify the formula for success anymore.”[147]    
      

      
      Parents who view their children’s success as a personal reflection upon themselves
         may be particularly motivated to overparent. One study examined whether mothers are
         more likely to act in a controlling manner when they feel pressure for their children
         to succeed.[148]    Half of the parents were told to make sure their children performed “well enough”
         (the high-pressure group), and the other half of parents were told that there was
         no particular way that the child had to perform (the low-pressure group) on the study
         tasks. Mothers who were in the high-pressure condition were more likely to use controlling
         techniques such as solving the problem for their child or giving unsolicited help
         or directions. Children of controlling mothers performed worse on the study tasks
         than those whose mothers were autonomy supportive. So if parents are acting in a controlling
         manner to try to help their children be more successful (e.g., doing their school
         projects for them so they’ll get better grades), it may actually backfire. 
      

      
       A controlling parenting style may also stem from anxiety that the world is a threatening
         and unstable place in which children are not guaranteed success. Parents from the
         study described above were mailed follow-up questions about their perception of the
         world and the extent to which they saw the world as threatening and unstable (e.g.,
         it makes me nervous to think about all the dangers kids are exposed to these days;
         there are not enough opportunities out there for everyone; it’s getting harder and
         harder all the time to make a decent living).[149]    Parents who saw the world as more threatening were more likely to use a controlling
         parenting style. They and their children were also more likely to focus on grades
         than whether children learned school material. Thus a sense of anxiety or insecurity
         about the future may drive parents to be more controlling and children to work only
         for the sake of getting ahead, rather than for an intrinsically motivated love of
         learning. 
      

      
      A final factor that contributes to parents’ level of involvement is the recent advances
         in technology.[150]    When we were in college, there was one pay phone for an entire hall. Both of us
         had conversations with our mothers once a week at a specified time. We could call
         more frequently if there was an emergency, but things like being upset with a roommate
         over her cleanliness (or lack thereof) or getting a lower grade on a paper than we
         thought we deserved did not constitute an emergency. We had to solve these problems
         ourselves or seek support from friends on campus. However, many college freshmen today
         communicate with their parents almost twice a day, largely by cell phone or e-mail.[151]    This level of communication represents a significant amount of time investment
         for parents that may interfere with work-family balance. 
      

      
      Many parents have anxiety that the world isn’t safe, so they feel they have to monitor
         their children more carefully. They have anxiety that the economy is not as good as
         it used to be, so they have to ensure their children have the right grades and activities
         to get into a good college and, subsequently, get a good job. The high parental investment
         in children has blurred the lines between children’s needs and the needs of their
         parents. So parents view their children’s accomplishments as an extension of themselves
         and fear being judged by others if their children are not successful.[152]    The advances in modern technology have given parents the mechanism for keeping
         in constant contact with their children so that they can monitor their progress in
         every domain if they wish to do so. In general, when the world is seen as an insecure
         and threatening place and children are seen as projects that must be perfected in
         order to ensure their success in life, parenting can become an all-consuming and daunting
         project.
      

      
      Stop the Madness

      
      While middle- to upper-middle-class parents are busy “cultivating” their children
         with numerous activities and extensive explanations, working-class parents often opt
         for an emphasis on “natural growth.”[153]    While it is clear from the research that children from higher-income backgrounds
         have many advantages over children from lower-income families,[154]    there are benefits associated with a parenting style that allows children to develop
         more naturally, without as much parental intervention. Working-class parents tend
         to provide for children’s food, love, and safety, but otherwise allow children to
         develop naturally. They do not typically center their lives on their children’s preferences
         but set limits that they expect their children to follow without question. However,
         within those limits, children are given a great deal of freedom. These children tend
         to participate in fewer extracurricular activities, so they have more time for unstructured,
         child-led play, which allows them to negotiate social rules (e.g., who will be “it”)
         and solve their own problems (e.g., what happens if someone breaks the rules of the
         game). Children from working-class and poor families also tend to have close relationships
         with their extended family—often having birthday parties at home with relatives as
         opposed to their friends.
      

      
      A similar dynamic was found in parents from Canada who demonstrated “organismic trust,”
         or the belief that they did not have to intervene in order for their children to grow
         and develop.[155]    Mothers who had higher levels of “organismic trust” were less likely to compare
         their children to others and more likely to provide autonomy support for their one-year-olds
         while they completed a puzzle. One year later, these same mothers were better adjusted
         to their role as a parent, and their children had fewer behavior problems. In other
         words, trusting that a child will develop naturally without excessive intervention
         is related to supporting the child’s autonomy, which is associated with healthy development
         in children and feeling satisfied as a parent. Furthermore, the differences could
         not be explained just by looking at parents’ general level of anxiety or how easy
         the children were to parent. 
      

      
      Parenting in a more relaxed manner seems to have benefits for the development of children’s
         self-determination. Children with parents who believe that they will naturally grow
         have more autonomy in selecting their activities within the limits set by their parents.[156]    They also have additional opportunities to develop social competence by playing
         with their peers without adult supervision. Finally, research suggests that children
         from lower-income families spend more time developing deep relationships with their
         extended family than their higher-income peers.[157]    Recent initiatives to examine the strengths of children from lower-income families
         support the notion that they have better social competence and stronger family ties.[158]    Thus a more relaxed approach to parenting that supports children’s natural inclinations
         and autonomy can enhance children’s intrinsic motivation to engage with the environment,
         learn, and ultimately succeed.[159]   
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Research has clearly established that it is beneficial for children when their parents
         are involved in their education and activities. Many studies have pointed to the benefits
         of parents holding, talking to, reading to, and providing their children with activities
         that help them develop and learn. Children with more involved parents tend to perform
         better academically, have more friends, and exhibit fewer behavior problems. However,
         these benefits are found when researchers compare parents who are generally uninvolved
         to parents who already play an active role in their children’s lives. When going from
         low involvement to moderate involvement, the benefits are numerous. However, just
         because some involvement is good does not mean that more and more involvement is better
         and better. We think the relationship of parental involvement to child outcomes can
         be understood as an inverted U-shaped curve. Too little involvement is associated
         with less than optimal child outcomes. As parental involvement increases child outcomes
         improve; but at some point, the benefits of involvement reach their peak. Parental
         involvement in excess of this point may actually have a negative impact on children
         and parents. When parents are constantly feeling guilty and thinking that parenting
         is the hardest job in the world, it is probably a sign that they have passed the optimal
         level of involvement and are sliding down the other side of the inverted U-shaped
         curve. There is more than one “right way” to parent—children will develop naturally
         under a wide range of healthy circumstances. Parents need to focus on being “good
         enough” rather than perfect.[160]    We suggest that one way to increase work-family balance is to decrease the stress
         associated with parenting by viewing it as something best done in moderation.
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      Chapter 4

      Balance at Work

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      As we discussed in chapter 2, being involved in work is good for people’s well-being.
         But just because something is good does not mean that more and more of it is better
         and better. Work can also be stressful and detract from physical and mental health.
         Men in particular may feel pressure to overwork because being a provider is a central
         component of masculinity.[1]    However, women are under increasing pressure to prioritize work, to “lean in.”[2]    The problem with this advice is that it does not represent a very balanced approach.
         An alternative would be to encourage people who are letting work dominate their lives
         to “lean out.” Expectations that ideal workers should dedicate themselves entirely
         to their work are harmful for both men and women. Robin Ely, a professor at Harvard
         Business School, noted: 
      

      
         There is a culture of overwork in many organizations. There is a certain number of
            hours we’re expected to work and an amount we are expected to travel, and we know
            that these are some of the things that push women out. This culture affects men as
            well. The most often-cited barrier to women’s advancement was that they prioritize
            family over work. However, it’s not clear that men don’t prioritize family over work
            or that they don’t find personal relationships important. . . . My male students have
            gotten most engaged in this topic when we start talking about it from this perspective.
            Some of them have young families, most of them want to have families, and they worry
            a lot about what kind of parents they are going to be while maximizing success in
            their careers.[3]   
         

      

      Both men and women would benefit from examining how their attitude toward work affects
         their health and well-being. Balance between work and family cannot be achieved without
         a careful examination of work. 
      

      
      The Effects of Overworking

      
      Being employed has clear benefits in terms of people’s physical and mental health
         compared to being unemployed (see chapter 2).[4]    Working provides an opportunity for people to feel self-determined by having their
         need for autonomy, competence, and relatedness met, which increases overall well-being.[5]    However, working an excessive amount may actually decrease well-being because
         it demands so much time and energy that it interferes with the ability to function
         in other social roles. In order to achieve work-family balance, it is important to
         find the “sweet spot” in the inverted U-shaped curve as an employee to avoid the negative
         impacts associated with being either unemployed or a workaholic. Although being involved
         in multiple roles benefits well-being, it is important to find balance among these
         roles so that they provide a sense of enrichment rather than feelings of being overwhelmed.
         
      

      
      People who are more engaged at work tend to experience more individual well-being
         and are more likely to have the positive emotions of work benefit their family lives.[6]    However, negative physical and mental health consequences occur when work involvement
         becomes too extensive. People who report work overload experience higher rates of
         injury, illness, and disease.[7]    In a review of twelve studies looking at the relationship between work hours and
         heart disease, it was concluded that overwork was related to a 40% increase in the
         chance of having a heart attack.[8]    Working overtime also has adverse effects on mental health. In a review of twenty
         studies, the majority found a link between working long hours and experiencing poor
         mental health such as depression and anxiety.[9]    In addition, the negative mental health effects of working overtime appear to
         be more severe for women than men. One longitudinal study of British civil servants
         found that working over fifty-five hours a week was related to doubling the risk of
         depression and anxiety for women with no previous history of these problems. However,
         the increased risk was not found for men.[10]    
      

      
      Why Does Overworking Decrease Well-Being?

      
      Lack of sleep and chronic stress are two of the biggest reasons overworking adversely
         affects well-being. Both have detrimental effects for physical health, intellectual
         abilities (e.g., memory), and mental health.[11]    People in Japan who had less than six hours of sleep per day due to long work
         hours (i.e., over ten hours per day) were more likely to experience depression than
         those who worked a similar number of hours but slept more.[12]    Since the mid-1990s, Japan has experienced a sharp increase in karo-jisatsu, a term used when workers commit suicide due to depression associated with work overload.[13]    The wear and tear on the body due to chronic stress associated with such adverse
         working conditions has serious health consequences.[14]    In fact, Japan even uses the word karoshi to describe the phenomenon of people working themselves to death.[15]    
      

      
      People’s perception of their workload seems to be particularly critical for well-being.
         In a study of Canadian mothers, the perception of being overloaded by role obligations was strongly related to negative mental health.[16]    However, it was not having multiple roles (e.g., mother and employee) per se that
         impacted well-being because mothers who worked (either part time or full time) had
         better mental health than those who were not employed. It was only women who felt
         overloaded by their role commitments who experienced negative mental health consequences.
         In other words, it may be less about how much people work than how they feel about
         their work. When work feels overwhelming or out of balance, there are negative health
         and mental health consequences. But when work feels challenging and invigorating—even
         if someone is working a lot—there are fewer negative consequences. 
      

      
      Finally, a key to determining whether work feels overwhelming versus challenging and
         invigorating may be the extent to which work meets people’s needs for autonomy, competence,
         and relatedness.[17]    As we reviewed in chapter 2, work is intrinsically motivating when people have
         control over their day-to-day activities, are able to demonstrate competence through
         meeting the challenges of their jobs, and have good relationships at work.[18]    The extent to which work allows people to meet these basic needs for well-being
         may also increase employees’ intrinsic motivation to work long hours. Furthermore,
         if working long hours is seen as an autonomous, intrinsically motivated decision,
         it likely offsets the potential negative effects of long work hours.[19]    
      

      
      Conversely, when people work long hours for external reasons, it can impede their
         ability to meet their intrinsic psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness.
         Being compelled to overwork decreases people’s sense of autonomy—feeling that others
         control how they spend their time decreases well-being. Furthermore, overwork can
         detract from competence both at work (when fatigue interferes with performance) and
         at home (where overwork can result in being less available at home). Finally, overwork
         can detract from relatedness both at work, if resentment about work hours builds up,
         and outside of work, as interpersonal relationships suffer due to overwork. There
         are two main external reasons why people may focus on work other than the intrinsic
         rewards of working. These are the demanding and inflexible expectations of work environments
         and the belief that making more money is the path to greater happiness.
      

      
      Corporate Expectations: Long, Inflexible Hours

      
      One reason that people work long hours is that they don’t have a choice—corporate
         America requires it. The number of hours spent working is considerably higher in the
         United States than in other industrialized nations. Although full-time work is generally
         considered to be forty hours per week, many companies expect substantially more. For
         example, in highly paid professional contexts there is often an expectation that employees
         should work over fifty hours per week.[20]    One study found that the percentage of salaried men who worked more than fifty
         hours per week rose from 22.7% in 1980 to 32.2% in 2001.[21]    In contrast, the European Union has put forth a policy limiting working hours
         to forty-eight per week, and some countries limit hours even more (e.g., France has
         a thirty-five-hour workweek).[22]    In addition, in the European Union, workers are given a minimum of four weeks
         paid vacation per year, which many countries exceed. In the United States, the number
         of vacation days is left to the discretion of employers.[23]    The United States is twenty-fifth out of thirty-two countries on work-family balance
         based on the number of men and woman that work more than fifty hours a week.[24]   
      

      
      One reason that work environments are so demanding and inflexible is that expectations
         for work were developed at a time when the vast majority of earners were single-income
         earners with stay-at-home wives.[25]    In a study of male managers who worked more than sixty hours per week, 99% had
         stay-at-home wives.[26]    However, most families are not living with these traditional arrangements anymore.
         According to the Bureau of Labor and Statistics, in 2012 both parents were employed
         in two-thirds of couples (65.4%) with children under the age of eighteen.[27]    Furthermore, about a fourth of all children lived in a single-parent household
         with their mother.[28]    Thus employer expectations for long work hours that can only be met if workers
         have a full-time, at-home spouse are based on outdated assumptions about families.
         
      

      
       The expectations for long work hours affect men and women across all income levels.
         In lower-income jobs, managers often hire workers who have maximum flexibility in
         their schedules and require employees to work mandatory overtime. For example, a divorced
         mother was working sixty hours per week as a janitor—ten-hour days, six days a week
         including Saturdays.[29]    Also many low-paying jobs often have inconsistent or unstable work schedules as
         well as nontraditional work hours on nights and weekends. For example, many retail
         establishments use “just in time” scheduling where the company bases the next week’s
         schedule on how many people were in the store at the same time during the prior week.
         Starbucks utilizes a program called “optimal scheduling” where workers must make themselves
         available for 70% of the store’s operating hours (approximately eighty hours per week)
         in order to get a full-time schedule.[30]    Employees may not know their schedules until the last minute or may have to work
         when traditional childcare facilities are closed, which makes it extremely difficult
         to plan for childcare.
      

      
       On the upper end of the income spectrum, highly paid professionals are working longer
         hours than ever with no overtime pay for salaried employees. In the past, members
         of the upper class would distinguish themselves by the amount of time spent in leisure
         rather than the amount of time spent in work. However, working long hours is currently
         a sign of workplace commitment and is seen as a badge of honor.[31]    One Silicon Valley worker noted: “Guys try to out-macho each other. . . . There’s
         a lot of see how many hours I can work, whether or not you have a kid. He’s a real
         man; he works 90-hour weeks. He’s a slacker; he works 50 hours a week.”[32]    Sheryl Sandberg, the chief operating officer (COO) of Facebook, described how
         she had wanted to arrive at 9:00 a.m. and leave the office at 5:30 p.m. when she had
         her first child. She would try to hide her “reduced” work hours by scheduling the
         first and last meetings of the day in other buildings and bolting to her car in the
         evening so that no one would see her.[33]    
      

      
      Ironically, a review of the research concluded that working longer hours at the office
         is actually associated with decreased productivity.[34]    It is possible that if workers know that they have to work long hours, they are
         not motivated to work at maximum capacity for every hour they are at work. I know
         for a few years when I (ML) was limiting hours at the office before my children started
         school, I approached each hour of my job with laser-focused intensity and, despite
         reduced hours, my productivity stayed relatively stable. Working long hours also has
         been associated with decreased productivity due to increased fatigue and mistakes
         on the job. One study found that white-collar employees who worked sixty or more hours
         a week experienced a 20% drop in productivity.[35]    
      

      
       In a world where sixty hours a week is expected and a forty-hour workweek would be
         considered career suicide, it would be impossible for both parents to work on such
         a fast-paced track. Generally, this results in one parent cutting back or leaving
         the workforce. In almost all cases, it is the woman who reduces her hours due to beliefs
         that women should be the primary caregivers and the resulting gap in pay between men
         and women (see chapter 5 and 7 for a full discussion of these issues). The more hours
         their husbands work, the more likely women are to stop working. Women whose husbands
         worked more than forty-five hours per week were more likely to leave the workplace
         than those who had husbands who worked forty hours a week.[36]    This pattern holds even when women have a level of education similar to their
         husband’s. For example, a study of men working at four major companies found that
         although almost no fathers were working part-time (0.2%), over a fourth of their wives
         were, despite having similar levels of education.[37]    
      

      
      In addition to requiring long hours, the work environment tends to be very inflexible
         in terms of when and where the hours must be completed—primarily during business hours
         at the office. In her analysis of work-family conflict, Joan Williams describes numerous
         parents who have been fired for being late or having to take care of their children,
         especially children with illness.[38]    For example, the janitor described above working sixty-hour weeks had to miss
         a Saturday to take care of her son who required chronic care due to a disability.
         She called her workplace several times to explain the situation but was fired for
         missing work. Other examples include a bus driver who was fired because she was three
         minutes late when her son had an asthma attack and a teacher who was fired because
         she took a personal day to care for her child when her childcare provider was sick.
         Fathers who lose work time to care for children are also penalized. Union arbitration
         records show fathers have been disciplined or fired when caring for diabetic children,
         a son with a gunshot wound, and children who have attempted suicide. Of course, most
         employees are not members of unions that advocate for them; therefore, the majority
         of workers who are disciplined or fired for missing work to care for their children
         have no advocates, no record of what has happened, and no appeal of the final decision.
      

      
      A Solution: Increased Workplace Flexibility

      
      Policies promoting flexibility in the workplace (e.g., flextime and telecommuting)
         that allow people to balance work and family life are considered one of the key signs
         of a healthy work environment.[39]    Research has consistently shown that initiatives reducing work-family conflict
         have positive effects by increasing worker satisfaction which, in turn, increases
         productivity as well as decreases absenteeism and turnover. Thus workplace flexibility
         has advantages for both the worker and the company. Workers who perceive flexibility
         in how and when their job gets done benefit from greater work-family balance.[40]    Companies benefit from workplace flexibility through increased employee productivity.
         Productivity may increase because workers are grateful to their employers and, thus,
         work harder for the company. Additionally, flexibility is related to increased worker
         well-being, which allows the worker to maximize performance. A comprehensive review
         of the literature did not identify a single study linking flexibility policies to
         decreased performance.[41]    
      

      
         Workplace flexibility policies may promote employees’ well-being and productivity
         by enhancing their needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness.[42]    Workplace policies promoting flexibility are intended to provide employees with
         autonomy in determining when, where, and how they complete their work. A review of
         forty-six studies involving 12,883 employees found that telecommuting benefits employees
         by providing them with a sense of autonomy, job satisfaction, and decreased stress.[43]    In turn, telecommuting benefits the company because increased autonomy was associated
         with increased productivity and decreased intention to leave the company—employee
         turnover is extraordinarily expensive for an organization. Similarly, workers who
         were given autonomy to set their own daily schedules (i.e., work hours could vary
         on a daily basis) had increased productivity, quality of work, job satisfaction, and
         plans to stay with the company than those with more traditional work schedules.[44]   
      

      
      The increased worker productivity observed in the review of telecommuting studies[45]    seems to suggest that it is generally beneficial for employees’ sense of competence
         as well, because they are still able to meet and exceed the demands of the job. However,
         there is some evidence that the impact of telecommuting on competence may vary based
         on the type of job being performed. Organizations that primarily focus on knowledge
         creation and other creative endeavors may be negatively impacted when employees telecommute.
         These managers rated people who telecommuted as less adept at problem solving because
         they could not bounce ideas off of their coworkers.[46]    Thus the effects of telecommuting on perceived competence may vary by occupation.
         
      

      
      Finally, telecommuting decreases “face time” at the office, so it is possible that
         it might decrease the quality of relationships (i.e., relatedness) among coworkers.
         One study found that when people telecommute less than 2.5 days a week, their relationships
         with coworkers did not suffer. In fact, telecommuting was actually related to a more
         positive relationship between supervisor and employee![47]    When telecommuting exceeded 2.5 days a week, coworker relationships were negatively
         affected, although supervisor-employee relationships still did not suffer. However,
         people who telecommuted more than 2.5 days per week experienced a reduction in work-family
         conflict, which suggests that relationships at home may benefit from telecommuting.[48]    It appears that there may be an optimal amount (i.e., approximately 50% of the
         workweek) of time for people to telecommute—the classic inverted U-shaped relationship.
         Too much or too little time at the office may adversely affect relationships at home
         or at work, respectively. 
      

      
      Employers may be skeptical of workplace flexibility policies, such as telecommuting,
         because they fear that the increased autonomy they give workers may come at the cost
         of productivity (i.e., competence) and work relationships (i.e., relatedness). However,
         these fears appear to be unfounded. The majority of research has suggested that workplace
         flexibility has unequivocally positive effects on both employees and employers.
      

      
      A Caveat: Just Because There’s Flexibility Doesn’t Mean You Can Use It

      
      Despite the potential benefits of flexible workplace policies, there is often a stigma
         associated with using them. This “flexibility stigma” can have a negative impact on
         both the company and its employees. Even if companies have formal workplace flexibility
         policies, they will not experience the benefits of increased employee productivity
         and commitment to the company unless the employees think they can actually use the
         policy without penalty.[49]    Unfortunately, there is often a penalty for employees who use these policies in
         terms of eligibility for raises and promotions, especially when usage decreases face
         time (e.g., telecommuting or working part time).[50]    Managers are particularly opposed to the usage of workplace flexibility policies
         when they view the use to be for personal reasons (e.g., caring for a child) rather
         than to enhance productivity.[51]    I (HS) personally experienced this penalty at a job. When my first child was an
         infant, I reduced my work schedule to four days a week. My immediate supervisor recommended
         me for a promotion during the annual review process; however, my vice president did
         not approve it because she thought I would leave the company as soon as I had another
         child. This discriminatory action prompted me to leave the company long before the
         birth of my second child.
      

      
      Professional women in a variety of fields have noted similar examples of how job flexibility
         and reduced hours have made them invisible within their organization. One manager
         said: “I lost the vast majority of my interesting responsibilities and was really
         left with the more mundane responsibilities that I wasn’t nearly as interested in.”[52]    A lawyer described: “[Going part time] has destroyed [my career] for all intents
         and purposes. It has completely, utterly, and irreversibly altered my future, my practice,
         my finances, my reputation, my relationships, and my friendships.”[53]    Some of these women also described the flexibility stigma as being important in
         their decisions to opt out of the workplace altogether after having children.[54]    Other professional women who have opted out of the workplace described long, inflexible
         work hours and the expectation that they hide the fact that they have children. One
         woman noted: “You definitely would have to say you were sick, not the kid was sick.”[55]    At the other end of the financial spectrum, women working in low-income jobs also
         face significant stigma when they need time off to care for their children, such as
         being stereotyped as a “welfare mother” or an “irresponsible reproducer.”[56]   
      

      
      Men who want to utilize workplace flexibility policies to take care of family responsibilities
         face similar, if not worse, stigma on the job. Although fathers have been found to
         earn more than non-fathers, this wage benefit may only apply if men appear not to
         have any childcare responsibilities.[57]    Men who have had to take a break from working to care for a family member have
         significantly lower earnings than men who have not.[58]    Men who ask for even a brief amount of time off for family reasons receive lower
         performance evaluations[59]    and are viewed more negatively than women who ask for the same type of leave.[60]    An additional aspect of the flexibility stigma for men comes from the stereotype
         that taking time off to care for family is viewed as the female’s responsibility.[61]    Being viewed as feminine is associated with weakness and uncertainty, which results
         in men being rated as less conscientious employees who are penalized (e.g., downsized)
         and less likely to obtain workplace rewards.[62]    Therefore, it is not surprising that men are less likely than women to request
         the use of formal workplace flexibility policies.[63]    A study of fathers found that over 80% of men who used flex-time or worked from
         home and 40% of those who used compressed workweeks did so informally.[64]    
      

      
      Another potentially negative effect of utilizing flexible workplace policies is the
         perception that people who work from home may “slack off” because they lack accountability.
         There is some evidence that family responsibilities interfere with work among people
         who telecommute, especially as family size increases.[65]    However, the bigger problem seems to be that working from home creates an environment
         where the expectations for work never end. The job continually interferes with family
         life because the lines between work and home are blurred.[66]    For example, urgent e-mails interrupt family time in the evenings or on weekends.
         Rather than waiting until Monday morning, people who telecommute may work after their
         kids go to bed because their office is at home. In fact, workers who telecommute report
         working more hours than office workers before experiencing a negative impact on family
         life, which can be good (i.e., less negative impact) or bad (i.e., work more hours)
         depending on how you look at it.[67]    A final concern is that working from home may increase gender inequality in division
         of the household labor. Women are expected to perform more of the household chores
         when they work from home.[68]    We will explore how unequal division of labor serves as a barrier to work-life
         balance in chapter 6. 
      

      
      Overcoming the Flexibility Stigma: A Model Program

      
      There has been a movement to make workplace flexibility the norm within organizations
         (rather than an exception that employees obtain through special request) to help employees
         gain the benefits and avoid the stigma associated with it. In 2006, Best Buy began
         an initiative called ROWE (Results Only Work Environment) that took emphasis away
         from the time clock and placed it on the results produced. Benefits of employees engaged
         in the ROWE program included increased commitment to the organization, greater job
         satisfaction, lower intention to leave the job, and less unnecessary work done.[69]    Employees participating in ROWE also engaged in more positive health-related behaviors
         including getting enough sleep, exercising, and going to the doctor when sick. These
         behaviors, in turn, reduced health-care costs for the organization.[70]    The advantages of the ROWE program appeared to be tied to workers’ increased sense
         of schedule control—or the perception that they had more autonomy. Furthermore, it
         was not only mothers who benefited from increased flexibility. The ROWE program benefited
         mothers, fathers, and people without children.[71]    
      

      
      Although the ROWE program has been discontinued at Best Buy, the concept expanded
         to other organizations, including a pilot program begun in 2008 at the outlet headquarters
         of the Gap. The results of this pilot study were extremely successful and employee
         turnover decreased by 50%, resulting in hundreds of thousands of dollars of savings.
         One employee noted: “ROWE really lets me prioritize my time, I feel empowered and
         actually more responsible at my job. It makes me feel more in control and in charge
         of my work.”[72]    Another employee noted: “I was recruited very strongly for another position outside
         the company with slightly better pay but much closer to my home, I can honestly say
         that if it wasn’t for [ROWE] I would have taken that job.” It is clear that the ability
         of workers to feel a greater sense of autonomy about their jobs is critical to their
         well-being as well as their desire to work hard for their organizations. Furthermore,
         the negative repercussions for taking advantage of flexibility policies seen in other
         organizations do not occur because the flexibility in a ROWE environment is the norm
         and not considered a special benefit for people with families.
      

      
      In sum, overly demanding and inflexible work environments make it difficult to balance
         work and family. Workplace flexibility may be one of the key mechanisms that allows
         both men and women to balance work and family lives. The data on the advantages of
         workplace flexibility policies that allow workers to have autonomy and control over
         their schedules are consistently positive. However, the norms of the workplace continue
         to make it difficult for men and women to take advantages of these policies because
         many corporations still view the ideal worker as a person who has few responsibilities
         for the home and family. Given that this no longer accurately reflects reality for
         the majority of workers, companies need to adapt to the changing world.[73]    Companies are unlikely to change unless both men and women demand reasonable schedules
         that allow for some autonomy or at least predictability. Until workplace flexibility,
         which ultimately increases the productivity of the company, is seen as an issue important
         for all workers, taking advantage of workplace flexibility policies will continue
         to be stigmatized and seen as a sign of decreased commitment to the organization.
         
      

      
      Show Me the Money

      
      Another reason people sacrifice work-family balance by working long hours is that
         people want to maximize their financial gain and status.[74]    In an article in The Atlantic, one husband and father put it this way: “The central conflict of domestic life right
         now isn’t men versus women or mothers versus fathers; it’s the family against money.”[75]    For many, the question of work-family balance is a basic financial question of
         whether work will provide enough money to pay for the needs of the family. At the
         lower end of the income spectrum balancing work and family is stressful because people
         need to work to afford the basic necessities of food, shelter, and clothing. Yet,
         there are expenses associated with working such as purchasing appropriate work clothes,
         securing reliable transportation, and obtaining adequate childcare. One family of
         six living below the poverty line in San Diego described the struggles of trying to
         work without adequate childcare and transportation. The mother’s hours were cut at
         work because she had to take the bus, and she was frequently late, which reduced her
         income from $1200 to $500 per month. Her husband stayed at home with their children
         because he could not get a job that would pay enough to cover the costs of childcare.
         They had tried to enroll their twins in Head Start twice, but had missed the deadline
         because they had to rely on public transportation and were late to the sign-up fair.
         They planned to try again because free preschool is the only thing that would allow
         both parents to work so that they could do more than just scrape by in the future.[76]    
      

      
      However, financial considerations also contribute to imbalance at the upper end of
         the financial spectrum. For example, in interviews with well-educated, high-achieving
         women, the vast earning potential of their husbands played a big role in their decision
         to quit working. The husband’s large salary justified his inability to equitably help
         with the home and childcare because of his extremely long work hours.[77]    From a certain perspective these decisions make sense. If earning the highest
         possible salary is the goal of a family, then the sacrifices in work-family balance
         may indeed be worth it. But is earning the highest possible salary really the best
         goal to have? Is maximizing income the best way to lead a fulfilling and satisfying
         life? If people really want to balance work and family, they may need to reevaluate
         their financial goals. 
      

      
      Although earning an adequate income is an important life goal, the relationship between
         money and well-being tends to take the shape of the inverted U-shaped curve. A certain
         amount of money is necessary and enhances well-being up to a point. However, earning
         more and more money does not result in greater and greater happiness. 
      

      
      The Upside of Money

      
      The negative impact of poverty is well documented. Poverty is a risk factor for almost
         all physical health problems (e.g., high blood pressure, heart disease, and osteoarthritis)
         and death.[78]    In addition, people who do not earn enough to meet their basic needs for food,
         shelter, and clothing experience a great deal of stress and reduced well-being.[79]    In addition, feeling financially helpless can decrease people’s ability to cope
         with the stressful life events they experience.[80]    Unfortunately, when money for basic needs is the primary consideration, focusing
         on needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness often have to take a backseat.
         A study of seventy-seven thousand people living in fifty-one impoverished countries
         found that feeling autonomous and related to others were not even associated with
         increased well-being unless people were able to meet their basic life necessities.[81]    The authors suggested this represents the sense of hopelessness experienced by
         people who live in extreme poverty.
      

      
      As income increases enough for people to meet their basic needs and feel comfortable,
         happiness also increases. However, there appears to be a ceiling above which increased
         income has no positive benefits for emotional well-being.[82]    In a nationally representative sample, people with a lower level of income reported
         more stress and lower levels of emotional well-being. However, once people had an
         annual household income of $75,000, additional income did not relate to any improvement
         in daily emotional experience. Below incomes of $75,000, lack of money is related
         to emotional pain and stress. However, after this level, the benefits of having more
         money may be balanced by the negative effects of earning a high income (e.g., longer
         work hours and work-related stress). Thus, even at very high incomes people may not
         necessarily experience higher levels of contentment and joy on a day-to-day basis.
      

      
      If money really doesn’t contribute much to happiness, why do people think it does?
         If you ask the average person what would make them happier, a lot of people might
         answer something like “winning the lottery.” Yet one famous study compared people
         who had recently won the lottery to a group from the same geographic areas who had
         not.[83]    People who won were not significantly happier, partially because they got less
         pleasure from ordinary life events (e.g., a beautiful sunset) after winning the lottery.
         
      

      
      In addition, people tend to overestimate the importance of how much money matters
         for people’s well-being. One study asked participants to estimate how happy people
         were at various levels of income and compared estimations to people’s actual levels
         of happiness.[84]    The authors found that wealthier people were indeed happier than poorer people,
         but not by as much as most thought. At the highest level of income, people rated their
         happiness as a seven on a ten-point scale, while people at the lowest level of income
         rated their happiness as just below the midpoint of five. However, people thought
         that those at the lowest level of income would report a happiness level around two.
         In general, people greatly underestimated the happiness levels of those making $55,000
         and below. The strong belief that having less money makes people considerably less
         happy may interfere with making decisions that could actually enhance work-family
         balance, for example, accepting a pay cut for greater flexibility or an extra day
         off each week.
      

      
      In general, there is very little research to suggest that earning more and more money
         will make people feel happier even though people think it will. However, research
         does suggest that there is a small, but consistent correlation between income and
         life satisfaction.[85]    Although the correlation is small, there are meaningful differences in how satisfied
         people are with their lives based on their incomes. For example, the wealthiest individuals
         (earning over $200,000 per year) in one study were a great deal more satisfied with
         their lives than the poorest individuals (earning less than $10,000 per year).[86]    
      

      
      For people with low to average income, there is a clear, positive relationship between
         their income and day-to-day well-being as well as life satisfaction.[87]    However, for people with higher incomes, there is little relationship between
         income and daily well-being and a small relationship between income and life satisfaction.
         Additionally, for high-income earners, the positive effects of income have more to
         do with how much they earn compared to people around them than their income per se.[88]    In other words, for people whose basic needs are met, earning a great deal of
         money is less important than feeling as though they are earning more than others.[89]    For example, people who think they are better off financially than a close relative
         experienced greater satisfaction with life.[90]    
      

      
      Furthermore, the income of the surrounding community affects happiness—people living
         in communities where others earned a very high income were less happy.[91]    In other words, people feel particularly unsatisfied with their earnings when
         surrounded by others who are earning more. When everyone has a similar income, having
         a low income does not have as much of an impact on well-being. For example, despite
         the low income and limited material possessions of the Amish community living in America,
         they are quite satisfied with their lives.[92]    In contrast, when people around you have a higher income, having a lower income
         can be particularly damaging. For example, in 1996 African American men in the United
         States had a median income of $26,522 and their average life expectancy was just over
         sixty-six years. In contrast, men in Costa Rica had an average income of $6,410, yet
         they had a life expectancy of seventy-five years.[93]    The men in the United States compared their income to those more wealthy people
         around them and this may have contributed to their ill health and lower life expectancy.
      

      
      The idea that people feel bad when they earn less than those around them points to
         the particularly negative effects of income inequality. Research has suggested that
         income inequality is bad for entire communities. One paper reviewed the results of
         155 studies and concluded that when there is greater income inequality, the overall
         health of a community or country declines.[94]    The negative outcomes associated with income inequality include “morbidity and
         mortality, obesity, teenage birth rates, mental illness, homicide, low trust, low
         social capital, hostility, and racism.”[95]    This is particularly concerning for the United States, which ranks forty-fourth
         out of eighty-six countries—just below Nigeria—in income inequality. It is the most
         inequitable country in the developed world.[96]    
      

      
      In sum, research has found that earning more money is associated with a greater sense
         of satisfaction with life. However, the impact of money on satisfaction with life
         may largely be due to satisfaction with how people’s income compares with others.
         Regardless, the path to greater happiness is not to earn more and more money. Earning
         a higher income does not seem to have much of an effect on how much positive emotion
         people experience on a day-to-day basis after they earn enough to “feel comfortable.”
         
      

      
      The Downside of Money: Materialism

      
      People often say that “money is the root of all evil.” However, this is inaccurate.
         The actual quotation is: “For the love of money is the root of all kinds of evil.”[97]    There is a fair amount of research that suggests this might actually be true.
         Research has consistently found that when people desire more money than they have,
         it is related to lower levels of well-being.[98]    There are negative consequences of putting a high value on money and material
         possessions. In other words, while having more money may be related to small increases
         in life satisfaction, focusing on money actually decreases well-being. 
      

      
      Focusing on Money

      
      Viewing financial gain as the number-one priority in life is associated with decreased
         well-being. People who pursue financial goals as their highest priority over all other
         life goals tend to experience more anxiety and depression as well as lower self-esteem
         and vitality.[99]    The negative impact of valuing money was also seen in a study of college students
         in forty-one different countries. Students who put more importance on money reported
         decreased satisfaction with life.[100]    In another study, the more participants valued financial success as college freshmen
         the lower their satisfaction with life, especially family life, when they were in
         their thirties.[101]    
      

      
      In addition, people who overly value financial gain are more likely to overwork. As
         a result of working more than they need to, these “over-earners” have less leisure
         time and decreased happiness.[102]    I (HS) remember my supervisor at a previous job who worked constantly even while
         on cruises with his family. When I took two weeks off work for my honeymoon, he was
         shocked that I had not checked my e-mail the entire time I was gone. In fact, he had
         actually wanted me to conduct an all-day site visit at an organization that happened
         to be located in Hawaii while I was there. Given that it was practically the only
         vacation I took during the seven years I worked there, I was determined to focus on
         leisure while I was on my honeymoon and declined. 
      

      
      People who are paid by the hour often think in terms of how much money their time
         is worth (i.e., If I take an hour off work to go to my child’s school performance,
         I lose $7.25). As earnings increase, the costs of attending family activities or spending
         time on leisure activities also increase (attend the school play or earn one hundred
         dollars?). People who think that “time is money” derive less happiness from their
         leisure activities.[103]    So they have to evaluate whether it is worth taking time for their own leisure
         to play a round of golf or read a good book. They may weigh the money they are losing
         against spending time investing in their relationships with significant others—going
         on a date with their spouse or getting away for the weekend as a family. When people’s
         desire to earn money starts to take priority over all other social roles (e.g., spouse,
         parent, and self), well-being declines. 
      

      
      Focusing on Material Purchases

      
      In addition to making money a top priority for its own sake, some people place a great
         value on earning money to acquire as many material possessions as possible. Numerous
         studies have found a relationship between materialism and decreased well-being, lower
         satisfaction with life, poor relationships, antisocial behavior in youth, and a sense
         that life has no meaning.[104]    High school students who are more materialistic have decreased well-being. Materialism
         is associated with having lower grades, feeling more envious of others, having less
         satisfaction with life, being less engaged in daily activities, and feeling less socially
         engaged.[105]    People who determine success by the amount and quality of possessions as well
         as those who indicate that these possessions are central to their own well-being tend
         to be less satisfied with their lives.[106]    
      

      
      It may seem as though buying new products and gadgets would be enjoyable—people certainly
         seem to get joy out of their material possessions. But the joy that comes from material
         possessions is fleeting.[107]    When you first buy a new gadget such as an iPad or even a car, it does immediately
         boost well-being. However, people adapt very quickly to life with their new “toys”
         and daily levels of joy settle back to where they were before the purchase. Another
         problem is that new purchases often result in the desire for more. You might realize
         your current cell phone pales in comparison to the functionality of the iPad, so now
         you want an iPhone as well. And let’s not forget that as soon as you buy something,
         they will come out with a new and better version. In some ways, materialism is comparable
         to a drug addiction; it takes more and more of the “drug” to get the same benefits
         from it. If people’s aspirations for material goods rise faster than they can afford
         to keep up with, then they won’t be happy despite having objectively good material
         circumstances.
      

      
      How Focusing on Money Harms: The Importance of Intrinsic Motivation

      
      People who are more materialistic have been found to have lower levels of intrinsic
         motivation and are less likely to meet their basic needs of autonomy, competence,
         and relatedness.[108]    One study found that business students who were motivated by the extrinsic goal
         of financial success felt less energetic, had decreased well-being, and had greater
         levels of substance abuse compared to education students who were motivated by the
         intrinsic goal of feeling a sense of relationship to their community.[109]    
      

      
      Materialism is particularly damaging to social relationships.[110]    People who put their personal relationships after their goals for financial success
         experience increased anxiety and depression.[111]    Simply showing people luxury goods or words that enhanced thoughts of materialism
         (e.g., buy, money, status) made people more competitive, less trusting, and less socially
         engaged.[112]    One study looking at more than twenty-five hundred consumers over the course of
         six years found a vicious cycle of materialism—people who tried to use possessions
         to increase happiness or saw money as a sign of success became lonelier over time.
         Furthermore, being lonely encouraged people to become more materialistic.[113]    Thus when earning money is a person’s primary goal the result is feeling dissatisfied,
         alienated from others, and unable to enjoy the things that could truly bring joy in
         life.
      

      
      People who put work and financial gain before their families and personal well-being
         describe this feeling of dissatisfaction and alienation. One woman said: “I’ve cried
         on my way to work, I’ve cried on my way home from work . . . and still worked 50–60
         hours in slavish devotion (or so it seemed to me) to my employer. I’ve lost friends
         over my workaholism, become distant from my family.” People also acknowledge the lack
         of joy in their lives. She went on to say: “My dad used to tell me that he worried
         about me because I never seemed to have any fun. He was right—even when I thought
         I was having fun, I wasn’t.”[114]    
      

      
      Fortunately, people can decrease their levels of materialism, which can lead to increased
         well-being. Recently, four studies were conducted looking at changes in materialism.
         The researchers found that when people became less materialistic over time—whether
         it was six months or twelve years—they became happier in that time frame. Furthermore,
         the joy that came from decreased materialism was directly linked to participants feeling
         a greater sense of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. On the other hand, when
         people had increased materialism over time they felt less autonomous, competent, and
         related to others, which decreased their well-being. Additionally, the researchers
         were able to reduce materialism in a group of adolescents after three discussion sessions
         about the perils of consumer culture and how to make value-based purchasing decisions.[115]    So it may be possible to reverse the trend of increased materialism and decreased
         well-being so prevalent in the United States today.
      

      
      How Money Can Compromise Integrity

      
      A final downside of money is that people who have a lot of material possessions and
         higher incomes seem to be more self-focused and feel less compassion for others. As
         a result, they are less likely to help other people in need and more likely to act
         in an unethical manner.[116]    Ironically, people from high-income backgrounds are less generous in donating
         to charities and helping others than people from lower-income backgrounds. People
         with high incomes were also more likely to break the law while driving (e.g., cut
         off a pedestrian at a crosswalk), make unethical decisions (e.g., taking credit for
         something they didn’t do), take candy that was meant for children, lie during a job
         negotiation, and cheat to win a prize.[117]    These unfavorable differences remained even after the researchers controlled for
         a variety of factors that could be related to how generous or ethical people behave,
         including their age and how religious they are. Additionally, people who had more
         favorable attitudes about greed were more likely to lie and cheat. When study participants
         were told about the benefits of greed before an experiment, people from low-income
         backgrounds were as likely to say they would act unethically as those from higher-income
         backgrounds. So greed seems to be one of the primary motivators for the unethical
         behavior of people with more money and material possessions. Contrary to Michael Douglas’s
         infamous speech in the movie Wall Street,[118]    greed is not good.
      

      
      In sum, income appears to be related to increased satisfaction with life, while poverty,
         especially when there is a great deal of income inequality, is associated with negative
         outcomes. However, when people become fixated on material purchases there are negative
         results both for mental health and for their sense of ethics and integrity. Furthermore,
         in most studies, income has not been found to increase day-to-day feelings of happiness.
         So what does increase happiness? We will be talking a lot more about this in chapter
         8. However, one study using data from the Gallup World Poll, which represented 96%
         of the world population, shed light on the importance of valuing intrinsic goals.[119]    People who perceived that they were respected by others, had friends they could
         count on, learned something new, did their best, and were able to choose how to spend
         their time had greater daily feelings of joy and well-being. In other words, daily
         experience of well-being was related, not to income, but to meeting the basic psychological
         needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness.
      

      
      Maybe Happier People Earn More

      
      Although earning more money has been associated with greater life satisfaction, it
         does not seem to have the same impact on daily feelings of happiness. So why do people
         seem to intuitively think that money will make them happier? Maybe it’s because happiness
         and income do go together, but people have it backwards. Maybe it’s that happier people
         earn more rather than earning more makes people happier. The majority of the research
         on income and well-being is correlational,[120]    which means the relationship could go either way. In fact, there is some research
         that suggests that happier people may actually earn more money than less happy people.[121]   
      

      
      An exhaustive review of the research was conducted to untangle the causal direction
         of positive emotions and a variety of outcomes, including work and income.[122]    The authors identified twenty-two longitudinal studies that examined the relationship
         between positive emotions and later work outcomes. They concluded that positive emotions
         predict better job outcomes such as higher evaluations, productivity, and incomes.
         For example, people who were happier to begin with were more likely to be hired and
         earn more. One study found that people rated as cheerful in college earned $25,000
         more than their less cheerful peers almost twenty years after graduation.[123]    
      

      
      For ethical and practical reasons, no experimental studies can be conducted to determine
         if manipulating people’s emotions actually causes them to earn more money. However,
         numerous experimental studies have found that when people are induced to feel positive
         emotions, they are perceived as being more likable by others, better negotiators,
         more creative, as well as better problem solvers. Given that having these types of
         skills are often associated with increased income,[124]    it is plausible that positive emotions are causally related to earning more money.
      

      
      The fact that being happier may be related to increased income makes sense within
         the context of self-determination theory. People who are happier are more likely to
         be engaged in tasks they find intrinsically motivating.[125]    Thus, they may be more likely to have jobs that meet their intrinsic needs for
         autonomy, competence, and relatedness. As a result, they may work harder at their
         jobs, which could lead to more income. Furthermore, people who achieve a sense of
         balance between their work, family, and leisure time experience less stress and more
         positive emotions.[126]    Being happier may result in doing better at work, given that research has shown
         that positive emotions are associated with greater creativity, better problem solving,
         and better task execution.[127]    So happier people might actually earn more! Thus overworking in order to earn
         more money because people think that money will lead to happiness is backwards. Instead,
         people should focus on finding the intrinsic joy of work, avoiding the miseries of
         overwork, and practicing other techniques to increase personal well-being (see chapter
         8). Earning more money may end up being a happy side effect! 
      

      
      Doing More with Less

      
      In order to avoid overworking, people can also learn to do more with less—in other
         words, be thrifty.[128]    Thrift means making the most efficient use of the resources available. When people
         live within their means and stay out of debt, it can increase their sense of autonomy.
         Psychologists have identified several techniques for people to increase their happiness
         with less money, allowing people to live on lower incomes, and stay out of debt. One
         option to reduce spending is to rent rather than buy. Expensive purchases like a vacation
         home do not make people as happy as they think. People quickly get used to their lives
         with their new homes. People can choose the less expensive option of simply renting
         a vacation home rather than owning one, which allows them to enjoy new places and
         have new adventures. People can also learn how to reuse things they have in new ways—for
         example, by taking a car on a new adventure or putting a new app on an old iPad. In
         addition, people can reexperience past memories through photos and reminiscing to
         increase the happiness from previously paid-for experiences. Finally, research has
         shown that people’s happiness benefits more from making frequent, small purchases
         (e.g., such as a great cup of coffee, a book, and a new scarf) than making one large
         purchase (which they adapt to fairly quickly). It really doesn’t take as much money
         as you think to be happy. 
      

      
      From a personal perspective, neither I (ML) nor my husband make a great deal of money
         because we are both educators. We have made choices to scale back our material purchases
         so that we do not live beyond our income. We rarely buy new stuff—we are blessed with
         wonderful friends who give us hand-me-down clothing which we “pay forward” to families
         with smaller children. In fact, a big chunk of my daughter’s wardrobe comes from my
         coauthor Holly—her daughters are older and have wonderful taste! We often purchase
         toys at thrift stores, and we tend to drive our cars until they completely run down.
         I am acutely aware of how quickly the joy of a new purchase wears off and tend to
         procrastinate buying new, expensive gadgets. I still do not have a smart phone, but
         have been thinking about buying one for a long time. We do spend money on date nights
         and vacations (see chapter 8) because those bring us lasting joy. I think if we made
         more money, we would probably lead a more extravagant lifestyle—we certainly lead
         a more extravagant lifestyle than we did when we were in graduate school! But I do
         not think we would be any happier. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      As seen in chapter 2, people are happier and healthier when they serve in multiple
         roles such as employee, spouse, and parent that allow them to have their needs for
         autonomy, competence, and relatedness met through a variety of outlets. However, it
         is important to find balance among the roles. Being unemployed as well as working
         too much are associated with decreased physical and mental health—the inverted U-shaped
         curve. Working long hours also can undermine people’s ability to meet their intrinsic
         needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, which are essential for well-being,
         especially when it’s done for external reasons such as unreasonable employer expectations
         or a focus on material goals. Companies should try to be more flexible in their policies
         to allow people to find work-family balance. 
      

      
      In addition, people may need to reevaluate their priorities related to financial success.
         Working long hours to make money can become a catch-22. People may earn enough money
         to buy their dream life but have to work so much that they never have time to enjoy
         it. While having enough money to meet basic needs increases happiness, the benefits
         of money level off once people have enough to feel comfortable. In addition, well-being
         is decreased when people put financial and material goals above their other life goals,
         suggesting that there is also an inverted U-shaped relationship between money and
         well-being. One key to work-family balance is focusing on working for intrinsic reasons
         (i.e., to increase autonomy, competence, and relatedness) rather than making more
         money. 
      

      
      
         
            1. Christopher Kilmartin, The Masculine Self, 4th ed. (Cornwall-on-Hudson, NY: Sloan, 2010), 204–208.
               

            

         

         
            2. Sheryl Sandberg, Lean In: Women, Work, and the Will to Lead (New York: Random House, 2013).
               

            

         

         
            3. Erin Zlomek, “Women and Work: A Harvard Prof’s Take,” Bloomberg Business Week, May 10, 2013, http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2013-05-10/women-and-work-a-harvard-profs-take.
               

            

         

         
            4. Jan-Emmanuel De Neve et al., “Genes, Economics, and Happiness,” Journal of Neuroscience, Psychology, and Economics 5, no. 4 (2012): 193–211; Richard E. Lucas, “Adaptation and the Set-Point Model of
                  Subjective Well-Being: Does Happiness Change after Major Life Events?,” Current Directions in Psychological Science 16, no. 2 (2007): 75–79. Richard E. Lucas et al., “Reexamining Adaptation and the
                  Set Point Model of Happiness: Reactions to Changes in Marital Status,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 84, no. 3 (2003): 527–539; Maike Luhmann et al., “Subjective Well-Being and Adaptation
                  to Life Events: A Meta-Analysis,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 102, no. 3 (2012): 592–615. 
               

            

         

         
            5. Barbara C. Ilardi et al., “Employee and Supervisor Ratings of Motivation: Main Effects
                  and Discrepancies Associated with Job Satisfaction and Adjustment in a Factory Setting,”
                  Journal of Applied Social Psychology 23, no. 21 (1993): 1789–1805.
               

            

         

         
            6. Satoris S. Culbertson, Maura J. Mills, and Clive J. Fullager, “Work Engagement and
                  Work-Family Facilitation: Making Homes Happier through Positive Affective Spillover,”
                  Human Relations 65, no. 9 (2012): 1155–1177.
               

            

         

         
            7. Shelley E. Taylor, Rena L. Repetti, and Teresa Seeman, “Health Psychology: What Is
                  an Unhealthy Environment and How Does It Get under the Skin?,” Annual Review of Psychology 48, no. 1 (1997): 411–447.
               

            

         

         
            8. Marianna Virtanen et al., “Long Working Hours and Symptoms of Anxiety and Depression:
                  A 5-Year Follow-Up of the Whitehall II Study,” Psychological Medicine 41, no. 12 (2011): 2485–2494.
               

            

         

         
            9. Ibid.

            

         

         
            10. Ibid.

            

         

         
            11. June J. Pilcher and Allen J. Huffcutt, “Effects of Sleep Deprivation on Performance:
                  A Meta-Analysis,” Journal of Sleep Research & Sleep Medicine 19 (May 1996): 318–326; Robert-Paul Juster, Bruce S. McEwen, and Sonia J. Lupien,
                  “Allostatic Load Biomarkers of Chronic Stress and Impact on Health and Cognition,”
                  Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews 35, no. 1 (2010): 2–16.
               

            

         

         
            12. Akinori Nakata, “Work Hours, Sleep Sufficiency, and Prevalence of Depression among
                  Full-Time Employees: A Community-Based Cross-Sectional Study,” Journal of Clinical Psychiatry 72, no. 5 (2011): 605–614.
               

            

         

         
            13. Atsuko Kanai, “‘Karoshi (Work to Death)’ in Japan,” Journal of Business Ethics 84 (January 2009): 209–216.
               

            

         

         
            14. Juster, McEwen, and Lupien, “Allostatic Load Biomarkers,” 2–16.

            

         

         
            15. Kenji Iwasaki, Masaya Takahashi, and Akinori Nakata, “Health Problems Due to Long
                  Working Hours in Japan: Working Hours, Workers’ Compensation (Karoshi), and Preventive Measures,” Industrial Health 44, no. 4 (2006): 537–540; Kanai, “Karoshi,” 209–216.
               

            

         

         
            16. Keva Glynn et al., “The Association between Role Overload and Women’s Mental Health,”
                  Journal of Women’s Health 18, no. 2 (2009): 217–223.
               

            

         

         
            17. Sarah-Geneviève Trépanier, Claude Fernet, and Stéphanie Austin, “The Moderating Role
                  of Autonomous Motivation in the Job Demands-Strain Relation: A Two Sample Study,”
                  Motivation and Emotion 37, no. 1 (2013): 93–105.
               

            

         

         
            18. Ilardi et al., “Employee and Supervisor Ratings,” 1789–1805.

            

         

         
            19. Marianna Virtanen and Mika Kivimäki, “Saved by the Bell: Does Working Too Much Increase
                  the Likelihood of Depression?,” Expert Review of Neurotherapeutics 12, no. 5 (2012): 497–499.
               

            

         

         
            20. Joan C. Williams and Holly Cohen Cooper, “The Public Policy of Motherhood,” Journal of Social Issues 60, no. 4 (2004): 849–865.
               

            

         

         
            21. Peter Kuhn and Fernando Lozano, “The Expanding Workweek? Understanding Trends in Long
                  Work Hours among US Men, 1979–2004” (IZA discussion paper no. 1924, Institute for
                  the Study of Labor (IZA), Bonn, Germany, 2006), 1–51.
               

            

         

         
            22. European Union Council Directive 93/104/EC, “Concerning Certain Aspects of the Organization
                  of Working Time,” Official Journal of the European Union L 307, 13.12.1993.
               

            

         

         
            23. Joseph G. Altonji and Jennifer Oldham, “Vacation Laws and Annual Work Hours,” Economic Perspectives-Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 27, no. 3 (2003): 19–29.
               

            

         

         
            24. “OECD Better Life Index: Work-Life Balance,” http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/topics/work-life-balance.

            

         

         
            25. Joan C. Williams and Heather Boushey, “The Three Faces of Work-Family Conflict: The
                  Poor, the Professionals, and the Missing Middle,” Work Life Law: UC Hastings College of the Law, Center for American Progress (2010): 1–86.
               

            

         

         
            26. Jeanne M. Brett and Linda K. Stroh, “Working 61 Plus Hours a Week: Why Do Managers
                  Do It?,” Journal of Applied Psychology 88, no. 1 (2003): 67–78.
               

            

         

         
            27. “Employment Characteristics of Families—2012,” Bureau of Labor Statistics: U.S. Department
                  of Labor, April 26, 2013, http://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/famee.pdf.
               

            

         

         
            28. “America’s Children: Key National Indicators of Well-Being, 2013: Family Structure
                  and Children’s Living Arrangements,” ChildStats.gov: Forum on Child and Family Statistics,
                  http://www.childstats.gov/americaschildren/famsoc1.asp.
               

            

         

         
            29. Williams and Boushey, “Work-Family Conflict,” 1–86.

            

         

         
            30. Ibid.

            

         

         
            31. Ibid.

            

         

         
            32. Marianne Cooper, “Being the ‘Go-To Guy’: Fatherhood, Masculinity, and the Organization
                  of Work in Silicon Valley,” Qualitative Sociology 23, no. 4 (2000): 382.
               

            

         

         
            33. Sandberg, Lean In, 128.
               

            

         

         
            34. Lonnie Golden, “The Effects of Working Time on Productivity and Firm Performance:
                  A Research Synthesis Paper,” Conditions of Work and Employment Series No. 33 (Geneva, Switzerland: International Labor Organization, 2012), 1–34.
               

            

         

         
            35. Ibid.

            

         

         
            36. Emily Fitzgibbons Shafer, “Wives’ Relative Wages, Husbands’ Paid Work Hours, and Wives’
                  Labor‐Force Exit," Journal of Marriage and Family 73, no. 1 (2011): 250–263.
               

            

         

         
            37. Brad Harrington, Fred Van Deusen, and Beth Humberd, The New Dad: Caring, Committed and Conflicted (Chestnut Hill, MA: Boston College Center for Work & Family, 2011): 1–41.
               

            

         

         
            38. Williams and Boushey, “Work-Family Conflict,” 1–86.

            

         

         
            39. Matthew J. Grawitch, Melanie Gottschalk, and David C. Munz, “The Path to a Healthy
                  Workplace: A Critical Review Linking Healthy Workplace Practices, Employee Well-Being,
                  and Organizational Improvements,” Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and Research 58, no. 3 (2006): 129–147.
               

            

         

         
            40. E. Jeffrey Hill et al., “Finding an Extra Day a Week: The Positive Influence of Perceived
                  Job Flexibility on Work and Family Life Balance,” Family Relations 50, no. 1 (2001): 49–58.; E. Jeffrey Hill et al., “Workplace Flexibility, Work Hours,
                  and Work-Life Conflict: Finding an Extra Day or Two,” Journal of Family Psychology 24, no. 3 (2010): 349–358.
               

            

         

         
            41. Golden, “The Effects of Working Time,” 1–34.

            

         

         
            42. Richard M. Ryan and Edward L. Deci, “Self-Determination Theory and the Facilitation
                  of Intrinsic Motivation, Social Development, and Well-Being,” American Psychologist 55, no. 1 (2000): 68–78.
               

            

         

         
            43. Ravi S. Gajendran and David A. Harrison, “The Good, the Bad, and the Unknown about
                  Telecommuting: Meta-Analysis of Psychological Mediators and Individual Consequences,”
                  Journal of Applied Psychology 92, no. 6 (2007): 1524–1541.
               

            

         

         
            44. R. Pruncho, L. Litchfield, and M. Fried, Measuring the Impact of Workplace Flexibility: Findings from the National Work/Life
                     Measurement Project (Chestnut Hill, MA: Center for Work and Family at Boston College, 2000).
               

            

         

         
            45. Gajendran and Harrison, “The Good, the Bad,” 1524–1541.

            

         

         
            46. Mahmoud M. Watad, Gregory T. Jenkins, and William Paterson, “The Impact of Telework
                  on Knowledge Creation and Management,” Journal of Knowledge Management Practice 11, no. 4 (2010). 
               

            

         

         
            47. Gajendran and Harrison, “The Good, the Bad,” 1524–1541.

            

         

         
            48. Ibid.

            

         

         
            49. Susan C. Eaton, “If You Can Use Them: Flexibility Policies, Organizational Commitment,
                  and Perceived Performance,” Industrial Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society 42, no. 2 (2003): 145–167.
               

            

         

         
            50. Jennifer Glass, “Blessing or Curse? Work-Family Policies and Mother’s Wage Growth
                  over Time,” Work and Occupations 31, no. 3 (2004): 367–394.
               

            

         

         
            51. Lisa M. Leslie et al., “Flexible Work Practices: A Source of Career Premiums or Penalties?,”
                  Academy of Management Journal 55, no. 6 (2012): 1407–1428.
               

            

         

         
            52. Pamela Stone and Meg Lovejoy, “Fast-Track Women and the ‘Choice’ to Stay Home,” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 596, no. 1 (2004): 70.
               

            

         

         
            53. Williams and Boushey, “Work-Family Conflict,” 54.

            

         

         
            54. Pamela Stone and Lisa Ackerly Hernandez, “The All‐or‐Nothing Workplace: Flexibility
                  Stigma and ‘Opting Out’ among Professional‐Managerial Women,” Journal of Social Issues 69, no. 2 (2013): 235–256.
               

            

         

         
            55. Emma Cahusac and Kanji Shireen, "Giving Up: How Gendered Organizational Cultures Push
                  Mothers Out," Gender, Work & Organization 21, no. 1 (2014): 61.
               

            

         

         
            56. Lisa Dodson, “Stereotyping Low‐Wage Mothers Who Have Work and Family Conflicts,” Journal of Social Issues 69, no. 2 (2013): 257–278.
               

            

         

         
            57. Shelley J. Correll, Stephen Benard, and In Paik, “Getting a Job: Is There a Motherhood
                  Penalty?” American Journal of Sociology 112, no. 5 (2007): 1297–1339.
               

            

         

         
            58. Scott Coltrane et al., “Fathers and the Flexibility Stigma,” Journal of Social Issues 69, no. 2 (2013): 279–302.
               

            

         

         
            59. Adam B. Butler and Amie Skattebo, “What Is Acceptable for Women May Not Be for Men:
                  The Effect of Family Conflicts with Work on Job‐Performance Ratings,” Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 77, no. 4 (2004): 553–564.
               

            

         

         
            60. Julie Holliday Wayne and Bryanne L. Cordeiro, “Who Is a Good Organizational Citizen?
                  Social Perception of Male and Female Employees Who Use Family Leave,” Sex Roles 49 (September 2003): 233–246.
               

            

         

         
            61. Jennifer L. Berdahl and Sue H. Moon, “Workplace Mistreatment of Middle Class Workers
                  Based on Sex, Parenthood, and Caregiving,” Journal of Social Issues 69, no. 2 (2013): 341–366; Joseph A. Vandello et al., “When Equal Isn’t Really Equal:
                  The Masculine Dilemma of Seeking Work Flexibility,” Journal of Social Issues 69, no. 2 (2013): 303–321.
               

            

         

         
            62. Laurie A. Rudman and Kris Mescher, “Penalizing Men Who Request a Family Leave: Is
                  Flexibility Stigma a Femininity Stigma?,” Journal of Social Issues 69, no. 2 (2013): 322–340.
               

            

         

         
            63. Vandello et al., “When Equal Isn’t Really,” 303–321.

            

         

         
            64. Harrington, Van Deusen, and Humberd, The New Dad, 1–41.
               

            

         

         
            65. Timothy D. Golden, John F. Veiga, and Zeki Simsek, “Telecommuting’s Differential Impact
                  on Work-Family Conflict: Is There No Place like Home?,” Journal of Applied Psychology 91, no. 6 (2006): 1340–1350.
               

            

         

         
            66. E. Jeffrey Hill, Alan J. Hawkins, and Brent C. Miller, “Work and Family in the Virtual
                  Office: Perceived Influences of Mobile Telework,” Family Relations 45, no. 3 (1996): 293–301.
               

            

         

         
            67. Hill et al., “Finding an Extra Day,” 49–58.

            

         

         
            68. Cath Sullivan and Suzan Lewis, “Home-Based Telework, Gender, and the Synchronization
                  of Work and Family: Perspectives of Teleworkers and Their Co-Residents,” Gender, Work and Organization 8 (April 2001): 123–145.
               

            

         

         
            69. Phyllis Moen and Erin L. Kelly, Flexible Work and Well-Being Study (Minneapolis, MN: Flexible Work and Well-Being Center, University of Minnesota, 2007),
                  iv–viii. 
               

            

         

         
            70. Erin L. Kelly, Phyllis Moen, and Eric Tranby, “Changing Workplaces to Reduce Work-Family
                  Conflict: Schedule Control in a White-Collar Organization,” American Sociological Review 76, no. 2 (2011): 265–290.
               

            

         

         
            71. Ibid.

            

         

         
            72. “Gap Inc. Case Study: Quality and Productivity through Trust: Gap Inc. Boosts Quality,
                  Accountability and Productivity through the Adoption of Results-Only Work Environment
                  (ROWE)” Culture Rx, LLC (2012).
               

            

         

         
            73. Suzan Lewis, Rhona Rapoport, and Richenda Gambles, “Reflections on the Integration
                  of Paid Work and the Rest of Life,” Journal of Managerial Psychology 18, no. 8 (2003): 824–841; Williams and Boushey, “Work-Family Conflict,” 1–86.
               

            

         

         
            74. Lewis, Rapoport, and Gambles, “Integration of Paid Work,” 824–841.

            

         

         
            75. Stephen Marche, “Home Economics: The Link between Work-Life Balance and Income Equality,”
                  The Atlantic, July/August 2013, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2013/07/the-masculine-mystique/309401/2.
               

            

         

         
            76. Tess Vigeland and Jolie Myers, “Tough Choices: How the Poor Spend Money,” Marketplace, American Public Media, October 5, 2012, http://www.marketplace.org/topics/wealth-poverty/tough-choices-how-poor-spend-money.
               

            

         

         
            77. Pamela Stone, Opting Out? Why Women Really Quit Careers and Head Home (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2007), 73–76.
               

            

         

         
            78. Nancy E. Adler et al., “Socioeconomic Status and Health: The Challenge of the Gradient,”
                  American Psychologist 49, no. 1 (1994): 15–24; Arline T. Geronimus et al., “‘Weathering’ and Age Patterns
                  of Allostatic Load Scores among Blacks and Whites in the United States,” American Journal of Public Health 96, no. 5 (2006): 826–833.
               

            

         

         
            79. Daniel Kahneman and Angus Deaton, “High Income Improves Evaluation of Life but Not
                  Emotional Well-Being,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 107, no. 38 (2010): 16489–16493.
               

            

         

         
            80. Moises Velasquez-Manoff, “Status and Stress,” The Opinion Pages (blog), New York Times, July 27, 2013, http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/07/27/status-and-stress/?hpw&_r=0.
                  
               

            

         

         
            81. Kelly D. Martin and Ronald Paul Hill, “Life Satisfaction, Self-Determination, and
                  Consumption Adequacy at the Bottom of the Pyramid," Journal of Consumer Research 38, no. 6 (2012): 1155–1168.
               

            

         

         
            82. Kahneman and Deaton, “Income Improves Evaluation of Life,” 16489–16493.

            

         

         
            83. Philip Brickman, Dan Coates, and Ronnie Janoff-Bulman, “Lottery Winners and Accident
                  Victims: Is Happiness Relative?,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 36, no. 8 (1978): 917.
               

            

         

         
            84. Lara B. Aknin, Elizabeth W. Dunn, and Michael I. Norton, “Happiness Runs in a Circular
                  Motion: Evidence for a Positive Feedback Loop between Prosocial Spending and Happiness,”
                  Journal of Happiness Studies 13, no. 2 (2012): 347–355.
               

            

         

         
            85. Ed Diener and Robert Biswas-Diener, “Will Money Increase Subjective Well-Being?,”
                  Social Indicators Research 57, no. 2 (2002): 119–169; Ed Diener et al., “Wealth and Happiness across the World:
                  Material Prosperity Predicts Life Evaluation, Whereas Psychosocial Prosperity Predicts
                  Positive Feeling,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 99, no. 1 (2010): 52–61; Kahneman and Deaton, “Income Improves Evaluation of Life,”
                  16489–16493; Richard E. Lucas, Portia S. Dyrenforth, and Ed Diener, “Four Myths about
                  Subjective Well‐Being,” Social and Personality Psychology Compass 2, no. 5 (2008): 2001–2015; Richard E. Lucas and Ulrich Schimmack, “Income and Well-Being:
                  How Big Is the Gap between the Rich and the Poor?,” Journal of Research in Personality 43, no. 1 (2009): 75–78; Daniel W. Sacks, Betsey Stevenson, and Justin Wolfers, “The
                  New Stylized Facts about Income and Subjective Well-Being,” Emotion 12, no. 6 (2012): 1181–1187.
               

            

         

         
            86. Lucas and Schimmack, “Income and Well-Being,” 75–78.

            

         

         
            87. Ed Diener and Shigehiro Oishi, “Money and Happiness: Income and Subjective Well-Being
                  Across Nations,” in Culture and Subjective Well-Being, ed. Ed Diener and Eunkook M. Suh, (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000), 185–218; Richard
                  Easterlin and Onnicha Sawangfa, “Happiness and Economic Growth: Does the Cross Section
                  Predict Time Trends? Evidence from Developing Countries” (IZA discussion paper no.
                  4000, Institute for the Study of Labor (IZA), Bonn, Germany, 2009), 1–44; Sacks, Stevenson,
                  and Wolfers, “Income and Subjective Well-Being,” 1181–1187.
               

            

         

         
            88. Carol Graham, Andrew Eggers, and Sandip Sukhtankar, “Does Happiness Pay?: An Exploration
                  Based on Panel Data from Russia,” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 55, no. 3 (2004): 319–342; Wendy Johnson and Robert F. Krueger, “How Money Buys Happiness:
                  Genetic and Environmental Processes Linking Finances and Life Satisfaction,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 90, no. 4 (2006): 680–691; Michael McBride, “Relative-Income Effects on Subjective
                  Well-Being in the Cross-Section,” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 45, no. 3 (2001): 251–278.
               

            

         

         
            89. Richard A. Easterlin, “Does Economic Growth Improve the Human Lot? Some Empirical
                  Evidence,” Nations and Households in Economic Growth 89 (1974): 89–125; Easterlin and Sawangfa, “Happiness and Economic Growth,” 1–44;
                  Mary Steffel and Daniel M. Oppenheimer, “Happy by What Standard? The Role of Interpersonal
                  and Intrapersonal Comparisons in Ratings of Happiness,” Social Indicators Research 92, no. 1 (2009): 69–79. 
               

            

         

         
            90. Wayne M. Usui, Thomas J. Keil, and K. Robert Durig, “Socioeconomic Comparisons and
                  Life Satisfaction of Elderly Adults,” Journal of Gerontology 40, no. 1 (1985): 110–114.
               

            

         

         
            91. Michael R. Hagerty, “Social Comparisons of Income in One’s Community: Evidence from
                  National Surveys of Income and Happiness,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 78, no. 4 (2000): 764–771.
               

            

         

         
            92. Robert Biswas-Diener, Joar Vittersø, and Ed Diener, “Most People Are Pretty Happy,
                  but There Is Cultural Variation: The Inughuit, the Amish, and the Maasai,” Journal of Happiness Studies 6, no. 3 (2005): 205–226.
               

            

         

         
            93. Richard G. Wilkinson and Kate E. Pickett, “The Problems of Relative Deprivation: Why
                  Some Societies Do Better than Others,” Social Science & Medicine 65, no. 9 (2007): 1967.
               

            

         

         
            94. Ibid., 1768–1784.

            

         

         
            95. Ibid., 1965.

            

         

         
            96. Max Fisher, “Map: How the World’s Countries Compare on Income Inequality (The U.S.
                  Ranks below Nigeria),” Washington Post, September 27, 2013, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2013/09/27/map-how-the-worlds-countries-compare-on-income-inequality-the-u-s-ranks-below-nigeria.
               

            

         

         
            97. 1 Tim. 6:10 (New International Version).

            

         

         
            98. Emily C. Solberg, Edward Diener, and Michael D. Robinson, “Why Are Materialists Less
                  Satisfied?,” in Psychology and Consumer Culture: The Struggle for a Good life in a Materialistic World, ed. Tim Kasser and Allen D. Kanner (Washington, DC: American Psychological Association,
                  2004), 29–48. 
               

            

         

         
            99. Tim Kasser and Aaron Ahuvia, “Materialistic Values and Well‐Being in Business Students,”
                  European Journal of Social Psychology 32, no. 1 (2002): 137–146; Tim Kasser and Richard M. Ryan, “A Dark Side of the American
                  Dream: Correlates of Financial Success as a Central Life Aspiration,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 65, no. 2 (1993): 410–422; Tim Kasser and Richard M. Ryan, “Further Examining the
                  American Dream: Differential Correlates of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Goals,” Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin 22, no. 3 (1996): 280–287.
               

            

         

         
            100. Diener and Oishi, “Money and Happiness,” 185–218.

            

         

         
            101. Carol Nickerson et al., “Zeroing in on the Dark Side of the American Dream: A Closer
                  Look at the Negative Consequences of the Goal for Financial Success,” Psychological Science 14, no. 6 (2003): 531–536.
               

            

         

         
            102. Christopher K. Hsee et al., “Overearning,” Psychological Science 24, no. 6 (2013): 852–859.
               

            

         

         
            103. Sanford E. DeVoe and Julian House, “Time, Money, and Happiness: How Does Putting a
                  Price on Time Affect Our Ability to Smell the Roses?,” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 48, no. 2 (2012): 466–474.
               

            

         

         
            104. Todd B. Kashdan and William E. Breen, “Materialism and Diminished Well-Being: Experiential
                  Avoidance as a Mediating Mechanism,” Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology 26, no. 5 (2007): 521–539; Kasser and Ryan, “A Dark Side of the American Dream,”
                  410–422; José Manuel Otero-López et al., “Materialism, Life-Satisfaction and Addictive
                  Buying: Examining the Causal Relationships,” Personality and Individual Differences 50, no. 6 (2011): 772–776; Maarten Vansteenkiste et al., “Materialistic Values and
                  Well‐Being among Business Students: Further Evidence of Their Detrimental Effect,”
                  Journal of Applied Social Psychology 36, no. 12 (2006): 2892–2908.
               

            

         

         
            105. Jeffrey J. Froh et al., “Gratitude and the Reduced Costs of Materialism in Adolescents,”
                  Journal of Happiness Studies 12, no. 2 (2011): 289–302.
               

            

         

         
            106. Otero-López et al., “Materialism, Life-Satisfaction and Addictive Buying,” 772–776.

            

         

         
            107. Kennon M. Sheldon and Sonja Lyubomirsky, “The Challenge of Staying Happier: Testing
                  the Hedonic Adaptation Prevention Model,” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 38, no. 5 (2012): 670–680.
               

            

         

         
            108. Ryan and Deci, “Self-Determination Theory,” 521–539.

            

         

         
            109. Vansteenkiste et al., “Materialistic Values and Well‐Being,” 2892–2908.

            

         

         
            110. Kathleen D. Vohs, Nicole L. Mead, and Miranda R. Goode, “The Psychological Consequences
                  of Money,” Science 314, no. 5802 (2006): 1154–1156.
               

            

         

         
            111. Kasser and Ryan, “A Dark Side of the American Dream,” 410–422; Kasser and Ryan, “Further
                  Examining the American Dream,” 280–287.
               

            

         

         
            112. Monika A. Bauer, James E. B. Wilkie, Jung K. Kim, and Galen V. Bodenhausen, “Cuing
                  Consumerism Situational Materialism Undermines Personal and Social Well-Being,” Psychological Science 23, no. 5 (2012): 517–523.
               

            

         

         
            113. Rik Pieters, “Bidirectional Dynamics of Materialism and Loneliness: Not Just a Vicious
                  Cycle,” Journal of Consumer Research 40, no. 4 (2013): 615–631.
               

            

         

         
            114. “Storyline: From Workaholics Anonymous,” Workaholics Anonymous World Service Organization,
                  Summer 2012, http://www.workaholics-anonymous.org/pdf_files/news_summer2012.pdf.
               

            

         

         
            115. Tim Kasser et al., “Changes in Materialism, Changes in Psychological Well-Being: Evidence
                  from Three Longitudinal Studies and an Intervention Experiment,” Motivation and Emotion (2013): 1–22.
               

            

         

         
            116. Paul K. Piff et al., “Having Less, Giving More: The Influence of Social Class on Prosocial
                  Behavior,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 99, no. 5 (2010): 771–784; Paul K. Piff et al., “Higher Social Class Predicts Increased
                  Unethical Behavior,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 109, no. 11 (2012): 4086–4091.
               

            

         

         
            117. Piff et al., “Higher Social Class,” 4086–4091.

            

         

         
            118. Stanley Weiser and Oliver Stone, Wall Street, directed by Oliver Stone (Los Angeles, CA: Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation,
                  1987), DVD.
               

            

         

         
            119. Diener et al., “Wealth and Happiness,” 52–61.

            

         

         
            120. Sonja Lyubomirsky, Laura King, and Ed Diener, “The Benefits of Frequent Positive Affect:
                  Does Happiness Lead to Success?,” Psychological Bulletin 131, no. 6 (2005): 803–855.
               

            

         

         
            121. Ed Diener at al., “Dispositional Affect and Job Outcomes,” Social Indicators Research 59, no. 3 (2002): 229–259; Ed Diener and Martin E. P. Seligman, “Beyond Money toward
                  an Economy of Well-Being,” Psychological Science in the Public Interest 5, no. 1 (2004): 1–31; Lyubomirsky, King, and Diener, “Benefits of Frequent Positive
                  Affect,” 803–855.
               

            

         

         
            122. Lyubomirsky, King, and Diener, “Benefits of Frequent Positive Affect,” 803–855.

            

         

         
            123. Diener, Nickerson, Lucas, and Sandvik, “Dispositional Affect and Job Outcomes,” 229–259.

            

         

         
            124. Barry M. Straw, Robert I. Sutton, and Lisa H. Pelled, “Employee Positive Emotion and
                  Favorable Outcomes at the Workplace,” Organization Science 5, no. 1 (1994): 51–71.
               

            

         

         
            125. Noel Murray et al., “The Influence of Mood on Categorization: A Cognitive Flexibility
                  Interpretation,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 59, no. 3 (1990): 411–425.
               

            

         

         
            126. Yessenia Castro and Kathryn H. Gordon, “A Review of Recent Research on Multiple Roles
                  and Women’s Mental Health,” in Women and Mental Disorders, ed. Paula K. Lundberg-Love, Kevin L. Nadal, and Michele A. Paludi (Santa Barbara,
                  CA: Praeger, 2012), 1: 37–54.
               

            

         

         
            127. Straw, Sutton, and Pelled, “Employee Positive Emotion,” 51–71.

            

         

         
            128. Joseph Chancellor and Sonja Lyubomirsky, “Happiness and Thrift: When (Spending) Less
                  is (Hedonically) More,” Journal of Consumer Psychology 21, no. 2 (2011): 131–138.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 5

      Balance Is for Both Men and Women

      
         
         
         
         Challenging Gender Stereotypes

         
         
      

      
      Much of the debate about work-family balance is conducted with an assumption that
         balancing work and family is a woman’s problem. If somebody is going to have to choose between their career and their children,
         it is generally assumed that it will be the mother. For example, articles on whether
         it is best to work or stay at home are often framed as choices only for women (e.g.,
         “A Mother’s Dilemma: Children or Jobs”).[1]    These articles debate whether mothers who are employed can be as good caregivers
         as mothers who stay at home, as well as what a family gains and loses when mothers
         work. Comparable questions are not asked about fathers. Why is it that choices about
         how to balance work and family are always framed as issues only for women? As one
         father noted in an article he wrote for The Atlantic: “When men aren’t part of the discussion about balancing work and life, outdated
         assumptions about fatherhood are allowed to go unchallenged and, far more important,
         key realities about the relationship between work and family are elided.”[2]    Another commented on the difficulty men have even trying to enter the discussion:
         “Trying to talk work-life issues with other males was like showing up in the soccer
         try outs wearing a tutu! You just don’t do that. Work-life discussion is for women."[3] 
      

      
      Women as the Essential Parent

      
      We think part of the answer is that people have a fundamental belief that mothers
         are the primary childcare providers. This belief is reflected in the popular press
         coverage on work-family balance. In her article on why women cannot have it all, Anne-Marie
         Slaughter observed:
      

      
         From years of conversations and observations, however, I’ve come to believe that men
            and women respond quite differently when problems at home force them to recognize
            that their absence is hurting a child, or at least that their presence would likely
            help. I do not believe fathers love their children any less than mothers do, but men
            do seem more likely to choose their job at a cost to their family, while women seem
            more likely to choose their family at a cost to their job.[4]   
         

      

      Slaughter goes on to discuss the sense that children need their mothers. She quotes
         Mary Matalin, former advisor to George Bush: “I’m indispensable to my kids, but I’m
         not close to indispensable to the White House.”[5]    
      

      
       Conservative commentators have suggested that the natural order of things is for
         a woman’s place to be in the home, while men serve as the primary breadwinners. When
         the Pew Research Center released a report stating that women are the primary breadwinners
         in four out of ten households,[6]  pundits on Fox News network’s Lou Dobb’s show saw this as a national tragedy. Juan
         Williams said this trend represented “something going terribly wrong in American society,
         and it’s hurting our children, and it’s going to have impact for generations to come.”[7]  Another pundit, Erick Erickson, said: “When you look at biology, look at the natural
         world, the roles of a male and a female in society, and other animals, the male typically
         is the dominant role. . . . We as people in a smart society have lost the ability
         to have complementary relationships in nuclear families, and it’s tearing us apart.”[8]  Others have linked women’s traditional roles to the Bible. On his conservative radio
         show, Bryan Fischer expressed concern over women being breadwinners, noting that:
         “The biblical pattern is for a wife and a mother to focus her energies, devote her
         energies on making a home for her children and for her husband.”[9]  
      

      
      The view that women are naturally better parents is also held by people who would
         typically oppose such conservative views. In March 2013, the New York magazine cover story featured a new breed of self-identified feminists described as
         women who embraced their role as mothers and claimed women’s superiority in the domain
         of parenting and household management. The article featured Kelly Makino, a thirty-three-year-old
         woman with a master’s degree in social work from the University of Pennsylvania who
         has won honors and awards for her negotiating skills. Kelly chose to be a stay-at-home
         mother and is a firm believer in women’s superiority at childcare and domestic tasks.
         She said: “The maternal instinct is a real thing. . . . Women are raised from the
         get-go to raise children successfully. When we are moms we have a better toolbox.”[10]    
      

      
       Content analyses of parenting-advice books and magazines confirm the pervasive notion
         that mothers are viewed as the primary parent.[11]    These books typically depict fathers as “helpers” and emphasize that parenting
         can be fun[12]—the implication being that fathers need encouragement to be involved as parents while
         mothers are automatically involved. In parenting magazines, even though articles use
         the word “parent,” pictures often portray fathers in the background playing a supporting
         role.[13]    Mothers were the ones quoted and were the primary focus of articles about the
         guilt, stress, and worries of parenting.[14]    When fathers were discussed, they were represented as part-time or secondary parents.
         Although their involvement was praised, it was not expected.
      

      
       The general public tends to agree. Pew Research’s 2012 American Values Survey found
         that 54% of both men and women agreed that women were more natural parents.[15]    Parents particularly held this belief (57% versus 51% of nonparents), as did Hispanics
         (67% versus 59% of blacks and 49% of whites), people over sixty-five years old (65%),
         and Republicans (60% versus 50% of Democrats). But are women really better equipped
         to be parents than men? Do they have a secret ingredient (above and beyond breast
         milk) that makes them more competent at child rearing or more efficient at household
         management? Are men and women really that different? 
      

      
      One Hypothesis: Evolution

      
      The basic rationale for why women are caregivers and men are providers is evolutionary
         in nature. The evolutionary argument goes something like this.[16]    Once upon a time during the late Pleistocene era, men and women were evolving
         into their final human forms. During this time, human beings lived in hunter-gatherer
         groups. Men and women faced different challenges to survival and reproductive success.
         For example, women dedicated greater investment than men in their offspring because
         they were responsible for bearing and nursing their children, while men’s contribution
         ended at conception. Women increased their reproductive success by being highly selective
         in choosing a mate who could increase survival of his offspring by providing food
         and shelter. Men, on the other hand, were more likely to pass on their genes by participating
         in short-term mating strategies (i.e., spreading their seed) and selecting mates that
         were young and fertile. Furthermore, given that (unlike women) a man can never be
         100% sure that the child he cares for is his own, he would maximize his reproductive
         success by exhibiting sexual jealousy over women.  
      

      
       The argument goes that people who used these reproductive strategies were more likely
         to survive and have offspring. Therefore, the differences between men and women, which
         can be seen to this day, are a result of evolution. For example, men’s need to compete
         for mates increased their tendency for violence, while their cognitive and spatial
         skills were enhanced through hunting. On the other hand, women evolved to focus on
         child rearing and seek mates that could support their families. According to evolutionary
         theory, these gender differences have become encoded into the human DNA and represent
         inherited and stable traits. 
      

      
       Evolutionary arguments seem to be inherently appealing, especially to those who are
         looking to justify sex-stereotyped behavior. In her New York magazine article on feminists who choose to stay home, Lisa Miller noticed that evolutionary
         arguments are often used to explain not only why women are more equipped to be parents,
         but also why they are better at other household administrative tasks. She noted that
         the women she talked to used evolutionary arguments to support the idea that only
         women are equipped to plan birthday parties, remember doctor’s appointments, communicate
         with teachers, and buy school shoes.[17]    These are not exactly skills that had survival value in the late Pleistocene era!
      

      
       Evolutionary explanations have been widely criticized because it is impossible to
         know what life was actually like during this era. Therefore, evolutionary theorists
         can only make guesses by extrapolating backwards from current gender stereotypes.
         They assume that current behavior must have had an adaptive value in earlier evolutionary
         history or else it would not exist today. In some ways, these explanations are similar
         to Rudyard Kipling’s Just So Stories—fictional stories that pretend to explain the origin of some characteristic (e.g.,
         How did the camel get his hump?).[18]    Similarly, evolutionary theory tries to retrospectively explain “How did the man
         get his proclivity to cheat?” or “How did the woman get her natural desire to stay
         at home with children?” In fact, it is likely that many assumptions about life in
         the Pleistocene era may be incorrect. For example, although it is widely assumed that
         men had to “spread their seed” to achieve maximal reproductive success, this strategy
         would not be adaptive if men and women traveled in small groups where many of the
         people were blood relatives. If that were the case, a man would do best having a monogamous
         relationship with the one woman in the tribe who was not his sister! Thus evolutionary
         theory seems to provide post hoc explanations based on potentially inaccurate assumptions
         about the past.
      

      
      Fundamental Flaws

      
      In addition to these critiques of evolutionary theory in general, there are some fundamental
         problems with the evolutionary rationale. First, if men and women are different due
         to genetic differences stemming from our ancient evolutionary past, the differences
         between them must be inborn, which means they would be present at birth and remain
         consistent across time and context. In addition, this view implies that men and women
         are so fundamentally different that knowing whether individuals are men or women can
         predict other aspects of their behavior or their personality in the same way that
         knowing whether an animal is a dog or a cat indicates whether it will bark or meow.
         This categorical view of men and women as completely different is illustrated in the
         book Men Are from Mars, Women Are from Venus[19]—which implies that men and women are so different they do not even come from the
         same planet! However, research suggests that there are almost no gender differences
         present at birth, but that differences emerge over time. Even as adults, the differences
         between men and women are small and vary in degree rather than kind. In fact, there
         is more variation within people of the same sex than between people of the opposite
         sex.[20]    
      

      
      Not That Different at Birth

      
      First of all, virtually none of the gender differences observed later in life are
         evident when children are young. In an extensive review of the research on males and
         females at birth, very few differences of any kind were identified.[21]    Males do release testosterone at around six weeks of gestation causing the male
         sex organs to develop, which may have some minor impact on brain development (e.g.,
         boys are born with a slightly larger area of the brain that regulates body temperature).
         In addition to that, males grow faster than girls and are born bigger, heavier, and
         with respectively larger brains as a result. However, girls mature faster physiologically
         (e.g., organs, tissues, and cells) in utero as evidenced by earlier mouth movements,
         response to external stimuli (e.g., noises outside the womb), and development of the
         respiratory system. As a result of their slightly less mature neurological system,
         boys tend to be slightly fussier than girls in infancy. Boys are also born with a
         slight preference for using their right ear and demonstrate more asymmetrical reflexes
         than girls. Meanwhile, girls have a slightly better sense of smell and vocalize about
         a month earlier and more often than boys.[22]    Overall, there are very few other gender differences at birth. The ones that do
         exist are small and have not been linked to lifelong differences in gender-related
         roles. However, if people really wanted to make prescriptions for gender roles based
         on brain differences at birth, then women’s earlier vocalizations should make them
         better in the boardroom, and their better sense of smell should give them diaper-changing
         immunity! 
      

      
      Not That Different as Adults

      
      Another flaw in the logic of innate gender differences is that there are actually
         not even very many differences between men and women as adults. There has been a great
         deal of research investigating gender differences between men and women. One article
         reviewed the results of thousands of studies looking at gender differences on a variety
         of outcomes including cognitive variables (e.g., abstract reasoning), communication
         variables, personality differences, psychological well-being, and motor differences.[23]    For over three-fourths of the outcomes, there was either no difference or fairly
         small differences between men and women. 
      

      
      In addition, some gender differences changed over time. For example, in math, there
         was a small gender difference favoring girls in elementary school, no difference in
         middle school, and a small gender difference in math problem solving that favored
         boys in high school.[24]    The fact that gender differences in math changed as children got older suggests
         that something more than evolved differences in math ability are at work (e.g., cultural
         beliefs that boys are good at math and girls are not).[25]   
      

      
      Other gender differences have a certain “now you see them, now you don’t” quality.
         For example, there is a widely held belief that men are more likely than women to
         help others in a heroic or chivalrous manner. In a review of almost two hundred studies
         on helping behavior, a small difference favoring men was found—however, only in certain
         contexts.[26]    Men were much more likely than women to behave in a chivalrous manner if there
         were observers; however, gender had no effect on chivalry when there were not any
         witnesses. In other words, men were more likely than women to behave in a chivalrous
         manner only when they believed someone was watching. A similar result is found when looking at
         gender differences in smiling. On average women did smile more than men; however,
         the difference was much larger when someone was watching.[27]    The fact that these behaviors change when there are onlookers suggests that people
         are conforming to societal stereotypes about their sex (i.e., men are chivalrous and
         women are friendly) rather than that there is an inherent difference between men and
         women in these behaviors.
      

      
      The majority of research has found that when there are differences between men and
         women, they tend to be small.[28]     If men and women differed, it was simply a matter of degree—even differences in masculinity
         and femininity. In other words, both men and women demonstrate characteristics associated
         with being masculine and feminine to varying degrees. There were more differences
         within sexes than between sexes; the difference between the most masculine woman and
         the least masculine woman was far greater than the difference between men and women
         in general. 
      

      
      There were some exceptions in this general tendency for men and women to be similar.
         For example, men do tend to think about masturbation a lot more often than women.[29]    They also tend to be bigger, stronger, and throw harder than women—although there
         are obviously exceptions. There were also some differences in their preferences in
         leisure activities.[30]    Thus, if you know someone is a man or a woman you can make pretty good estimations
         about their body size, physical strength, tendency to masturbate, and whether or not
         they would rather scrapbook or watch a boxing match. However, you would not be able
         to make any solid predictions about whether they were more or less warm, nurturing,
         caring, or achievement/success oriented. On all of those dimensions—the ones essential
         to balancing work and family—men and women are more similar than they are different.
         
      

      
      An Alternate Explanation: Socialization

      
      Research has shown that there are some differences between men and women. However, when differences
         do exist, they are small and there is a great deal of overlap, which suggests that
         men and women do not fall into two entirely separate categories and certainly do not
         live on separate planets. So if the differences are not inherited, where do they come
         from? A lot of it has to do with the fact that boys and girls are treated differently
         from birth.
      

      
      People have different expectations about male and female infants. A series of studies
         using a paradigm called “Baby X” found that adults come to different conclusions when
         they interact with an infant dressed in blue versus pink. In one classic study, participants
         viewed the same video of a baby crying in reaction to a jack-in-the box. Participants
         who were told they were watching a boy thought the baby was angry. People who thought
         they were watching a girl described the baby as afraid.[31]    Imagine how this different interpretation might affect how parents respond to
         their children (e.g., comforting their fearful daughters but not their angry sons).
         Thus stereotyped expectations result in people treating children in different ways
         that actually create the gender differences. 
      

      
      Research has shown that parents encourage different activities for boys and girls
         throughout childhood. A study summarizing the results of 172 studies on gender socialization
         found that parents do not generally treat boys and girls differently in the amount
         of warmth they display or the amount of time they spend with their children. However,
         they do encourage boys and girls to play in ways that are consistent with sex stereotypes.[32]    Girls are encouraged to engage in nurturing activities, play with dolls, and assist
         in household chores. Boys are encouraged to play actively with trucks and building
         toys, activities that may be related to more inventiveness and visual-spatial ability.
         Other research has suggested that parents expect more physical risk taking and autonomous,
         adventurous behavior from boys and are more cautious with girls, regularly warning
         them of potential dangers and reminding them to be careful.[33]   
      

      
      As children age, they begin to internalize the gender differences learned through
         interactions with their parents and other adults. Although biological sex may be present
         at birth, people learn gender roles through experience. At birth there are no gender
         differences in toy preference. However, around age one, boys and girls begin to play
         with gender-specific toys.[34]    Thus, gender roles are not inevitable or universal but are responses to social
         interactions.[35]    In these interactions, both males and females realize that there are very real
         rewards and punishments associated with conforming to or violating gender roles. Men
         and women may be punished if they fail to show a trait that is associated with their
         gender. Women may be socially sanctioned if they fail to be warm, kind, friendly,
         and show interest in children. Men may be ridiculed if they fail to be athletic, assertive,
         or show good business sense.[36]    Girls who are tomboys may be ostracized by their peers, while boys who take dance
         may be teased or bullied to the point of having to be homeschooled. To avoid this
         social punishment, males act to maintain their masculinity and females act to maintain
         their femininity. 
      

      
      The idea that gender differences are learned behaviors is advocated by social-role
         theory.[37]    According to this theory, men and women differ because of the different roles
         that they have traditionally inhabited. In other words, men and women develop personalities
         that match the different roles they occupy. Specifically, when women are in caretaking
         roles, they develop caring personalities. Men develop dominant personality traits
         as a result of serving in leadership positions with power and status. This argument
         holds that women may be more skilled in domestic and parenting tasks because they
         have more practice doing those activities. So if women have “a better toolbox” to be mothers, it has
         a lot more to do with practicing those skills than evolution.
      

      
      The important implication of social-role theory is that as roles change, people can
         change as well. When men and women have similar roles (e.g., both are combining work
         and caretaking), their personality traits converge. Alice Eagly and her colleagues
         examined the data on mate selection and found evidence for social-role theory rather
         than evolutionary theory (despite the fact that evolutionary theory often has been
         used to explain differences in mate selection).[38]    In countries with traditional gender roles, men were more interested in finding
         women who were good caretakers, while women were interested in finding men who were
         good providers. However, the pattern was different in more egalitarian countries.
         As gender equality in a country increased, women became more interested in marrying
         someone who could care for the house, while men grew more interested in marrying someone
         with greater earning capacity. If people’s mate preferences were encoded in their
         genes from the late Pleistocene era, these differences would not be found across cultures.
         
      

      
      Additional evidence for social-role theory can be seen when examining the change over
         time in masculine and feminine traits. As women have entered the workforce, their
         scores on measures of masculinity and assertiveness have increased.[39]    Similarly, as men have started to engage in caretaking roles, their scores on
         femininity measures have increased as well.[40]    These shifts in masculine and feminine traits have happened too quickly to be
         explained through genetic changes associated with evolution. Instead of thinking of
         gender differences as permanently lodged in the DNA, it may be more useful to think
         about them as created through the roles people take on and through the expectations
         of others in society.
      

      
      Gender Differences and the Brain

      
      People who believe that men and women are fundamentally different also assert that
         their brains must be different. The notion that men and women have different brains
         is rampant in popular press literature on gender differences. However, as Cordelia
         Fine points out in Delusions of Gender, these reports are generally misleading and inaccurate.[41]    For example, the idea that women are better at multitasking, and thus are better
         equipped to simultaneously care for children and cook a meal, is often used to justify
         inequity in the home. Cordelia Fine describes a Los Angeles Times article in which Ruben Gur, a professor of psychiatry at the University of Pennsylvania,
         states that his poor ability to multitask means that his wife needs to take on the
         task of cooking for the family. He may be able to make a salad, but he claims: “I
         can’t at the same time worry about whether this is in the microwave and that is in
         the skillet. When I do, something will burn.”[42]    
      

      
       Despite the widespread belief that men and women have completely different brains,
         the actual research on the topic paints a very different picture. The idea that women
         are better at multitasking comes from studies that have suggested that women have
         a larger corpus callosum—the part of the brain that allows the left and the right
         hemispheres to communicate. The reasoning goes that because women have better communication
         between the two sides of their brains, they process information in a more global and
         holistic manner and are better able to go back and forth between seeing the details
         and seeing the big picture, allowing them to concentrate on many things at once. 
      

      
      Before we discuss the actual evidence for this claim, we wanted to note a point of
         confusion we have about this rationale. If women’s brains make them better able to
         multitask, wouldn’t that be advantageous in the business world as well? Shouldn’t
         leaders be able to look at both the big picture and the details so that they can articulate
         visionary global goals as well as attend to the details of implementation? It would
         be concerning if world leaders were unable to remember that something was in the microwave
         at the same time that they were paying attention to food on the stove. Imagine if
         the president did not have the ability to think about both domestic and national policy
         at the same time: “I can’t at the same time worry about deficit reduction and international
         crises. When I do, something will burn.” If the data showed that men had bigger corpora
         callosa and were better at multitasking than women, then we speculate that the data
         would be used to justify men’s dominance in the public sector. Multitasking would
         suddenly become a prerequisite for leadership, not a prerequisite for managing family
         life. 
      

      
       The irony here is that the data do not even support that there are gender differences
         in the size of the corpus callosum. Although a few early studies did find some differences
         between men and women, an analysis that combined the results of forty-nine different
         studies found that there was no difference.[43]    The idea that women have larger corpora callosa has been deemed a “myth” by the
         scientific community.[44]    The data demonstrate differences that vary from person to person, rather than
         fundamental differences between men and women. 
      

      
       Even when there is a legitimate difference in male and female brains, it does not
         mean that the brain differences are causing gender differences. People fail to take
         into account that the brain changes in response to experience—a characteristic known
         as brain plasticity.[45]    Some powerful examples of plasticity include changes in the auditory cortex in
         response to musical training[46]    and increases in areas of the brain devoted to visual memory in taxi drivers.[47]    If an area of the brain differs in men and women, people jump to the conclusion
         that the difference is evidence of an innate gender difference. However, would they
         jump to the same conclusion about a taxi driver? Research has shown that women actually
         spend more time multitasking than men, an average of ten hours more per week in one
         study.[48]    So any female advantage observed in multitasking is likely due to additional practice.
         Thus social roles can change brain functioning just as they can change personality
         characteristics. When men and women have different experiences, their brains change
         accordingly. 
      

      
      Why All the Hype?

      
      Although the idea that men and women are different seems extremely appealing, we just
         presented research demonstrating that there are actually very few differences between
         male and female brains. So why does the idea that gender differences are hardwired
         in the brain remain so pervasive? The culprit may lie in the way research data are
         collected and reported. First of all, it is almost impossible to identify an absolute
         truth. Much of science is based on the probability of a hypothesis being true or false.
         In other words, there is a small chance (around 5%) that a gender difference will
         be identified in a study even when there isn’t one in the real world. The problem
         is that thousands of data points are examined in brain-imaging studies, which means
         that on average about one in twenty comparisons may appear different due to chance
         alone. To illustrate this point, in 2009 researchers scanned the brain of a dead salmon
         while showing it emotionally laden material.[49]    Lo and behold, several areas of the salmon’s brain were “significantly” activated
         despite being dead. The point of this study was not to marvel at the empathic capacity
         of dead salmon or to raise national anxiety about an impending zombie salmon invasion.
         The salmon was dead, but areas of its brain still appeared activated using traditional
         brain-imaging methods. Brain-imaging techniques involve such multiple and complex
         measurements that, even in a dead salmon, some analyses may erroneously yield significant
         findings due to chance error. 
      

      
      To compound the problem, there is no way for scientists to know which findings are
         significant just by chance versus which ones reflect true differences, so they write
         up the results and submit them for publication. Studies that find significant differences
         (e.g., between men and women) are more likely to get published than those that do
         not find differences—a phenomenon known as the publication bias.[50]    In addition, the media seems to be more interested in reporting gender differences
         than gender similarities. Even if a study was published indicating that there was
         not a difference between men and women on some stereotypical behavior, it would be
         unusual to see a headline proclaiming: “Men and Women Are Similar.” So gender differences
         are more likely to get published in an academic journal and they are more likely to
         get media attention from the popular press—apparently gender differences sell. 
      

      
      Thus while people may try to link claims about differences between men and women to
         differences in their brains, the data are more consistent with a view of gender similarity
         than with gender difference. Furthermore, the public understanding of gender differences
         in the brain are marred by inaccurate reporting, spurious findings, publication bias,
         and media attention to differences instead of similarities. Even if there is a difference
         between the brains of men and women, it is more likely to be a result of differential
         gender socialization than a cause of gender differences. 
      

      
      Challenging Assumptions about Gender

      
      While actual differences between men and women may be small and primarily rooted in
         social experiences rather than differences in biology, people clearly hold strong
         gender stereotypes about men and women.[51]    Men and women are seen as members of the “opposite sex,” implying that they are
         completely different from each other. Women are considered to be warm and kind, interested
         in children, sensitive, friendly, patient, cheerful, wholesome, cooperative, and emotionally
         expressive.   It is also seen as less desirable for a woman to be intelligent, decisive,
         ambitious, have leadership ability, or be principled, efficient, self-reliant, persuasive,
         and assertive. Men, in contrast, are described as having good business sense, being
         athletic, having good leadership ability, as well as being more ambitious, assertive,
         competitive, and decisive. It is also seen as less important and desirable for a man
         to be friendly, helpful, clean, kind, cooperative, show interest in children, and
         express emotion. 
      

      
      There can be considerable pressure for people to conform to these stereotypes, which
         works to increase and maintain gender differences. However, it is also possible to
         actively defy these stereotypes. Social-role theory proposes that gender may be better
         considered something that people do or a role that people enact rather than an essential
         part of who they are. However, if gender is something people do it is also something they can undo.[52]    There are both challenges and possibilities that come about when men and women
         challenge gender stereotypes, effectively undoing gender. 
      

      
      Women as Leaders

      
      Leadership is associated with stereotypically masculine traits.[53]    People typically rate men and leaders as having similar traits and women as having
         different traits.[54]    These associations have negative consequences for women who desire to fulfill
         leadership positions. If a woman believes that she does not have the personal qualities
         to become a leader, she may be less likely to put herself forth as a leader—resulting
         in a self-fulfilling prophesy. Another consequence of these stereotypes is known as
         the double bind (a concept covered in more detail in chapter 7). On the one hand,
         women are not viewed as good leaders, but if they act in a traditionally masculine
         fashion as leaders they are often criticized for not being nice enough. Based on the
         results of sixty-one studies of leadership and gender, women who used a directive
         or commanding leadership style were found to be evaluated less favorably than men
         who used that style.[55]    Men who acted in a forceful manner were seen as strong leaders while women were
         seen as being pushy and unlikable. However, when female leaders acted in a more stereotypically
         feminine manner (e.g., warm and kind), they were criticized for not being tough enough.[56]    
      

      
      Challenging Female Stereotypes

      
      Despite these pressures of the double bind, there is evidence that women can be outstanding
         leaders. A study combining the results of 162 studies on men’s and women’s leadership
         styles found them to be quite similar and identified only one small difference. On
         average, women tended to use a more democratic and participatory style of leadership
         while men tended to use a more directive or autocratic style.[57]    Other differences have been found in men’s and women’s use of “transformative”
         leadership, which is considered the most effective style. Transformative leaders mentor
         others in the organization, communicate the value of and exhibit optimism for the
         organization, and encourage new perspectives for problem solving.[58]    These practices are associated with high levels of employee motivation, job satisfaction,
         and organizational performance.[59]    Transformative leadership is often contrasted with transactional leadership, which
         focuses on rewarding good—and punishing poor—employee performance.[60]   
      

      
      A review of the results of forty-five studies found small differences between men
         and women on these leadership styles.[61]    Specifically, women were more likely than men to use transformational approaches—especially
         mentoring other members of the organization. Again, the differences in leadership
         style were small and a large percentage of both men (47.5%) and women (52.5%) were
         transformational leaders. Therefore, knowing a leader’s sex would not allow someone
         to accurately guess what leadership style they were more likely to use.
      

      
      The authors of this study proposed several explanations as to why women may exhibit
         more effective leadership styles than men.[62]    First, the transformational leadership style incorporates traditionally feminine
         qualities. This style allows women to avoid some of the negative social consequences
         of acting either too masculine or too feminine in the work environment (i.e., the
         double bind). Another explanation is that fewer women than men are promoted to top
         leadership positions. Those who obtain these positions are likely to be particularly
         skilled leaders. Furthermore, the fact that there are only small differences between
         male and female leaders is consistent with social-role theory—people in similar situations
         (e.g., a leadership role) generally act in similar ways regardless of whether they
         are male or female. Nevertheless, these data should give people who claim that women’s
         natural abilities are best suited to home and family life some reason for pause. If
         anything, the research has found that differences between men and women may make women
         better suited to lead than men.
      

      
      Men as Caretakers

      
      Gender stereotypes suggest that women are the primary caregivers.[63]    Thus men who violate this stereotype experience negative reactions. Stay-at-home
         fathers are viewed as less competent than stay-at-home mothers.[64]    In addition, almost half (45%) of stay-at-home fathers reported experiencing some
         sort of stigmatizing event, such as people expressing negative reactions to the fact
         that they stay at home or expressing distrust or suspicion of seeing a man at a playground.[65]    
      

      
      Stereotypes and beliefs about gender roles can make it difficult for men and women
         who are forced into reverse caretaker/breadwinner roles due to economic conditions.
         One study investigated twenty-one families in which the father stayed at home and
         the mother worked, largely due to economic forces.[66]    Men struggled with their loss of the breadwinning role and experienced social
         sanctions for staying at home. One noted that: “[The] perception [among] most of my
         friends is like . . . get a damn job.” Nevertheless, the men interviewed for this
         study emphasized the way in which staying at home had changed them despite their discomfort
         in reversing gender roles. Men described the increased value they placed on their
         children and family as well as how being in charge of childcare increased their skills
         of nurturing and communication. 
      

      
      Men who go into traditionally female careers face stereotypes as well. Men who are
         early childhood educators fear suspicion of being pedophiles if they are too nurturing.
         They are warned by their principals to “constantly be on your guard, on your best
         behavior, constantly presenting yourself as someone who is safe.”[67]    Furthermore, male teachers are often given the children with the greatest behavioral
         challenges, putting them in the role of disciplinarian rather than nurturer. One second-grade
         male teacher said: “Males get the harder children a lot of times. The behavior problems
         will usually be in our classes.”[68]    
      

      
      Finally, even when a man takes on a nontraditional role, there is an assumption that
         it creates tension with his sense of masculinity. Media representations of stay-at-home
         fathers try to offset the perceived stigma by emphasizing their masculine traits.
         In an analysis of magazine articles on parenting, stay-at-home fathers were described
         as men who reject traditional definitions of masculinity, yet their masculine natures
         were often emphasized. One stay-at-home father was described as “tall . . . husky
         . . . has muscles on his muscles.” Other articles emphasized their previous sports
         backgrounds (e.g., a high school cornerback) and continued participation in the workforce
         (e.g., running a business from home) while caring for children.[69]    The connotation is that caring for children is an inherently feminine activity
         and can only be acceptable for men if they actively assert their masculinity.
      

      
      Challenging Male Stereotypes

      
      Despite the negative connotation associated with men taking on a caregiving role,
         there is evidence that men undergo biological and psychological changes when they
         provide care that supports this role. From a biological perspective, men’s testosterone
         levels decrease after becoming fathers.[70]    Despite the panic that men may feel at this news, lower levels of testosterone
         actually have been associated with better health outcomes[71]    as well as higher marriage quality and lower rates of divorce.[72]      Men who spent more time with their children (more than three hours a day) had
         lower levels of testosterone than those who spent less time. This drop in testosterone
         is important because higher levels of testosterone are related to less sympathy for
         and desire to respond to infant cries.[73]    These findings suggest that men change in response to their social role as a caregiver,
         which in turn helps them provide better care by increasing longevity, marital stability,
         and the tendency to nurture. 
      

      
      From a psychological perspective, there is considerable evidence that when placed
         in caregiving roles, men become more nurturing. In interviews with stay-at-home fathers,
         men described the investment they made in their children, the joy that they got out
         of parenting, and how being a parent had affected them.[74]    One man described how he was better suited to staying at home than his wife. He
         stated: “I always knew I would make a better parent than my wife. Just because of
         the way that she handled things and reacted versus how I did.” The joy experienced
         from caretaking was expressed by one man who said: “The best thing I can say is just
         how rewarding it is when my eight-month-old laughs, giggles, whatever, she just smiles
         at you from across the room.” When asked to reflect on how staying at home influenced
         their sense of masculinity, the men generally rejected gender stereotypes. One said:
         “I don’t think there should be a huge distinction between masculinity and femininity.”
         Another said: “I don’t play those macho mind games, I don’t want to fight . . . but
         I don’t consider those things to be what makes me a man.” Other men commented on how
         being in a caretaking role changed their personality, saying for example: “I think
         I’ve become a lot softer. I think I’ve become a better listener.” These experiences
         of the stay-at-home fathers are consistent with social-role theory: When men act as
         caretakers they develop caring personalities.
      

      
       Research on the parenting abilities of single fathers paints a similar picture of
         men who are capable parents providing healthy environments for their children. The
         mental and physical health of single parents and their children have been found to
         be good for both single mothers and fathers.[75]    In fact, single fathers spend the same amount of time accessible to their children
         as single mothers and more time than married fathers.[76]    Although some research has shown that children of single parents may be at some
         disadvantage academically compared to two-parent families,[77]    the underlying culprit is most likely the decreased economic resources available
         to children of single-parent families.[78]    Single fathers are actually less likely to suffer from the economic impact of
         single parenting than mothers, due to their greater earning potential.[79]    
      

      
      While in some cases having two parents does appear to provide advantages over having
         only one, the research has not specified that the two parents must be a man and a
         woman. Children raised by gay parents generally do not differ from those raised by
         heterosexual parents on social, emotional, cognitive, or developmental outcomes. The
         primary difference between children raised by gay parents and those raised by heterosexual
         parents is that children raised by gay parents seem to conform less to gender stereotypes.[80]    Research has found that gay men are nurturing, active, and competent fathers[81]    who are less likely to spank their children than heterosexual couples.[82]    Gay fathers do not appear to provide a double dose of masculine parenting, but
         take on more feminine roles.[83]    One gay father reflected: “I am more than just a dad. I’m a man, but I am kind
         of like a mom too!”[84]    
      

      
      Consequences of a Belief in Innate Gender Differences

      
      The belief that the sexes are inherently different limits the ability for men and
         women to make autonomous choices. For example, people may not feel free to choose
         the clothes they want to wear or engage in the activities in which they are most interested.
         Beliefs about what men and women should be doing may keep people from working in the
         occupation of their choice or prevent them from working at all. It will be impossible
         to find work-family balance if people do not feel free to choose the work, family,
         and leisure activities they desire. If men cannot be caring and women cannot be leaders
         then it truly limits both in their ability to have complete and fulfilled lives. 
      

      
      In addition, a belief in innate gender differences can interfere with people’s sense
         of competence. If girls are told long enough that a woman’s place is in the home,
         how will they develop a sense of competence in the work environment? There is research
         indicating that girls perform worse on tests of math abilities if they are reminded
         that they are girls before taking them[85]—the gender stereotype that girls are not good at math is that powerful. One of our
         students told a story of how, at the end of her high school math class, all students
         received superlative awards for their performance in class. She received “likely to
         be the best mom” because she always remembered to bring pencils to lend to other students.
         That was the last challenging math class she took. Similarly, if men are not allowed
         to play with dolls due to gender norms, how will they develop the skills necessary
         to demonstrate competence in childcare? 
      

      
      Adhering to rules about gender can undermine a sense of relatedness to others that
         is essential to well-being. Men and women have stronger relationships when they share
         experiences and learn to take each other’s perspectives.[86]    Men may be at increased risk for not meeting their relatedness needs if they are
         cut off from the caregiver role that nurtures relationships. Although women may build
         their relationships with their children through their caregiving role, it may come
         at the expense of their other relationships.[87]   
      

      
       Research we conducted linked the belief that women are inherently better parents
         than men to a host of negative mental health outcomes.[88]    Mothers who held these beliefs (e.g., “although fathers may mean well, they generally
         are not as good at parenting as mothers”) had higher levels of stress and decreased
         satisfaction with life. Believing that women are inherently better parents was also
         related to having lower levels of social support. If women are seen as better parents
         than men, then they generally end up doing more of the parenting and have less time
         for developing and maintaining relationships. However, even among women with the same
         amount of social support, those who held stronger beliefs about women’s superior parenting
         capacity had lower levels of life satisfaction. Thus the belief that women are natural
         parents appears to have damaging effects for maternal mental health.
      

      
       Many women are taught to believe that they should have a natural maternal instinct.[89]    According to this notion, women should look into their baby’s eyes and feel a
         rush of love and joy.[90]    They should immediately know what their children need and provide it automatically.
         These notions assume that women have competence (either innate or learned) in caregiving.
         So what happens if new mothers fail to experience this rush of maternal instinct?
         According to self-determination theory, they should experience decreased well-being.
      

      
      In fact approximately 80% of women have some sort of negative feelings after the birth
         of their children, referred to as the “baby blues,” while 10 to 15% have more serious
         postpartum depression. The expectation that motherhood should be easy, natural, and
         stress-free has been implicated as one of the primary causes of postpartum depression.[91]    Belief in innate gender differences also contributes to gender inequality in childcare
         and serves to discourage mothers from seeking social support, which are also risk
         factors for postpartum depression. 
      

      
      However, maternal instincts may be more myth than reality. Sandra Hrdy, in her book
         Mother Nature,[92]    draws on animal research as well as anthropological and historical research to
         demonstrate that women are not “natural mothers” with special instincts about what
         to do as parents. Rather, women learn to be mothers through experience and through
         the help of others. Hrdy contends that across cultures women have had a great deal
         of help raising children from their own mothers, sisters, and other women in the community.
         It is through interacting with these role models that new mothers learn how to parent.
         Furthermore, there are no data suggesting that women make inherently better parents than men. Rather, as predicted by the social-role theory, maternal
         behaviors (e.g., recognizing their own baby’s cry) are elicited by spending time caring
         for children.[93]    One classic study found that male rats would act just as maternal as female rats
         if put in extended contact with rat pups.[94]    As Cordelia Fine wryly put it: “If a male rat, without even the aid of a William Sears baby-care manual, can be inspired to parent
         then I would suggest that the prospects for human fathers are pretty good.”[95]   
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Most of the discussion of work-family balance has been described as a choice for only
         women to make. The assumption appears to be that women are biologically more equipped
         to parent. Research on gender stereotypes shows that the idea that men and women are
         and should be different is commonplace, and there are social pressures to act in accordance
         with traditional gender roles. However, the differences between men and women on a
         wide variety of traits, including those related to both leadership and nurturing,
         are small and change in response to changing social environments. For example, as
         women take on more leadership roles, they have had the opportunity to demonstrate
         excellent leadership skills. Similarly, as men take on more caregiving roles, they
         have the opportunity to demonstrate superb caregiving traits. Finally, the belief
         that men and women are inherently different has been linked to reduced self-determination
         and decreased well-being for mothers. Perhaps it is time to reevaluate the ideas that
         women are better equipped to be mothers and work-family balance is an issue only women
         need to wrestle with. 
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      Chapter 6

      Balance at Home

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         The idea of having it all never meant doing it all. Men are parents, too, and actually
            women will never be equal outside the home until men are equal inside the home.[1]   —Gloria Steinem
         

      

      
      This chapter is about the nitty-gritty of who does what in the family: the cooking,
         the cleaning, the laundry, the shopping, the diapers, the baths, the driving around,
         etc. Although women are increasingly working outside of the home, they continue to
         do the majority of work inside the home. The fact that many women spend an entire
         day working and then come home to a second job of working in the house was first documented
         in the groundbreaking work The Second Shift.[2]    However, inequities in the division of household labor and childcare are a problem
         for both families with stay-at-home mothers and those who work outside of the home.
         Although it may seem that men benefit from the inequality, they also experience negative
         consequences in terms of decreased marital satisfaction and well-being. Disagreement
         and irritation between spouses about who is doing what and who is not doing enough
         can create a seething irritation that erodes even the most loving of marriages. The
         problem is not just how women and men can share work around the house more equitably,
         but how both women and men can have happier marriages. Inequality in the division
         of household labor and childcare represents a major barrier to achieving work-family
         balance for both men and women.
      

      
      Women Do More Than Men

      
      In many ways, things have gotten better and are a lot closer to being equal than they
         used to be. Women’s household labor has declined over the past forty years while men’s
         contribution to housework has increased.[3]    Although from 1965 to 2005 the number of hours women spent doing housework was
         nearly cut in half (from 30 hours a week to 17.5 hours a week) and the number of hours
         men spent doubled (from 4.9 hours to 10 hours a week), women still do almost twice
         as much housework as men. Unfortunately, the decline in women’s household labor and
         increase in men’s has not been consistent. The biggest decrease in women’s relative
         contributions to household labor occurred between 1965 and 1975. During these years,
         women went from doing 6.1 times more household labor than men to doing only 3.3 times
         as much. But movement toward equality has declined with each passing decade. In 1985
         women were doing twice as much housework as men, whereas ten years later they were
         doing 1.8 times as much.What started off as a fast trend toward equality seems to
         have stagnated. 
      

      
      The Reasons for Inequity

      
      Why is there so much inequality between men and women? There is a large body of research
         literature attempting to answer this question. The conclusion is that it almost all
         comes down to power. The person with less power in the relationship, usually the woman,
         gets stuck with the dirty work. 
      

      
      Who Earns More Money?

      
      Generally, men have more power than women in relationships largely due to their greater
         earning potential (see chapter 7). As a result, women may have a tit-for-tat mentality,
         whereby they do most of the work around the house to compensate for their spouse’s
         higher wages. Even same-sex couples, who typically have a more even division of household
         labor and childcare, show a similar pattern: The person who earns less does more of
         the traditionally feminine household chores (e.g., cooking, cleaning, and laundry).[4]    This is known as social exchange theory—each person tries to contribute to the
         household in such a way that the benefits outweigh the costs so that the other person
         remains committed to the relationship.[5]    
      

      
      Having the man be the primary provider and the woman do the majority of the work around
         the house may seem fair on the surface, but women are often dissatisfied with the
         arrangement. When couples were interviewed about the division of labor in the household,
         men contended that because they contributed more financially to the household, it
         was fair for their wife to do most of the work around the house.[6]     The wives agreed . . . sort of. While some agreed that, technically, it was fair
         that they did more because their husbands earned more, they were often quite upset
         about it. One wife had resigned herself to doing more around the house because her
         husband earned double what she did. However, she also expressed that she was unhappy
         in the marriage and seeking marital counseling. The “I earn more, so she should do
         more” line of justification may seem like a good deal for husbands who earn more than
         their wives. However, such an arrangement often creates resentment, anger, and decreased
         marital satisfaction—so maybe it is not such a good deal after all!
      

      
      Research has suggested one exception to the idea that women who make more money do
         less labor. Some studies have suggested that when women outearn men, they actually
         tend to do more household labor. Greater earnings by women is related to greater equality in household
         labor up to the point where the wife outearns the husband—then the more she earns,
         the less he does.[7]    In one study, unemployed men, who presumably had the most time to do household
         chores, were the group that actually did the least around the house. Why would this
         be so? When wives do not work they generally see it as their responsibility to do
         the vast majority of household labor and childcare. However, men may view being unemployed
         or underemployed as a threat to their masculinity, and their wives worry about these
         threats. Researchers have suggested that wives do more around the house so their husbands
         do not feel emasculated.[8]    However, more recent research has suggested that this may only be the case for
         lower-income women in more traditional households, and that it may have been the case
         more in the 1980s than today. More recent data suggest that for women who earn higher
         incomes, a “her money, her time” model may come into play, especially as much of the
         day-to-day labor is outsourced.[9]   
      

      
      Who Works Longer Hours?

      
      Another way of dividing up household responsibilities is based on time availability
         rather than who earns more money. In general, the person who works longer hours outside
         the home does less work in the home.[10]    Wives find time availability to be a more equitable way to share the household
         labor than basing it on who makes more money because women typically earn less than
         men even when doing the same job (see chapter 7). Research has shown that as women
         work more hours outside of the home, the contribution their husbands make to household
         chores increases.[11]    For example, my (HS) husband is an attorney who earns considerably more than I
         do as an educator. However, he also has a much more flexible schedule, so he is the
         one who meets the bus and gets the kids off to their activities the majority of the
         time.
      

      
      Unfortunately, the amount of time spent at work is not an entirely objective measure
         because people often have some flexibility in when and where they complete their work.
         Women are more likely than men to take advantage of telecommuting or flex-time to
         increase time at home.[12]    Women are also more likely than men to take work home to do after the kids go
         to bed so that they can spend more time with their children.[13]    I (ML) remember when I was coming into the office at 1:00 p.m. during the two
         years that my husband and I were trying to avoid paying for double full-time day care.
         Even though chitchatting in the halls is one of my favorite parts of the job, I stopped
         socializing altogether. I would come in to work, teach my classes, go to meetings,
         and leave. I often brought piles of papers home to grade. While this kind of efficiency
         may be admirable in some sense, research has suggested that when women forgo social
         networking opportunities they are often penalized by being passed up for promotions
         or raises.[14]    By changing their approach to work to maximize family time, women may suffer at
         work as well as at home because the extra time at home often translates into doing
         more household and childcare chores.
      

      
      Who Wants the Relationship More?

      
      Although financial power is an important reason why women do more around the house
         than men, relationship power is also influential in this process. Generally, the person
         who wants the relationship more has more power.[15]    So who wants the relationship more? The media often portrays women as the ones
         who want to get married and have children, while men are presented as the ones who
         fear the loss of their freedom. This theme permeates almost every romantic comedy
         in Hollywood. For example, in He’s Just Not That into You,[16]    Ben Affleck does not want to marry Jennifer Aniston after many years of living
         together in a committed relationship, and she has to leave him to get him to propose.
         If Jennifer Aniston can’t easily get a man to commit it leaves little hope for the
         rest of us! 
      

      
      If a woman feels as though she wanted the relationship and marriage more than her
         husband, she may believe she needs to do more of the housework to make marriage more
         palatable for her reluctant spouse. Similarly, a woman may do the majority of the
         childcare if she feels that having children was primarily her idea. There is some
         evidence that young men also buy into this sentiment as well. A typical male college
         student explained why his future wife would probably do most of the household labor
         by saying: “Well, if she is the one who wants the family, there it goes right there.”[17]   
      

      
      But do women really want marriage and children more than men, or is this just another
         inaccurate stereotype perpetuated by the media? There is some evidence that men tend
         to fall in love faster than women do and are actually the ones who push for escalation
         early in the relationship.[18]    My colleagues and I (ML) conducted a study to examine how much young men and women
         desired both marriage and children as well as how much they thought the typical man
         and the typical women did.[19]    Both men and women believed in the stereotype that the typical man was relatively
         uninterested in marriage and children, but the typical woman really desired them.
         However, there was absolutely no difference between men’s and women’s actual desire
         for marriage and children. For women, but not for men, wanting marriage and children
         was related to willingness to do chores and childcare in their future relationships.
         Men may have figured “she will want marriage and children more than me” so his desire
         for marriage and children did not translate into willingness to do chores. Women and
         men had a misperception of how much the typical person of the opposite sex wants a
         family, which resulted in a perceived, but inaccurate, power imbalance that would
         give men the upper hand in a marriage. Therefore, women may do more (and men do less)
         around the house to make marriage and having kids “worth it” for their, supposedly,
         reluctant husbands.[20]   
      

      
      Beyond Power: Vaginas and Dirty Socks

      
      In addition to the power differential, some people argue that women do more of the
         household chores and childcare then men because their standards for cleanliness are
         higher—they just care more. There may be some truth to this sentiment. Even when all
         of the measures of power we discussed are taken into consideration, simply being a
         woman is related to doing more around the house.[21]    In other words, even when women make equal money to men and have an equal amount
         of time available, they still do more around the house. Furthermore, women tend to
         care more about the status of their house, have higher standards for cleanliness,
         and feel more responsible for keeping the house clean.[22]    Research has found that individuals who have higher standards generally do most
         of the work.[23]   
      

      
      Women’s higher standards are a big factor driving inequity in the division of labor.
         Women, so the theory goes, have a lower tolerance for things being dirty.[24]    So a woman will see a pair of socks on the floor, it will bother her, and she
         will put them in the hamper. She will see an overflowing laundry basket and start
         a load. Most men are simply not as bothered by these things. In interviews, men have
         expressed the sentiment that it is not fair that they should have to do housework
         up to the high standards of their wives. They are happy with the house being a little
         messy, so why should they have to clean it up? They might say: “If she wants to keep
         the house squeaky clean then she can go ahead and do it.” One study found that 34%
         of men felt as though it was too difficult to keep the house clean enough to meet
         the standards of their wives.[25]    
      

      
      This difference in cleanliness standards creates a self-perpetuating cycle. As women
         start to do more tasks around the house they take “ownership” of the tasks[26]    and develop standards about how to do them properly. Furthermore, men who are
         extremely intelligent and competent in many domains of their life may display a certain
         level of incompetence around certain chores that they are not comfortable doing. We
         frequently hear women complain that it is easier to do everything around the house
         because when their husbands try to “help” they mess everything up. One study found
         that women spend an average of three hours a week redoing chores (e.g., laundry, dishes,
         and vacuuming) that their partners did not complete “properly.”[27]    One story shared with us was about a woman who complained that her husband could
         not even make frozen fish sticks, which does not exactly take a degree in culinary
         science. The directions on the box specify: Step 1—Preheat oven. Step 2—Take fish
         sticks out of box (the manufacturers do not even assume that people know they have
         to take the sticks out of the box). Another woman we know decided it would be easier
         to do the cooking herself after her fiancé ruined a few nonstick pans because he could
         not remember to use a plastic utensil rather than a fork. Still other women we know
         resort to playing a game of “chicken” with their husbands over who will pick the dirty
         socks up off the floor and put them in the hamper—usually the women lose. All of these
         women expressed particular frustration because their husbands are educated men who
         hold professional jobs. Men’s ability to pay attention to detail at work, but not
         home, suggests something other than lack of ability may at the root of the problem.
         
      

      
      Evolution versus Social-Role Theory (Revisited)

      
      It is worth taking a moment to think about where women’s higher standards for household
         work and greater attention to detail come from when it comes to domestic tasks. Why
         is it, exactly, that having a vagina is related to noticing a pair of dirty socks
         and having a penis is related to a certain amount of dirt blindness? Evolutionary
         theorists might suggest that it is encoded into people’s genes. Perhaps when women
         were out gathering fruit, those who had a better sense of smell were more likely to
         survive because they avoided potential poisons. We think this explanation is unlikely
         and would venture that there is nothing inherent about having a vagina that makes
         women more sensitive to dirt. There are certainly women who are slobs and many couples
         where the husband is cleaner than his wife. We can think of a few, including my (ML’s)
         own marriage. While neither of us are neat freaks, I am easily the messier member
         of the family. 
      

      
      We would argue that the cultural expectations about what it means to be a man and
         a woman (see social-role theory in chapter 5) are the reasons that women are generally
         more sensitive to mess than men. For example, many men and women grew up in families
         where the women do the majority of the domestic tasks and men may learn that these
         tasks are a woman’s role.[28]    During a typical Thanksgiving dinner, the women usually do the majority of the
         cooking. After dinner the men generally watch football and drink beer, while the women
         gather in the kitchen talking and cleaning up. When men and women grow up in families
         where this is the pattern, the gender roles of who does what are rarely questioned.
         
      

      
      Images of women in domestic roles are pervasive in the media. Snow White went into
         the forest and was rescued by seven dirty men for whom she happily cooked and cleaned.
         Cinderella demonstrated “good” values by spending her day cleaning while her lazy
         stepsisters lounged around the house. Probably the ultimate icon is June Cleaver who
         was perfectly coiffed at all times, kept the house spotless and had dinner on the
         table when her husband got home from work. Not surprisingly, a content analysis of
         women’s and men’s magazines show that women’s magazines, especially women’s home magazines,
         have many advertisements demonstrating women engaging in traditional domestic roles.
         Men are rarely, if ever, displayed doing anything domestic around the house.[29]   
      

      
      When men are portrayed doing work around the house they are almost always portrayed as idiots
         and clowns who simply cannot get things right. Huggies decided to pull ads that suggested
         their diapers and wipes were “dad proof” after dads protested that they were insulting.[30]    Movies like Mr. Mom and Daddy Daycare portray fathers as completely incompetent, at least initially, in the realms of childcare
         and housework. When Michael Keaton’s character loses his job, he becomes Mr. Mom by staying home to take care of the kids while his wife goes to work. Unfortunately,
         he’s never done any of the childcare or household tasks before, so he makes a complete
         mess of everything. 
      

      
      Another social pressure created by assumptions about gender roles involves fears about
         the social evaluation and judgment from others. I (ML) know if people come into my
         home and it is a mess, they would not think, “Wow, Julian [my husband] is a real slacker;
         he should pick up more around the house.” They are more likely to think, “I can’t
         believe she keeps her home so messy.” It is generally considered a woman’s responsibility
         to keep the house clean, so when it is dirty, it is the wife who experiences the potential
         social repercussions. Another example about how this plays out in my (HS) life is
         that my husband likes to invite people over to watch sports on the weekends. I frequently
         do not want to entertain because I have not had time to go shopping for food and clean
         the house. He thinks the house is fine as it is, and we can just order pizza when
         people come over. Our compromise is that we allow his friends to come over when the
         house is messy, because they are less likely to care. We only invite my friends over
         when the house is clean. 
      

      
      Finally, cultural expectations about gender particularly affect men. Men are under
         a great deal of pressure not to seem in any way “feminine.” Young men are constantly
         attempting to bolster their sense of masculinity among their peers because the punishment
         for acting feminine, including expressing emotions or expressing physical pain, is
         to be called “gay” or “girly.”[31]    Given the relentless pressure on men to maintain their masculinity and the social
         sanctions for being perceived as not masculine, it may not be surprising that doing
         “women’s work” around the house may be a source of shame for men, even if they do
         not fully realize it. When men and women are not educated about the pressures they
         are under to conform to gender roles, they do not have the tools to fight against
         those pressures—it is hard to resist an unnamed pressure.
      

      
      No One Likes Housework, but Only Men Get Thanked

      
      Another argument for women’s greater participation in household labor is that women
         simply like housework more than men. However, there is not much research to suggest that this
         is true. While some aspects of household work can be rewarding (at least when it is
         over), most people do not enjoy the actual act of cleaning toilets. Women do feel
         more responsibility for household chores, but there is no indication that they enjoy
         them more. One study showed that women did enjoy both laundry and childcare more than
         men.[32]    However, men actually enjoyed grocery shopping, kitchen cleanup, and housecleaning
         more than women. Men may have reported enjoying some household tasks more than women
         because they felt they had some choice in whether or not they had to do these tasks,
         while women felt more of an obligation.
      

      
      There is some evidence that the person who enjoys doing a task more is more likely
         to do that task; however, men’s preferences take precedence over women’s.[33]    It makes sense for women to defer to men if men have more power in relationships—if
         they particularly like a chore, they will do it, but women generally have to do the
         rest of the chores, including the ones that nobody likes. Given that men generally
         feel less obligated to do chores, they are generally thanked and appreciated more
         when they do them.[34]    He vacuums the house once, proudly announces it, and expects lavish praise. But
         she has vacuumed the house ten times as often without comment. Women are generally
         less likely to be thanked or shown appreciation for doing chores because it is just
         seen as “what women do.” One study found that the feeling of being appreciated and
         mattering in a relationship was one of the most important predictors of perceptions
         of fairness in the relationship and relationship satisfaction.[35]    
      

      
      Another reason that men may receive more gratitude for their contributions to the
         household is that the tasks they do are often larger and more visible, such as mowing
         the lawn or shoveling the walk.[36]    Sometimes a man takes on an even more impressive project like building a play
         set or laying down a hardwood floor. This type of project can take days or weeks to
         complete, which reduces the time he has to contribute to cooking, cleaning, or childcare.
         At the end of such a project, he will get a great deal of praise. Neighbors will come
         to “ooh and aah” and admire his handiwork. But people rarely get praised and thanked
         for the smaller everyday chores like cooking, cleaning, and laundry. Children on television
         may beam and say, “Thanks for the great meal, Mom,” but that does not happen very
         often in everyday life. Rarely do moms hear, “Wow, that was a really great load of
         laundry you did” or “The toilet looks particularly bright and shiny today.” One reason
         these tasks rarely get noticed is that they happen every day in a similar fashion.
         
      

      
      There is another difference between the type of larger, infrequent household tasks
         that men typically do and the daily repetitive tasks that women generally do and that
         is the amount of control that people typically have over when to do them. There is
         generally some leeway about when to mow the lawn or work on some house project. But
         there is a lot less leeway about when and how often dinner is put on the table, cleaning
         the resulting dishes, and packing daily lunches. These tasks need to happen pretty
         much every day and, generally, at specific times of the day. In other words, people
         generally have less autonomy over when they do these tasks; thus they are called “low-control
         tasks.” Women generally spend three times more on these tasks than men; and it is
         these tasks that make women feel as though the division of labor in their household
         is unfair—these tasks are usually boring, repetitive, and underappreciated.[37]    
      

      
      Managing and Organizing Is Labor Too

      
      Even when both members of a couple have high-paying jobs and share the work around
         the house relatively equally, women often have the additional task of managing and
         organizing everything that has to be done. Research has found that this is a common
         pattern in couples. It is almost always the wife who keeps the mental “to do” list.[38]    Often husbands are perfectly willing to do a load of laundry or unload the dishwasher
         if they are asked to do so; however, they may not realize what has to be done in the
         first place. There is more to running a household than just doing chores. It involves
         planning and organization. What will be cooked for dinner this week? What needs to
         be put on the grocery list? Are we out of milk or toilet paper? How long has it been
         since the toilets have been scrubbed? Even when household labor is outsourced—someone
         else is paid to do it—it is usually the woman who organizes the outsourcing. Rarely
         do you hear men sitting around discussing whether or not they are happy with their
         hired household help. It is generally up to the woman to organize such things. 
      

      
      In one study wives were asked what husbands could do better around the house to make
         them more satisfied with the division of labor in the household.[39]    One of the principle things that wives wished their husbands did more of was to
         share in the management, organization, and delegation of household tasks. It was only
         women with husbands who did virtually nothing around the house who wished that their
         husbands would help more with daily repetitive tasks like dishes and laundry. Many
         husbands were already doing that. Women did not want “helpers”; they wanted partners.
         What the women really wanted was somebody to share the mental burden of planning and
         organization.
      

      
      Women are generally also in charge of what has been called emotion work.[40]    Who remembers to buy Mother’s Day cards? Who remembers to call Aunt Sally on her
         birthday? Who remembers to tip the mailman and write thank-you notes for presents?
         It is almost always the woman. All of this work takes time and effort, but it is rarely
         rewarded or appreciated. It is just seen as something that women are supposed to do
         to maintain relationships. Consider what happens if a couple walks into a party without
         a present or side dish when everyone else has brought something. It is generally the
         woman who will be judged for the social faux pas and bear the repercussions. 
      

      
      Having Children Increases Inequality

      
      Although couples without children may enjoy an equitable division of labor, research
         has shown consistently that relationships start to become more and more unequal after
         the birth of a child.[41]    Both men and women start to hold more traditional beliefs about gender roles and
         are more likely to think that women are better suited to take care of children than
         men.[42]    When men and women believe that women are naturally predisposed to motherhood
         (a belief we challenged in chapter 5),[43]    there is a more traditional division of household labor and childcare (i.e., the
         woman does the majority). The inequality is often justified by references to women’s
         “natural” abilities to parent. One mother who took on the majority of the household
         labor and childcare claimed: “The woman has it more in her genes to be more equipped
         for nurturing.”[44]    When fathers believe that women have a natural ability to parent, mothers are
         considerably more likely to spend time as the sole provider of childcare.[45]    Conversely, when mothers reject the belief that women are inherently better parents
         then men, fathers are more likely to be involved in childcare. Thus belief in inherent
         gender differences has consistently been found to be related to inequity in the division
         of labor.[46]   
      

      
      All of the task management and emotion work increases when children enter the picture.
         There are playdates to schedule, after-school activities to organize, birthday parties
         to attend, gifts to buy, doctor’s appointments to schedule, and the list goes on and
         on. Men are usually very willing to complete these tasks when asked, as long as it
         does not conflict with their work schedule. But they are rarely the ones who organize
         the activities, schedule the playdates, or make the doctor’s appointments.
      

      
      Inequity in the division of labor can sneak up on couples after the birth of the child,
         largely due to issues associated with the pay gap, leave availability, and difficulty
         finding adequate childcare—all issues that we will cover in chapter 7.[47]  When inequality sets in, resentment can breed. Judith Warner interviewed women who
         had opted out of the workforce. These women were disturbed by the fact that while
         they were once equal to their partner, they came to be seen as the one primarily responsible
         for all of the domestic tasks. One woman said: “I had the sense of being in an unequal
         marriage. . . . I think he preferred the house to be ‘kept’ in a different kind of
         way than I was prepared to do it. If I had any angst about being an overeducated stay-at-home
         mom, it was not about raising the kids, but it was about sweeping.”[48]  They also felt the loss of power acutely, noting that at times they had to negotiate
         with their husbands about money for childcare.[49]  Even when women decided to return to the workforce after many years staying at home
         either part time or full time, the patterns of inequality remained entrenched. One
         woman noted: “When I worked at KPMG we did 50/50,” she said. “We were making equal
         money. Then once I started staying home, I was doing laundry, dinner . . .” But, once
         she started working again, the expectations remained the same. “There just doesn’t
         seem to be a way to go back.”[50] 
      

      
      Consequences of Unequal Division of
 Household Labor
      

      
      Why should both men and women work toward greater equality in the division of labor
         within their relationships? There is research evidence to suggest that this inequity
         is detrimental to both men and women. First and foremost, it clearly damages a couple’s
         relationship with each other. It also decreases the amount of time that women have
         for leisure activities, which is bad for their health, relationships, and well-being.
         Finally, it undermines both men’s and women’s ability to meet their need for the autonomy,
         competence, and relatedness required for well-being.
      

      
      Unhappy Marriages

      
      One of the strongest findings about the consequences of unequal division of labor
         is that people, especially women who perceive the division of labor to be unfair,
         are more distressed[51]    and less satisfied in their marriage.[52]    Feeling that things are inequitable was also related to a greater likelihood for
         divorce, especially if it was the woman who felt things were unfair, and it usually
         was.[53]    In fact, women initiate divorce at least twice as often as men.[54]    The relationship between unfair division of labor and marital dissatisfaction
         is exacerbated during the transition to motherhood. One longitudinal study found that
         when women became mothers, they did more housework, which led to a sense that the
         work load was unfair and subsequent marital dissatisfaction.[55]    
      

      
      Having a wife who is dissatisfied with how labor is divided in the household is no
         fun for husbands either. A beautiful, fun, engaging wife has started to become an
         angry and dissatisfied nag. “You need to take out the trash,” “you are not changing
         that diaper right,” “how could you have forgotten to brush the kids’ teeth?” Eyes
         are rolled, sighs are heaved, and couples grow more distant. None of this is good
         for a couple’s sex life either.[56]    It is hard to want to have sex with someone when there is deep-seated resentment
         because he never remembers to pick up his socks and never unloads the dishwasher.
         The idea that he “never” does this only adds to his resentment: “Whaddya mean? “he
         might say. “I did it last week.” Of course, men likely become less interested in having
         sex with women who they view as being nagging critics. 
      

      
      The data relating participation in household labor to sexual frequency actually paint
         a bit of a mixed picture. One study found that couples have more sex when men do more
         traditionally masculine chores—women found it sexy when men helped in masculine ways
         such as yard work and fixing things.[57]     Although this study was recently published, it was based on data collected over
         twenty years ago when men helping at all was probably considered sexy and men doing
         traditionally feminine chores may have been less accepted. Another study, also using
         an older data set, which looked at the relationship between marital and sexual satisfaction
         among married couples, painted a more optimistic picture for couples who shared household
         labor. This study found that couples where both members worked and participated in
         household labor actually had more sex, even though you might think that they would
         have less time.[58]    The authors determined that those who work hard also play hard. We would argue
         that as expectations about gender have shifted, men who vacuum and do dishes are increasingly
         sexy. We think sharing chores is good foreplay!
      

      
      Consequences of Inequity: No Time to Play

      
      One of the consequences of the inequitable division of labor is the fact that men
         tend to have more leisure time than women. It is estimated that married women have
         several hours less leisure time per week than married men.[59]    When men get home from work they often take time to themselves doing activities
         that help them unwind. On weekends, many husbands decompress after a long week of
         work with a four- or five-hour game of golf. The disparity in the amount of leisure
         time that men and women have has been identified in some studies as one of the biggest
         sources of marital dissatisfaction.[60]    I (ML) can certainly identify with this as I sometimes find myself calculating
         the amount of time my husband and I have to ourselves. These calculations can get
         tricky of course. What counts as leisure time? Does it count if I am reading blogs
         on the computer while simultaneously watching my children practice gymnastics? It
         certainly does not count if I have to intervene when my son’s handstand results in
         him kicking my daughter, and I comfort her while listening to ear-deafening screams.
         Does it count as leisure if I take the children on a playdate if I am friends with
         the parents? If I choose to use my alone time doing research or writing this book,
         does it count as leisure time? 
      

      
      Leisure time has important implications for people’s health and relationships. In
         one study, researchers examined what husbands and wives did with their time after
         work.[61]    They confirmed that men engaged in more leisure activities, while women did more
         household chores. However, they also measured production of the stress hormone cortisol.
         Cortisol is produced when people are stressed and leads to all sorts of health problems
         including increased body fat—particularly the kind of fat that accumulates around
         the belly[62]    as well as even more dire consequences such as increased likelihood of death.[63]    Furthermore, if the body is producing too much cortisol people are unable to fall
         asleep.[64]    Men who were able to have leisure time after work had decreased cortisol production
         over the course of the evening. Women, who were less likely to have a chance to relax
         and engage in leisure activities, continued to have high levels of cortisol throughout
         the night.[65]    So inequity in the division of labor and the leisure gap between men and women
         may be literally killing women (as well as making them fatter, more stressed, and
         sleep deprived). In addition, women who were able to unwind after work and allow their
         cortisol production to decrease had higher marital satisfaction.[66]    
      

      
      Decreased Well-Being

      
      The negative consequences associated with unequal division of labor in the household
         can reduce an individual’s well-being by interfering with their basic needs of autonomy,
         competence, and relatedness.[67]    When men make more money than women, it gives them more power in the relationship.[68]    The person with the money and power has more autonomy, not only in terms of making
         financial decisions (e.g., whether to hire someone to help with household chores),
         but also in terms of how to spend their time. As a result, women spend more time doing
         housework and childcare[69]    and have less leisure time[70]    than men. Women also have less autonomy over which chores they do. Men select
         the tasks they find more enjoyable, while women do whatever remains.[71]    In addition, men typically have more autonomy in when they complete their chores
         while women perform more low-control tasks that have to be done on a specific schedule.[72]    It is clear that women have much to gain by reducing these inequities. However,
         research suggests that men will also benefit if they work toward equality, even though
         it may not seem appealing at first to have to do more around the house.[73]    In a study of thirty-one countries, men reported higher family satisfaction when
         they were more involved in household labor and childcare.[74]    In addition, inequity was associated with increased negative emotions and decreased
         positive emotions for both members of the couple. The person doing more experienced
         distress and anger, while the person doing less experienced fear and self-reproach
         at the exploitive relationship.[75]    
      

      
      Inequity in the division of household labor can also adversely impact men’s and women’s
         sense of competence. Women frequently express frustration that men just mess things
         up when they try to “help.”[76]    So they often take on the majority of the household tasks to ensure the chores
         are completed to their standards.[77]    Rather than bolstering women’s sense of competence, however, the additional burden
         seems to create stress and reduce well-being.[78]    In addition to the negative feedback men may get from their wives about their
         competence regarding household chores and childcare, men are also bombarded with messages
         of their incompetence from the media. Although there has been pushback against these
         stereotypes (e.g., against the Huggies ad campaign),[79]    negative messages from the media can certainly undermine men’s competence and
         decrease their motivation to contribute equally in the household sphere.[80]    It is detrimental to women and insulting to men for people to assume men cannot
         contribute equally to housework and childcare.
      

      
      Finally, inequality in the household damages men’s and women’s relationships with
         each other. In fact it is a strong predictor of marriage dissatisfaction and divorce.[81]    The lack of gratitude displayed for doing household chores exacerbates the problem
         because gratitude has been found to strengthen relationships.[82]    In addition, the reduction in leisure time for women, who do the majority of the
         housework, can negatively impact their relatedness. Participation in leisure activities
         is one of the primary ways that people develop their relationships with others[83]    and build social support networks.[84]    However, it is not only women’s relationships that are negatively affected. If
         women are doing the majority of the emotion work for a couple, it means that men may
         not be building and maintaining their own relationships with friends and family. Given
         the importance of social support for well-being,[85]    men’s reliance on their wives to maintain their relationships seems shortsighted.
         
      

      
      Increasing Equality in the Home

      
      Men and women, especially those from the millennial generation, want equality in their
         marriages.[86]    In a study my colleague and I (ML) did assessing the expectations of division
         of labor among college students, both men and women ideally wanted equality. However,
         while men thought equality in their future relationships would actually happen, women
         believed that they would have to do the majority of household labor and childcare.[87]    We think it is encouraging that the young men wanted and expected equality. It
         may be a more challenging goal than they anticipate, but working toward marital equality
         is worth the effort. Couples who both wanted equality and were actually able to achieve
         it have been identified as the most satisfied with their relationships.[88]   
      

      
      How can couples increase equality in their home? To some extent, the problem is much
         larger than the two individuals in a relationship. It stems from the view that men
         and women are inherently different (see chapter 5). If women are caregivers and men
         are providers, then it is only natural that women do more of the household labor.
         It also stems from expectations about the ideal worker that do not allow family obligations
         to interfere with work (see chapter 4), making it difficult for men who take on the
         ideal-worker role to equitably contribute to family life. Furthermore, the inequality
         stems from social barriers such as the pay gap that we will discuss further in chapter
         7. Given that men earn more than women, their employment contributes more toward supporting
         the family and gives men more power in the relationship. These issues make it more
         likely for mothers to cut back on work or stop working altogether, even if they would
         have been happier finding a way to combine work and family. Although there are these
         larger problems to address, there are many changes that can be made within people’s
         relationships to reduce inequity in the division of household labor. 
      

      
      First, partners in a relationship have to decide how they are going to define “equal.”
         Should people put a scoreboard in the living room? “And she has just spent twenty
         minutes folding laundry, he is down by twenty folks, wait, he is unloading the dishwasher,
         this is getting closer . . . closer. Oh, broken glass, that’s five penalty points.”
         We think one of the biggest misunderstandings about how to share household labor fairly
         is that everything needs to be done fifty-fifty, and that conversations should revolve
         around calculating the exact amount of labor each member puts into tasks. Couples
         who have egalitarian divisions of labor are often more fluid and flexible than this
         in their approach. One person likes to cook more; the other is more likely to do laundry.
         The person who gets home earlier starts dinner; the other one cleans up. Some couples
         may try to share all of the chores while others may have specializations.[89]    Couples need to figure out what works best for them.
      

      
      One way couples can increase the equity in division of labor is to communicate and
         be clear about their expectations. Although the majority of married women (53%) want
         to change the division of labor in the family, very few (less than 13%) actually talk
         to their husbands about it.[90]    Women who are assertive and talk with their husbands about what they want are
         more likely to have a division of labor closer to their personal ideal. One working
         mother whose husband stays at home described how better communication improved her
         marriage:
      

      
         We’d sit down weekly to discuss our finances, to make a weekly menu plan, to create
            a family to-do list. We created a budget and agreed to consult one another on any
            non-essential purchases. Sharing that burden has been a relief. We talk about what
            the coming week will bring, who needs a flu shot and when to call the electrician.[91]   
         

      

      One study found that couples who had the lowest levels of conflict had clear distinctions
         about who does what, did not interfere in the others’ tasks, made few demands, and
         demonstrated respect for each other’s contributions to the household.[92]    In addition, women might benefit from lowering their standards about how work
         needs to be done.[93]    Given that a great deal of the inequity in the division of labor may stem from
         women feeling as though their husbands do not live up to their standards of cleanliness,
         women who are less concerned about these standards are more likely to have equality.[94]    A New York Times article titled “In Defense of Filth” concluded with the following: “A clean house
         is a sign of a wasted life, truly. Hope is messy: Eventually we’ll all be living in
         perfect egalitarian squalor.” [95]  
      

      
      It may also be helpful for women to remember that the reason men are hesitant to participate
         equally in household labor may be complex and connected to internalized beliefs about
         what it means to be masculine. Men who do not do chores properly are not incompetent.
         They simply have not had as much practice, and there is a learning curve. In addition,
         when a man does a chore improperly it may be a sign that, on some level, he is uncomfortable
         doing the chore. However, when women become frustrated and take on the tasks themselves,
         this perpetrates the inequality.[96]    Appreciation is important for relationship satisfaction. Women who actively appreciate
         when men participate in household labor will be likely to have husbands who continue
         to do so.[97]   
      

      
      Men would also benefit from increasing the equality in the division of labor, especially
         considering the costs of inequity for marital satisfaction. Men should do more than
         simply take on tasks when assigned, but should participate in the management and organization
         of the household.[98]    Men should also pay attention to leisure time. One of the biggest negative effects
         of inequity stems from the leisure gap, so husbands would benefit from working to
         make sure that wives have enough time to unwind after a long day and have other opportunities
         to participate in leisure activities.[99]    Husbands would also do well to remember the importance of appreciation,[100]    although not as a substitute for being a true partner in the household. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      We believe the inequity of household labor between men and women is a major barrier
         to finding work-family balance. Despite progress, women are still doing significantly
         more of the housework and childcare than men. This inequity is fueled by beliefs about
         gender differences that pervade the home (i.e., women are natural caretakers) as well
         as work environments (e.g., leave policy and the wage gap). These conditions result
         in a power imbalance that contributes to unequal division of household labor. Although
         the social roles of being a spouse and parent have important benefits for people (see
         chapter 2), the advantages of having multiple roles depend on the quality of each
         role.[101]    Unequal division of household labor decreases role quality and has serious consequences.
         When inequity in the division of labor interferes with people’s ability to meet their
         needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, their overall well-being declines.
         Fortunately, better understanding the causes and consequences of unequal division
         of labor can help couples become motivated to find ways to increase equality.
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      Chapter 7

      Societal Barriers to Balance

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      The barriers that make it difficult to balance work and family responsibilities are
         often difficult to see because they are built into the structure of society. Thus
         when women make the decision to leave the workplace to care for their children, it
         is generally framed as a privileged choice. For example, in the New York Times Magazine article on the “opt out” revolution, the author asks why women do not run the world.
         The conclusion she came to was because they do not want to.[1]    The implication was that when high-powered, highly educated women leave the workforce,
         their choices are free and unconstrained. These women simply chose family over career—end
         of story. 
      

      
      The Illusion of Choice

      
      But are these choices really free and unconstrained? Pamela Stone interviewed women
         to understand the reasons why they had left the workforce after having children.[2]    She found that women overwhelmingly did not want to leave the workplace, but felt
         forced out. Women found it hard to leave their jobs and give up their professional
         identity—for many the “choice” was agonizing. Many felt that their work environments
         were “all or nothing.” If they did manage to gain a part-time position, they reported
         being put on a “mommy track” that kept them from getting interesting work assignments
         and promotions. The mothers she interviewed also noted that their husbands’ careers
         had taken priority in the family, which resulted in women contributing more to the
         childcare and housework. One woman noted: “My husband has always said to me, ‘You
         can do whatever you want to do,’ but he’s not there to pick up any load.” 
      

      
       Most women do not actually have a true choice about whether to work or stay at home.
         Although approximately 8% of professional women with advanced degrees “opt out” of
         the workplace to care for their children,[3]    it is a myth that the vast majority of women who stay at home with their children
         are highly educated and wealthy. As described in chapter 2, women with lower levels
         of education are actually more likely to leave the workplace when they have children
         because they are faced with impossible choices—the jobs that are open to them often
         do not pay enough to cover the childcare expenses of working outside of the home.[4]   
      

      
       This chapter describes the barriers in society that affect the ability of people
         to balance work and family. In chapter 4, we described how inflexible work environments
         make balance difficult for all. In chapter 5, we described how pervasive gender stereotypes
         shape beliefs about male and female roles. Now we will explore how these beliefs in
         the fundamental differences between men and women manifest themselves in the work
         environment, creating gender inequality in hiring and compensation. In addition, we
         will address how parental-leave policies and lack of affordable, high-quality childcare
         contribute to the problem of work-family balance. 
      

      
      The Pay Gap

      
      Over the past forty years, women’s participation in the labor force has increased
         dramatically. According to the Pew Research Center, women comprised just over a third
         (38%) of the paid labor force in 1970 but made up almost half of it (47%) in 2013.[5]    Women with children under the age of six have increased their labor force participation
         from 39% to 65% over the same period. Women are also graduating from college at higher
         rates than men, while more women than ever are getting professional degrees such as
         in law or medicine, and being elected to public office.[6]    In fact, a Gallup poll found that 53% of Americans (61% of men and 45% of women)
         believe that women have the same job opportunities as men.[7]   
      

      
      Despite women’s increased labor force participation and the perception of gender equality
         in the job market, there is still considerable inequity in the workplace. In 2011,
         women earned only seventy-seven cents for every dollar earned by men, based on annual
         median earnings.[8]    This pay gap is experienced by women of every race, although it is highest for
         Hispanic and Latina women, who earned only 59% of what white males earned. The pay
         gap cannot simply be accounted for by differences in education levels. The truth is
         that men outearn women at every level of education. Women earn approximately three-fourths
         of what comparably educated men earn, ranging from a low of 72% for women with a professional
         degree to a high of 80% for women with a doctoral degree. Furthermore, the pay gap
         is not specific to the United States—women’s earnings universally lag behind men’s
         based on statistics from 150 countries.[9]   
      

      
      The pay gap between women and men can be seen immediately after college graduation
         and increases over time. One year after college women earned only 82% of what men
         made. Even when almost every single demographic variable was controlled for (including
         college major, occupation, economic sector, hours worked, months unemployed since
         graduation, GPA, type of undergraduate institution, institution selectivity, age,
         geographical region, and marital status), a 7% gap in pay between women and men remained
         unexplained.[10]    This pay gap widens as people age. Women earn only 69% of what their male counterparts
         do ten years after graduation with 12% of the difference remaining unexplained.[11]    Finally, even though wives had more education than their husbands, on average,
         men still outearned their wives as newlyweds.[12]   
      

      
      Despite this evidence some people have tried to discredit the pay gap. For example,
         in May 2013 Fox News ran a story calling the pay gap a “myth.” According to Fox: “The
         gender pay gap is not a result of discrimination, coercion, or anything like that.
         To put it simply, it’s a matter of women’s choices.”[13]    The language of choice seems to be used as a way to disguise discrimination and
         inequity. In fact, it may be that encouraging people to view women’s decisions to
         leave the workplace as a choice actually causes people to become less aware of continued gender discrimination. When college undergraduates
         were shown a poster about a fictional book, Choosing to Leave: Women’s Experiences away from the Workplace, they were significantly more likely to believe that opportunities for men and women
         were equal and that gender discrimination was nonexistent than were students who saw
         an almost identical book poster, Women at Home: Experiences away from the Workplace, that did not frame the issue as one of choice.[14]    Although women and men do make different decisions that affect their salaries,
         the relevant question remains: How free and unconstrained are those choices in light
         of gender inequality in the workplace? 
      

      
      In Pamela Stone’s interviews with women who decided to leave their job, it was apparent
         that their lower pay in comparison to their husband’s contributed to their decision
         to opt out of the workforce.[15]    This perception that the wives’ salaries were not important relative to the needs
         of the family was especially salient because women generally perceived the cost of
         childcare as coming out of their salary, not the family income. One woman explained
         how she was spending up to 90% of “her” salary on childcare. Thus women’s lower salaries
         create an environment whereby the motivation to continue working decreases. Simply
         put, making more money motivates people to stay in the workforce.
      

      
      The pay gap adversely affects not only women, but also children. A 2013 Pew Research
         report found that 40% of the children in the United States were primarily supported
         by their mothers. This included 8.6 million children living with single mothers and
         5.1 million children living in families where the woman was the primary breadwinner.[16]    Therefore, the pay gap puts children at risk of poor living conditions and inadequate
         nutrition and health care.[17]    Given the magnitude of the problem for women and children, it is important to
         understand the factors that contribute to the pay gap so that solutions can be identified.
      

      
      Teachers Make Less than Architects

      
      One of the biggest sources of the pay gap is occupational gender segregation. In other
         words, women tend to work in occupations that pay less. According to the U.S. Bureau
         of Labor Statistics, relatively low-paying jobs (e.g., personal care and service,
         office and administrative support, health-care support, and education or library staff)
         are occupied over 70% by women.[18]    Higher-paying jobs, such as architects, engineers, chief executive officers, and
         protective service occupations, are dominated by men. 
      

      
      These wage differences may exist because many occupational wages were set during a
         time when explicit discrimination against women was the norm, and the relative wages
         of different occupations has stayed consistent over time.[19]    For example, a memo sent by the California Civil Service in 1930 to many companies
         explicitly instructed officials to set wages for jobs dominated by women at a lower
         rate than jobs dominated by men, even if those jobs required the same credentials
         and experience.[20]    A 1936 California memo discussing whether to give clerical workers or janitors
         pay increases noted that only janitors should get the pay increase: “The clerical
         workers are more generally the younger single persons not having the same degree of
         family responsibility.”[21]    Thus early assumptions that women do not need as much money because they are either
         single or have a husband supporting them were codified into the pay structure of many
         jobs, and those pay differentials have remained constant to this day. 
      

      
      Given that traditionally feminine jobs generally pay less, why do women continue to
         track themselves into those jobs? It could be argued that women are choosing these
         jobs, knowing that they involve lower pay, and should not complain if they earn less
         than men. However, considering the gendered messages that children receive throughout
         their lives, can it truly be considered a choice when women track themselves into
         these lower-paying careers? Notice that the lower-paying careers tend to be those
         that emphasize interpersonal relationships and care for others. As mentioned in chapter
         5, young girls and women are taught from a very early age that caring for others is
         something that women, not men, do.[22]    For example, analyses of prime-time television shows have found that male characters
         are more likely to be portrayed in work contexts, and female characters are more often
         portrayed in caretaking roles or jobs that involve serving others.[23]    Research has even shown that when young women are exposed to commercials that
         show gender-stereotyped roles, they are less likely to strive toward leadership and
         take leadership positions in subsequent tasks.[24]    So repeated exposure to these media images takes a toll.
      

      
      One major reason for inequality in the workplace is that male-dominated jobs tend
         to pay more than jobs traditionally held by women. Another reason is that women have
         moved into traditionally masculine spheres as they strive for equality in the workplace,
         but men have not moved into traditionally feminine jobs, due to lack of status and
         pay.[25]    Men also have not increased their contributions to housework and childcare at
         a rate comparable to women’s increased involvement in work outside the home (see chapter
         6). Despite these changing conditions, the work environment still operates under the
         assumption that there is an individual at home who is responsible for the home and
         childcare. This approach may have worked in 1960 when only 20% of mothers worked (although
         not for those working mothers).[26]    But the current realities are quite different, and the workplace culture has not
         adjusted to these differences.
      

      
      Yet, the pay gap between men and women is not fully accounted for by occupational
         gender segregation. Even within the same field, men are paid more than women. Female
         financial managers make 70% of what male financial managers make and female computer
         programmers make 84% of what their male counterparts earn. Even men who enter predominately
         female occupations make more money, although the gap does tend to be smaller. Female
         high school teachers make only 93% of what their male counterparts earn, and female
         nurses make 91% of what male nurses are paid.[27]    
      

      
      Salary Negotiation and the Double Bind

      
      Another factor that contributes to the pay gap is that women generally expect lower
         salaries than men. One study found that undergraduate women expected to earn $4,000
         less than men for their initial salaries and a whopping $33,000 less than men at their
         peak salaries.[28]    These salary expectations matter because the expectation of a higher salary can
         lead to negotiation and, ultimately, higher pay. One study of newly hired employees
         found that those who negotiated received a starting salary $5,000 higher than those
         who did not—a starting salary difference of $5,000 can translate into a lifetime earnings
         differential of $600,000.[29]    
      

      
      Research has suggested that women generally do not have confidence in themselves when
         they enter a negotiation. One study asked men and women to simulate a negotiation
         for a starting salary and then asked them their thoughts and feelings after the discussion.[30]    The majority of the men reported that they felt as though they knew their worth
         and felt entitled to more money. In contrast, the majority of women reported that
         they were unsure of their worth and felt entitled to the same salary as everyone else.
         For example, a male participant said: “Well it’s fine that that’s what your standard
         offer is but I’m not a standard student and I don’t think that I should be categorized
         in that same range of capability and therefore salary.” In contrast, a female participant
         responded: “As long as I was making the average, that’s all I really cared about.”[31]   
      

      
      Negotiating for a higher salary can be challenging for women who are socialized to
         believe that being “feminine” involves being modest and avoiding self-promotion.[32]    It seems as though an easy response to this problem would be to encourage women
         to negotiate more like men. In other words, if a woman wants a higher salary, she
         needs to feel entitled to more money and assertively ask for it. Unfortunately, the
         solution is not that easy. The truth is that when women do negotiate like men, they
         are perceived as unlikeable. One study found that female job candidates who negotiated
         were perceived as less likeable than candidates who accepted the given salary, especially
         by male evaluators. These women were perceived as more demanding and not very nice,
         which accounted for their decreased likeability. Men who negotiated, however, were
         not seen as more demanding, less nice, or less likable.[33]    Women are in a bit of a “damned if you do, damned if you don’t” situation. If
         they negotiate they are seen as unlikable and if they do not negotiate they receive
         a lower salary. 
      

      
      The issue women have with salary negotiations is part of a larger problem experienced
         by women working in high-status or leadership positions known as the double bind.[34]    The double bind is a catch-22 for women in the workplace. People expect women
         to be interpersonally warm, kind to others, modest, and not self-promoting—this is
         known as being communal. However, people associate leadership with traditionally masculine
         qualities such as being direct, assertive, and confident—this is known as being agentic.
         When women act agentic they are viewed negatively. In the words of a female executive:
         “People often had to speak up to defend their turf, but when the women did so, they
         were vilified. They were labeled ‘control freaks’; men acting the same way were called
         ‘passionate.'"[35]    Of course, if women conform to their gender roles and act communally, they are
         seen as less competent and are likely to receive lower pay. What is the path out of
         this conundrum? Alice Eagly and Linda Carli, in their book Through the Labyrinth: The Truth about How Women Become Leaders, advise: “A woman can finesse the double bind to some extent by combining assertive
         task behavior with kindness, niceness, and helpfulness.”[36]    Although this advice cannot solve the pay gap entirely, it indicates a potential
         way out of the double bind associated with salary negotiation: Women must project
         confidence about their worth and skills without appearing self-promoting or unlikeable.
         
      

      
      Starting Salary Is Only Half the Battle

      
      Assuming women can successfully walk the tightrope between being assertive and communal
         enough to negotiate a starting salary equivalent to their male peers, the battle is
         still not over. Research has suggested that, once hired, women are less likely than
         men to be promoted.[37]    This discrepancy may be due to the fact that women have a harder time finding
         mentors and informal networks that help them climb the corporate ladder.[38]    Success is often more about “who you know than what you know.” The persistence
         of “old boys’ networks” can make it difficult for women to enter positions of power.
         Many organizations are run by men who pursue social networks through masculine activities.
         A business journalist and former CEO wrote: “It’s still hard to resist the feeling
         that at meetings, at conferences, on golf courses, women are gatecrashers.”[39]    Another woman in finance noted: “There was a big social network there that revolved
         around men’s sports and men’s activities, and to be on the outside of that really
         impacted my ability to develop relationships with people.”[40]    A female executive at Walmart was told that she would probably not advance because
         she did not hunt or fish, and that middle managers’ meetings often took place at strip
         clubs and Hooters.[41]    Women also have difficulty with social networking because these activities often
         take place after traditional work hours and can interfere with responsibilities at
         home. 
      

      
      The Motherhood Wage Penalty

      
      The pay gap reflects not only that women earn less than men, but also that mothers
         earn less than non-mothers—there is a motherhood wage penalty. The penalty gets more
         severe with each additional child. The first child is associated with being paid 3%
         less than non-mothers, the second child with 9-11% less, and having three or more
         children with 12-16% less.[42]    In fact, for women under the age of thirty-five, the gap between mothers and non-mothers
         is larger than the gap between women and men.[43]    In contrast, when men become fathers, there is no negative effect on their employment.
         For a man, becoming a parent can even result in a fatherhood bonus.[44]    This fatherhood bonus is especially large for white professional men, whose salaries
         are approximately 12% higher than those of non-fathers. This fatherhood wage bonus
         cannot be fully accounted for by men being more invested in work and working longer
         hours after having children. However, a big portion of the wage bonus can be explained
         by the fact that fathers are more likely to be married, and studies have shown that
         simply having a wife results in a wage increase.[45]    Interestingly, one study showed that the motherhood wage penalty does not apply
         to lesbians, who actually receive a motherhood wage advantage of up to 20%.[46]    Although it is not entirely clear why lesbians have a wage advantage similar to
         that of fathers, they may be viewed as also having a “wife” who is responsible for
         the childcare and household management. 
      

      
      There have been many hypotheses about the causes of the motherhood wage penalty. It
         may be that mothers are discriminated against both in initial hiring processes as
         well as in starting salaries. One study found that when women were described as being
         a “mother” on a job application for a consultant, they were evaluated as less educated
         and competent. They were also less likely to be hired or promoted as well as more
         likely to be offered a lower starting salary than when they were not described as
         being a mother.[47]    In another study, researchers sent fake résumés of equally qualified women and
         men to actual employers advertising for jobs. The cover letter indicated either that
         the applicant was the chair of the elementary parent-teacher association (implying
         that they were a parent) or that the applicant was the chair of the college alumni
         organization. The non-mothers were contacted at twice the rate of the mothers. Fathers,
         on the other hand, were actually called back slightly more than non-fathers. 
      

      
      Other research has suggested that discrimination against mothers increases when motherhood
         is seen as a choice that women make. When participants read an essay about all the
         free choices that people are able to make in the world, including motherhood, they
         were less likely to want to hire a mother and tended to offer mothers a lower starting
         salary. However, when participants read an essay about all the constraints that limit
         people’s freedom, including motherhood, the effect was reversed.[48]    Thus when people are asked to think about women “choosing” to leave the workplace,
         they are not only less likely to acknowledge that gender discrimination exists,[49]    but also more likely to discriminate in hiring practices and salary negotiations
         for mothers.[50]    
      

      
      Discrimination against mothers in salaries and promotions are not just found in research
         studies, but are reported by mothers in the workplace. One attorney explained that
         after she had become a mother she was repeatedly passed up for promotions that were
         given to less qualified men with children and to women with no children. The assumption
         made by the company was that she would not want to work long hours because she was
         a mother. Instead of giving her the opportunity to make that decision herself, they
         simply did not promote her. In another case, a sales representative was passed up
         for a promotion “because she had children and he didn’t think she’d want to relocate
         her family”[51]    despite the fact that she had repeatedly applied for a promotion and had indicated
         that she was willing to move. Court records indicate that women from a variety of
         professions, including “a bank vice president, an attorney on a partner track, an
         assistant medical director, a hotel regional manager, and a national sales director”
         have been denied promotions or demoted because they were mothers.[52]    For every mother who has sued on the grounds of discrimination, it is likely that
         there are numerous other women experiencing similar treatment who have not. A graduate
         of Harvard Law School protested the assumptions made about her after she had a baby,
         saying “I had a baby, not a lobotomy.”[53]   
      

      
      Another explanation for the motherhood wage penalty is that mothers choose jobs that
         pay less in order to have more flexibility. However, the motherhood wage penalty has
         been found to be especially large in predominantly female professions. In addition,
         these jobs are actually no more likely to have flexible work hours, good health insurance,
         paid sick or vacation time, or job-protected maternity leave.[54]    Thus the idea that women choose jobs that have greater flexibility in exchange
         for lower pay is not supported by the data.
      

      
      In sum, the pay gap represents a bit of a chicken-and-egg problem. Do women leave
         the workplace, especially when they become mothers, because their pay is low, or is
         their pay low because they leave the workplace? The answer is likely both. The research
         shows that women are more likely to leave the workplace if their wages are proportionally
         less than that of their husband’s.[55]    Of course, leaving the workplace negatively impacts wages. As Hilary Lips, a professor
         at Radford University and an expert in the pay gap, reflected: 
      

      
         If we were to deliberately design a society in which there was a virtual guarantee
            that women would work fewer hours and choose part-time work and lower-paid occupations
            more often than men, what would we do? We would probably reward women less than men
            for their work, make it difficult for them to combine family and full-time employment
            responsibilities and identify certain lower-paid occupations with femininity and higher
            paid ones with masculinity.[56]   
         

      

      Parental Leave

      
      Another barrier to the ability to balance work and family is the lack of national
         policies to support families. Unlike most industrialized countries, the United States
         does not offer paid leave after the birth of a child. According to a Human Rights
         Watch survey of 190 countries around the world, in 2011 the United States was one
         of only three countries that did not provide any paid maternity leave—the others were
         Papua New Guinea and Swaziland.[57]    There are several international treaties that recommend at least some mandatory
         paid parental leave. The United Nations adopted the Convention on the Elimination
         of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW) in 1979,[58]    which explicitly recommended paid leave for new parents.[59]    Despite ratification by 186 countries, the United States is one of the few countries
         and the only industrialized Western democracy that has not approved CEDAW.[60]    
      

      
      The United States did enact the Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA) in 1993, which provides
         twelve weeks of unpaid leave for eligible workers, which can be used for the birth,
         adoption, or foster-care placement of a child; the care of a sick family member; or
         personal illness. However, in order to be eligible for FMLA, a person must have worked
         over 1,250 hours for a public agency or a company that employees fifty or more people
         and have been employed there for at least one year. Although a recent law did expand
         the childcare provision to allow same-sex partners to care for children that are not
         biologically their own, FMLA does not apply to sick care for a same-sex partner unless
         they are legally married and reside in a state that recognizes the marriage of same-sex
         couples.[61]    Given these restrictions, FMLA only applies to approximately half of the U.S.
         workforce.[62]    
      

      
      In the mid-2000s, both California and New Jersey started a paid-leave program funded
         by withholding payroll taxes. Both programs allow up to six weeks of paid leave for
         the same care activities covered by FMLA. In 2013 New Jersey allowed workers to earn
         two-thirds of their wages up to $584 per week,[63]    while California workers could earn up to 55% of their wages up to $1067 per week.[64]    Both programs were opposed by many in the business community, out of fear that
         they would create undue burdens and taxes. However, a report on the California paid-leave
         program found that businesses generally reported no effects or positive effects on
         profitability, morale, and employee turnover. The vast majority of businesses also
         reported no cost increases. The results for workers indicated that many still did
         not know about the program or felt as though the wage replacement was too low to make
         it worth using. However, those who used it experienced an increased ability to bond
         with their children and to arrange childcare when they did return to work. 
      

      
      Lack of Leave Is Bad for Mothers

      
      Despite a few model state programs, the majority of workers in the United States have
         no access to paid parental leave. The decision to grant paid leave is left up to individual
         employers, and only 11% of the workforce has access to any paid leave.[65]    Lack of access to both adequate leave and paid leave has consistently negative
         effects on the mental and physical health of parents, especially mothers. Having less
         than twelve weeks of maternal leave and having less than eight weeks of paid maternal
         leave were associated with increased depression and decreased overall health for new
         mothers.[66]    Short maternal leave (six weeks or less) has been considered a risk factor for
         depression, especially in combination with other risks (e.g., marital discord).[67]    Interviews with sixty-four parents by the Human Rights Watch illustrated the negative
         consequences of not having paid parental leave.[68]    Mothers reported experiencing health problems, mental health problems, financial
         problems, and strain at work, including being fired or demoted. For example, one mother
         had to return to work one week after suffering from a hemorrhage because she could
         not afford to take unpaid time off. Other parents reported that they were unable to
         seek treatment for severe postpartum depression because they had to return to work.
         Many parents reported significant debt associated with taking unpaid time off from
         work. Finally, women reported experiencing hostility at work when they asked for leave
         and when they returned. An attorney who returned to work after five weeks of maternity
         leave found that her office had been given to someone else and was asked to use the
         conference room. Other women reported that they were demoted, or at least not promoted,
         after they had children. 
      

      
      Here is a profile reported by the Human Rights Report:

      
         Hannah C. worked close to 38 hours a week in a bank when she became pregnant—just
            short of full-time. As a result she had no benefits, and did not take a day off during
            her nine months of pregnancy even though she was ill throughout. Instead, she was
            allocated the station closest to the restroom so that she could take two steps to
            throw up, freshen up, and come back out. Hannah was not offered paid maternity leave
            and she left her job when her son was born. She started babysitting other children
            and doing odd jobs when her baby was about a month old, and struggled for many months
            after the birth to pay for rent and food. She eventually resorted to food stamps.[69] 
         

      

      The impact of unpaid leave was even more disastrous for lower-income women. Women
         reported going into bankruptcy and having to take on large amounts of debt in order
         to meet the basic needs of the family after the birth of a child.[70]    Having children is a precipitating factor for falling below the poverty line,
         especially for single mothers. The birth of a child initiated a spell of poverty in
         12.9% of families and in 24.6% of families headed by a single mother.[71]   
      

      
      Lack of Leave Is Bad for Children

      
      Paid parental leave also has been associated with better children’s health. Across
         eighteen countries, paid leave was associated with decreased infant mortality. For
         every ten weeks that paid leave was extended, infant mortality rates were predicted
         to decrease by 4.1%. However, unpaid leave did not impact infant mortality rates because
         the majority of people, the authors speculated, cannot afford to take advantage of
         unpaid opportunities.[72]    A comprehensive study of the effect of the FMLA act in the United States came
         to similar conclusions. Child-outcome statistics improved in states with short leave
         policies after the introduction of FMLA.[73]    Specifically, college-educated married women had lower rates of premature birth
         and low-birth-weight children as well as decreased infant mortality rates. The authors
         suggested that child outcomes improved due to decreased maternal stress during pregnancy
         over the availability of leave as well as due to the actual time off after childbirth.
         However, there was no positive effect of FMLA policies for less-educated and single
         women, which is likely because they could not afford to take unpaid leave. These two
         studies suggest that the positive benefits associated with leave policies are only
         found when people can actually afford to take leave—either the leave is paid or families
         can afford to forgo some income for a period of time. 
      

      
      In addition, child health can be adversely affected due to the impact of inadequate
         leave policies on breastfeeding. The earlier women return to work after childbirth,
         the less likely they are to initiate breastfeeding; and if they do breastfeed they
         are likely to do so for shorter periods of time.[74]    The problem may be exacerbated by poor conditions for pumping breast milk at work.
         Women described pumping in “bathrooms, copy rooms, shared kitchens, bulk closets,
         a gymnasium, a phone booth, an equipment storage room, a photography studio, a mail
         truck, and an exam room.”[75]    Many women who had to pump in uncomfortable or public locations stopped breastfeeding
         after a few weeks despite intentions to breast feed for six months or more, as recommended
         by the American Academy of Pediatrics.
      

      
      Inadequate leave may also impact child health through access to health insurance.
         Although FMLA requires that health insurance be maintained, health insurance can be
         a huge concern for the 50% of the workforce that is not eligible for FMLA. Even if
         parents have health insurance, lack of adequate leave can interfere with parents’
         ability to obtain adequate medical care for their children. Women who returned to
         work before their infants were twelve weeks old were more likely to have children
         who missed immunizations and well-visit appointments.[76]    Parents who had paid leave were five times as likely as those who did not to stay
         home and care for their sick children, which is associated with faster recovery times.[77]    A physician interviewed by Human Rights Watch noted: “It boils down to people
         making choices based on finances rather than health. . . . We need to recognize that
         having a healthy population means investing in parents and caregivers.”[78]   
      

      
      When Too Much Leave Is a Problem

      
      It is clear that lack of paid leave has a detrimental effect on U.S. workers and their
         families, which may make U.S. employees look wistfully at countries that offer long
         paid leaves funded by the government. Sweden offers 480 days of parental leave at
         80% pay that can be divided between the mother and the father with the stipulation
         that two months are reserved for mothers and two months are reserved for fathers.[79]    In Hungary women are paid for three years to care for their children at 70% of
         their wages. While this may seem ideal, these policies can have unintended consequences
         that can be quite detrimental for gender equality. Countries that have longer maternal
         leave times also have a larger pay gap between males and females,[80]    fewer women in managerial positions, and more women in traditionally feminine
         jobs with lower pay (e.g., secretary), suggesting that employers may discriminate
         against women who take extremely long leave.[81]    
      

      
      Specifically, in Hungary where women typically take three years leave, employers are
         reluctant to hire women because they fear women will leave to have children. Executives
         openly discussed their discomfort during interviews, with one noting: “A 25-year-old
         is okay, she probably won’t give birth for another five years . . . a 30-year-old
         is problematic already, she is likely to have kids soon.”[82]    Another executive at a bank stated: “If you decide to have a baby, your job is
         over because no one will wait for you for three years.” Employers also mentioned automatically
         screening out women who had three-year gaps in their résumé and explicitly asking
         women about their childbearing plans, even though it violated Hungarian law. Furthermore,
         they reported that firms generally restructured jobs so that they were no longer available
         after a woman returned from three years of maternity leave. 
      

      
      It seems that when leaves are too long, it reduces the incentive of an employer to
         hire women and to give them jobs with significant responsibilities. Thus the relationship
         of leave length to women’s pay and employment status can be best understood in terms
         of the inverted U-shaped curve. If maternity leave is too short, women are left with
         the options of decreasing or ceasing work to care for their children versus going
         back to work quickly and risking the potentially negative maternal and child outcomes
         described above. However, when women take leaves that are “too long” there is a detrimental
         effect as well. Research on the relationship between leave length and wages has actually
         demonstrated this inverted U-shaped relationship. In an investigation of twenty-one
         countries, when parental leave was moderate as in Australia and Israel (i.e., forty
         to ninety weeks), there were smaller wage penalties for having children. The benefits
         of moderate leave lengths were especially large in countries that had egalitarian
         attitudes about gender. However, in countries where leave was either very short or
         very long, mothers experienced larger wage penalties.[83]    Women suffered the greatest wage penalties in countries with very long leaves
         and a lack of public childcare (such as Hungary). Research has generally suggested
         that leave policies of up to six months have no negative effect on women’s wages.[84]    
      

      
      Is Leave Only for Women?

      
      The other problem with long-leave policies is that, while they do allow people to
         balance work and family life, they are generally only taken by women. “If women have
         social rights that do not apply to men or are seldom used by men and the practices
         of these rights are unprofitable for the employers, employers may choose to discriminate
         against female job applicants.”[85]    What happens when men also are encouraged to take leave?
      

      
      Despite the fact that Sweden allows parents to share the allotted 480 days of leave
         after the birth of the child, women take much more leave than men. During the 1970s,
         fathers used only 1% of the leave available, and in 1991 men took only 6% of it.[86]    The barriers to men taking leave included workplaces that were unsupportive of
         paternal leave, and the belief that taking leave would interfere with men’s sense
         of masculinity—in the 1970s men who took leave were called “velvet dads.”[87]    Sweden addressed the issue of fathers not taking leave by designating a portion
         as only being available to fathers (e.g., two months).[88]    The Swedish government also instituted a public service campaign to help men associate
         childcare with masculinity. Government ads featured pictures of muscular men holding
         babies, including a well-known weightlifter with a baby sitting on his bicep. The
         policies and public service campaigns have made a big difference. Currently 85% of
         Swedish fathers take some parental leave, with 80% using up to a third of the total
         leave allocated.[89]    Corporate attitudes toward fathers taking leave remain one of the biggest barriers
         to fathers taking more time off. A study of some of the largest companies in Sweden
         found that corporate support for men taking leave rose dramatically between 1993 and
         2006, but the majority of corporations still did not formally support men taking extended
         leave.[90]    
      

      
      Sharing leave between parents has had a positive effect on Swedish families. Shared
         leave results in increased earnings for mothers (one study found a 7% increase in
         mother’s earnings for every month that a father took off) as well as greater marital
         satisfaction and lower divorce rates.[91]    Similar results have been found in Norway, where the father’s use of leave has
         been associated with higher incomes for mothers as well as more equality between the
         incomes of the partners.[92]    Studies have also found that Swedish fathers who use more of their allocated leave
         spent more time interacting with their children and were more satisfied with the relationship
         that they had with their children.[93]    
      

      
       Other countries have also introduced policies that reserve leave days that can only
         be taken by men. Portugal has twenty days of paternity leave, Poland has one week,
         Belgium has ten days, and Brazil has five days—all paid leave that can only be taken
         by fathers.[94]    However, the United States does not have a formal policy, so paternity leave is
         at the discretion of the employer. Although a small minority of men have the opportunity
         to take paid leave in the United States, very few take advantage of this opportunity.
         According to a survey from the Society for Human Resource Management, 15% of companies
         offer leave to new fathers. For example, Yahoo recently instituted a policy whereby
         men can take up to eight weeks of paid leave.[95]    Yet even when men are fortunate enough to work for companies with paid leave available
         to them, they rarely take it.
      

      
      The Wall Street Journal reported that while Ernst & Young offers up to six weeks of paid leave for fathers,
         the vast majority only take two weeks.[96]    Men in higher-level positions feel as though they are too important to their company
         to take leave and worry that they will be seen as less committed to their jobs if
         they take significant time off. When the Wall Street Journal asked for comments on their Facebook page about paternity leave, they noticed an
         interesting generational divide. Younger men seemed more comfortable with taking leave
         and seemed to care less about living up to the image of an ideal worker. One commented:
         “If you value the opinion of some middle-manager who won’t remember your name two
         years after he’s sacked you for putting your family first, over the opportunity to
         bond with your own child, I’d say your priorities are all wrong. But then, my kids
         have much cuter smiles than any of my bosses ever did, so I’m biased.” On the other
         hand, another noted: “The stigma is real. Every person I know that took more than
         two weeks for their child’s birth lost their former job or were forced out of their
         company within the next six months.” The Wall Street Journal article concluded that men will not feel comfortable taking advantage of leave until
         it becomes an inherent part of corporate culture. 
      

      
      The lack of corporate support and the stigma associated with paternity leave is unfortunate
         because research has found positive outcomes when fathers take time off to care for
         their children. One study looked at over forty-five hundred families with children
         born in 2001.[97]    They measured whether the amount of leave that fathers took influenced how involved
         they were with their children. Men who took two or more weeks off were significantly
         more involved, at nine months, in all childcare tasks including diapering, feeding,
         bathing, dressing, and getting up with the baby during the night. 
      

      
      Children with more involved fathers experienced decreased behavior problems as well
         as increased cognitive development and social competence. These positive effects of
         paternal involvement were found above and beyond the effects of the mother’s involvement.[98]    Thus increased availability of paternal leave may have significant long-term benefits
         for U.S. families. The results of this study are particularly interesting because
         men commented on the Wall Street Journal’s article on paternity leave that they felt there was not much they could do during
         the first few weeks after childbirth.[99]    The baby is mostly sleeping and eating, so if the mother is breastfeeding, she
         is doing the bulk of the work in those weeks. It may be that leave taken when the
         baby is somewhat older and can more readily interact with the father is more beneficial.
         In Sweden, the leave allocation can be taken any time until the child turns eight
         years old.[100]    
      

      
       Another interesting theme that emerged from the comments about the Wall Street Journal article on paternity leave was that some people were irritated that parents receive
         a leave benefit that is not available to nonparents.[101]    Just as rights that are only given to women can disadvantage women in the workplace
         (e.g., the motherhood wage penalty), rights only available to parents could disadvantage
         parents by causing resentment from people without children or discrimination by employers
         against parents in hiring, salary, and promotion decisions. Corporations may need
         to consider how work-life flexibility policies apply to all employees. Recent university
         graduates without children still report difficulty balancing workplace commitments
         with leisure time, building friendships, and maintaining health.[102]    Therefore, policies that allow everyone to balance work and their personal life
         can challenge the notion that ideal workers are solely dedicated to work and have
         no life or responsibilities outside of their jobs. 
      

      
      Lack of Affordable Childcare

      
      Difficulty finding high-quality and affordable childcare is another barrier to work-family
         balance that impacts the entire income spectrum. According to the 2013 report of Child
         Care Aware of America, the annual cost of full-time infant care is high, ranging from
         $4,863 in Mississippi to $16,430 in Massachusetts.[103]    In thirty-eight states and the District of Columbia, the cost of infant care exceeded
         10% of the median income of a married couple, which is considered the benchmark for
         affordable care by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.[104]    In twenty-one states childcare costs are more expensive than median rent payments,
         and in all fifty states childcare for two children is more expensive than rent payments.
         
      

      
      Although the federal government provides block grants to states to help low-income
         residents pay for childcare through Child Care Development Block Grants (CCDBG), only
         1.7 million children get aid through this program, which is only one out of every
         six eligible children. These block grants are often used on unregulated and unlicensed
         childcare facilities because there is no regulation stipulating that money obtained
         through CCDBG grants be used in a licensed childcare facility. In fact, money received
         through CCDBG grants is often insufficient to pay the cost of a licensed high-quality
         childcare facility, and families receiving these grants are unable to make up the
         difference.[105]   
      

      
      Parents earning lower incomes tend to rely on a patchwork of care, utilizing family,
         friends, and neighbors. Consider the case of Emily, a divorced single mother of a
         seven- and nine-year-old who works outside of Boston.[106]    In a given week, Emily relies on nine different adults, including her sister,
         her children’s teacher, a neighbor, and a grandmother, to implement a carefully constructed
         childcare plan. However, this plan is so tenuous that if anyone becomes ill or is
         unable to help, the system falls apart. One welfare-to-work mother left her children
         with a neighbor who watched several children in exchange for their childcare vouchers.
         One day she came home early from her job-training program and reported: “I got there
         and she wasn’t there. There was five children lying around in their pissy diapers,
         crying, hungry, dirty. I waited forty-five minutes before she came back.”[107]    This mother left the job-training program, noting: “Do they want me to make it
         or don’t they? No self-respecting woman leaves her child in danger. Not even if they
         say you have to.”
      

      
      As a result of the precarious nature of their childcare arrangements, approximately
         30% of low-income workers report having to disrupt their work schedules to accommodate
         childcare. In addition, half of all low-wage workers have been sanctioned at work
         for performing duties related to family care.[108]    Another consequence of the lack of affordable childcare is that many children
         are left home alone. One study found that in families below the poverty level, 7.5%
         of children aged five to eight and 14% of children aged nine to eleven were left home
         alone. These children often lived in dangerous neighborhoods and were instructed to
         stay indoors for their own safety, even on hot summer days without air conditioning.[109]   
      

      
       Although there are some small subsidies for childcare for the poor, there is no help
         for the middle or professional class other than income tax credits for childcare expenses.
         High-quality and affordable childcare is a struggle for everyone to find and the lack
         of a national childcare system hurts families across all income groups. However, the
         middle class may be struck particularly hard. One study found that the poorest-quality
         childcare centers were those serving families in the middle-income range.[110]    On the one hand, middle-class families are not eligible for government childcare
         subsidies available to lower-income families. On the other hand, they may not have
         the option for one parent to stop working and stay home with the children, which is
         available to some higher-income families. Therefore, the cost and uncertain quality
         of childcare remains a constant source of stress and frustration.[111]   
      

      
       Although childcare costs are less of a pressing financial burden for upper-middle-
         and high-income families, the lack of consistent and affordable high-quality childcare
         affects these families as well. The cost of childcare is generally calculated out
         of the woman’s, rather than the family’s, income,[112]    which affects her employment decisions after birth. Approximately one-fourth (23%)
         of professional women who left their careers cited the lack of high-quality affordable
         childcare as a key factor in why they quit.[113]    Women who “opt out” of the workforce miss out on the benefits of having multiple
         roles, which we described in chapter 2 (e.g., increased physical and mental health),
         and may have a difficult time obtaining a similar level of employment and pay when
         they return to work.
      

      
       The benefits of providing affordable, high-quality childcare are not limited to the
         financial impact on parents. The studies reviewed in chapter 2 indicated how children
         in these settings have higher academic achievement throughout their educational career.
         Economists have concluded that investing in early education is more effective than
         investing in job training and literacy programs to produce a healthy workforce. Early
         childhood education can even decrease crime rates. Early education programs have been
         found to reduce future costs associated with crime by 6 to 10% (given that crime costs
         taxpayers $1 trillion dollars a year, this is indeed a significant savings).[114]    A recent report from the NAACP noted that while education spending has been decreasing,
         prison spending has been increasing.[115]    Diverting money into early childhood education that could have long-term positive
         outcomes in terms of the crime rate is a good investment. 
      

      
      What to Do about Childcare

      
      The history of poor support for childcare in the United States can be traced to the
         failure of the Comprehensive Childcare Development Act of 1971. This bill was passed
         by both houses of Congress, but was eventually vetoed by President Nixon. It proposed
         free childcare for low-income families and on a sliding scale based on income for
         other families. The bill provided for the establishment of high-quality childcare
         centers and would have put the United States on a path toward accessible childcare
         for all. Unfortunately, no other legislation has been brought forth that even comes
         close to the scope of that bill.[116]    Despite some subsidies given to lower-income parents, the government support for
         childcare and early childhood education is minimal. Even Head Start, which involves
         high-quality early childhood education, is not helpful for working parents as the
         hours of Head Start centers do not correspond to the work day.[117]    
      

      
       There have been many recommendations about how to improve our national childcare
         policy. One of the recommendations of the organization Child Care Aware of America
         is that existing federal grant money for childcare should only be used in settings
         where workers have been trained and where there is oversight to ensure quality of
         care. Of course, it is difficult to hire high-quality, trained childcare providers,
         given that the pay is so poor. One study found that 25% of center-based caregivers
         and 35% of home-based childcare providers had incomes less than double the poverty
         line (which is only about $37,000 for a family of three).[118]    Low wages can lead to low morale, high turnover, and ultimately bad-quality childcare.
      

      
       Many other countries have successful model childcare programs. Sweden has had a system
         of high-quality childcare in place since the mid-1960s.[119]    Children are guaranteed childcare beginning at age one, for which parents pay
         a maximum of 13% of the costs depending on their income.[120]    France also provides highly subsidized childcare for children under two (parents
         pay less than 30%) and free preschool for children over two; they have almost 100%
         participation in preschool. These and other countries view preschool as an important
         public service that prepares children academically and socially for school and adult
         life. Government involvement in childcare operations allows greater control over quality
         as well,[121]    ensuring that children will experience the benefits associated with high-quality
         childcare as described in chapter 2. Mothers and their families also benefit from
         affordable, high-quality childcare through greater labor force participation and higher
         wages.[122]    France and many Nordic countries have strong parental leave and childcare policies
         that allow parents autonomy in determining how to provide care for their young children
         in a manner that best meets the needs of the family.[123]   
      

      
      In sum, lack of high-quality and affordable childcare is a key barrier to work-family
         balance across the income spectrum. Although the United States government was once
         on track to help families afford high-quality childcare, that goal was derailed in
         the early 1970s and the current system of childcare is inadequate. The Obama administration
         has taken some steps to increase the availability of early childhood education, including
         increasing funding for Head Start, reauthorizing and slightly expanding the CCDBG
         grants, and initiating “Race to the Top” initiatives so that states can work to improve
         their early learning programs.[124]    However, the United States would benefit from following the example of other countries
         that implement policies that support families’ access to high-quality, affordable
         childcare. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In sum, this chapter has covered a number of barriers that make balancing work and
         family difficult and constrain people’s choices. Gender inequality in the workplace
         in terms of hiring, starting salaries, and promotions work to push mothers out of
         the workforce, robbing them of the benefits associated with the employee role. Moving
         toward greater egalitarianism will not simply involve changing individual minds, but
         will necessitate a change in corporate culture and a change in government policies.
         Other barriers include the lack of national policies that support work-family balance.
         The limited availability of paid parental leave and high-quality, affordable childcare
         make it difficult for parents and children to achieve optimum physical and mental
         health outcomes. The key to tackling these barriers, however, is to consider the issues
         as important for both men and women—not simply as issues important to mothers. The
         goal to balance work and personal life is not something that should be seen as only
         relevant to parents. If work-life policies are viewed as beneficial to everyone, whether
         they have children or not, they are more likely to be wholeheartedly supported and
         the stigma involved in using them will diminish.
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      Chapter 8

      Beyond Balance

      
         
         
         
         Finding Happiness and Meaning

         
         
      

      
      Being out of balance, overwhelmed, and living a life in which the basic needs for
         competence, autonomy, and relatedness are not met can have serious mental health consequences.
         In the book Maxed Out, Katrina Alcorn described how feeling out of balance led to an emotional breakdown.[1]    She described how the desire to be both a good worker and a good parent led to
         feeling constant guilt over not doing either one as well as she wanted, which took
         a toll on her: “I fell into a profound despair, plagued by panic attacks, insomnia,
         shame, and dread.”[2]    When people experience conflict among their social roles (e.g., employee, spouse,
         and parent), they experience stress and depression.[3]    When parents become overinvolved in their children’s lives, they feel less satisfaction
         with their own.[4]    When people work too much, they experience decreased health and well-being.[5]    When people fail to view men and women as equal partners in taking care of the
         home and children, they experience more stress and less satisfaction with life.[6]    
      

      
      If the mental health statistics in the United States are any indication of how well
         people are doing with work-family balance, things are not going very well. One in
         every five people in the United States is diagnosed with depression.[7]    Not only is depression a significant mental health problem, but also it interferes
         with the ability to participate in other social roles such as working[8]    and parenting.[9]    Anxiety disorders are even more common than depression, and people often experience
         both at the same time.[10]    In addition to experiencing poor mental health, feeling negative emotions is associated
         with increased risk of physical health problems (e.g., heart disease, diabetes, smoking,
         unhealthy diet) as well as death.[11]    
      

      
      If you asked people what their goal in life is, they probably would not say: “I want
         to just get by in life without being diagnosed with depression. If I accomplish that,
         my life will be complete.” Instead, people want to be happy[12]    and happier than they currently are.[13]    This desire for happiness seems to be universal. In a study of college students
         in forty-two countries, happiness was considered a very important goal and was a frequent
         focus of attention.[14]    In fact, almost 70% of the sample rated the importance of happiness as “extraordinarily
         important and valuable”—the highest rating possible. 
      

      
      There is actually a great deal of evidence that being happier is associated with numerous
         positive physical and psychological benefits.[15]    In fact, people who are happier actually live longer.[16]    Women who expressed the highest number of different positive emotions in an essay
         they wrote in their early twenties lived over ten years longer than women who expressed
         the fewest different positive emotions. The differences in longevity cannot be explained
         by lifestyle differences (e.g., diet, exercise, or health care) because all of the
         women in this study became nuns and lived in a convent for the remainder of their
         lives. There’s some evidence that experiencing positive emotions helps people live
         longer by undoing the physical stress that negative emotions have on the body (e.g.,
         increased heart rate).[17]    In addition to better physical health, people who are happier have better performance
         at work, problem-solving skills, coping skills, self-esteem, and relationships.[18]    Thus people who are happier are also more likely to live their lives to the fullest
         and flourish. They want to experience positive emotions (e.g., happiness) and make
         meaningful contributions at home, work, and the world. In other words, people want
         to “not only feel good but also do good.”[19]     So how do people do that? 
      

      
      Happy as Pie

      
      It is possible to increase happiness, but the path to happiness is not what most people
         might think. People tend to believe that they will finally be happy when they meet
         some external goal such as getting that promotion at work, buying their dream home,
         or sending their kids off to college. Accomplishing these goals may affect happiness
         to some extent, but they are really a fairly small piece of the overall picture. Research
         is converging on the idea that there are three major pieces of the happiness pie—genetics,
         circumstances, and intentional activity.[20]    
      

      
      Genetics

      
      About half of how happy people feel is actually due to the genes they have inherited,
         although estimates range from 30% to 80%.[21]    These estimates are made by comparing the similarity in happiness among identical
         twins, fraternal twins, siblings, and adopted children. Generally, research has found
         that the more closely people are related, the more similar their happiness levels
         are. The genes people inherit provide them with a baseline level of happiness known
         as the genetic set point. Think of this genetic set point as something like a thermostat
         that is set to keep the house at a specific temperature. On a hot day, the temperature
         in the house rises (e.g., happiness increases in response to some positive event).
         Then, the air conditioning comes on to cool the house down to the temperature set
         on the thermostat (e.g., the happiness set point). Although the set point tends to
         keep happiness somewhat constant, even identical twins who have identical genes are
         not completely identical in their levels of happiness. 
      

      
      Circumstances

      
      The high rate of heritability of happiness led some researchers to suggest that: “trying
         to be happier is as futile as trying to be taller.”[22]    However, if about half of happiness is genetic, then about half is not—it is affected
         by the environment. But what aspects of the environment are important? If people were
         asked what they needed to be happier, their first response might be something like:
         “Winning a million dollars” or “Moving to a tropical island.” However, we saw in chapter
         4 that money really only increases happiness up to the point that people have enough
         to pay for their basic needs with enough extra to feel comfortable.[23]    Earning more money does increase people’s satisfaction with life. However, it
         is important to remember that the circumstances of life, such as money, only account
         for about 10% of people’s happiness. So, even if there are some benefits of earning
         more and more money, it may not have as much of an impact on people’s overall well-being
         as they think. 
      

      
      It turns out that where people live doesn’t have that much impact on how happy they
         are either. People may think living somewhere where the weather is always nice (e.g.,
         California) or where there are more cultural opportunities (e.g., a big city) will
         make them happier. However, people who live in places with nice weather do not score
         higher on measures of satisfaction with life than people living in other places.[24]    Living on that tropical island won’t increase your happiness as much as you might
         imagine.
      

      
      Although people think the circumstances of their life play a major role in how happy
         they are, research suggests that many relatively stable aspects of life such as how
         much money people make, where they live, and demographic factors (e.g., gender, racial/ethnic
         background, and age) have very little impact on happiness.[25]    For example, men and women do not tend to differ much in how happy they are. People
         from different racial and ethnic backgrounds tend to have similar levels of happiness.
         People who are more intelligent are not any happier than those who are less intelligent.
         Although people with more education do tend to have greater psychological well-being,
         it is attributed to their greater sense of purpose in life rather than feelings of
         happiness per se.[26]    Similarly, being more attractive does not seem to buy people any greater access
         to happiness—apparently, blondes don’t really have more fun! Although people might
         think that they will be less happy as they get older, that does not seem to be the
         case. There is some evidence that people experience more positive emotions as they age,[27]    however, other aspects associated with well-being (e.g., purpose in life) may
         decline.[28]    Although there have been individual studies that have found differences in happiness
         among some of these groups, taken as a whole the research indicates few differences
         by gender, race, intelligence, attractiveness, or age. In other words, happiness does
         not discriminate—it is equally available to all people! 
      

      
      Some life circumstances do have an impact on happiness and well-being. For example,
         religious belief or spirituality seems to be associated with greater well-being.[29]    Highly spiritual people who view their faith as the most important influence in
         their life report that they are “very happy” at twice the rate of people who are low
         in spiritual commitment.[30]    However, the relationship between religion and aspects of well-being, such as
         feeling that life has meaning and purpose, is stronger than it is with actual feelings
         of happiness.[31]    Finally, as we mentioned in chapter 2, being employed is related to greater well-being.[32]   
      

      
      Although some life circumstances seem to affect happiness (e.g., money, religiosity,
         and employment), these circumstances still only account for about 10% of people’s
         overall happiness. In addition, it is important to remember that the majority of these
         studies are correlational in nature—meaning that while people who are more religious
         are also happier, it is possible that people who are happy are more likely to be religious.
         It just isn’t possible to randomly assign people to be religious or not and then follow
         them throughout their lives to see who is happier to determine a causal relationship.
         Even if there is a causal relationship between some circumstances and happiness, there’s
         another problem with trying to change life circumstances to increase happiness—people
         adapt.
      

      
      Why Most Circumstances Don’t Matter That Much

      
      In general, people are remarkably good at adapting to new circumstances, which is
         one of the human strengths that has ensured their survival over time. To understand
         adaptation better, think about a time when you might have been in class or at work
         and the fluorescent light overhead was flickering. At first, this may have been distracting
         and annoying; however, you probably quickly tuned it out and focused on the material
         at hand. In this case, habituation to the light flickering was beneficial, as it is
         in many cases. However, the human tendency to adapt means that people gain considerably
         less pleasure from their surrounding circumstances than they think they will. This
         process is known as hedonic adaptation (hedonism is the pursuit of pleasurable experiences)
         or the hedonic treadmill, because people have to keep working and working to keep
         the same level of happiness, so they never really get ahead. Remember, from chapter
         4, the people who won the lottery sometime during the past year who were not any happier
         than those who hadn’t won?[33]    In fact, some research has suggested that people adapt to most life events, good
         or bad, within about three months.[34]    There are some exceptions, such as major life events—unemployment, divorce, the
         death of a spouse, and the onset of a disability.[35]    These major events do decrease people’s satisfaction with life over the long term,
         although not necessarily their day-to-day experiences of happiness.[36]    So it is possible that people continue to experience numerous positive emotions
         on a daily basis, but still judge that they may not be entirely satisfied because
         their lives did not end up the way they had envisioned.
      

      
      Thus circumstances don’t matter as much as people think they do. So why do people
         think circumstances matter so much? Basically people are not very good at predicting
         how they will feel when something happens. They predict that positive events will
         make them happier (or that negative events will make them sadder) and that they will
         feel this way longer than they actually will.[37]    For example, people fail to recognize that the increase in well-being they anticipate
         from buying a big new house might be offset by having a larger house to clean, higher
         heating bills, a bigger yard to mow, and a longer commute to work. Conversely, when
         people imagine what it would be like to be poor or have a disability, they tend to
         overemphasize the negative without taking into account the positive, such as enjoying
         time with family and friends or watching a beautiful sunset. Remember, as pointed
         out in chapter 4, that people who do not make a lot of money are happier than you
         would think.[38]   
      

      
      In sum, circumstances play a small role in happiness, but they are less important
         than people think. Many relatively stable life circumstances have very little impact
         on happiness at all (e.g., our race, gender, and age). Even when circumstances do
         matter initially, people tend to adapt to them fairly quickly, so they have little
         impact on happiness after the initial boost they give. Overall, circumstances account
         for only about 10% of people’s happiness. 
      

      
      Intentional Activities

      
      If where people live, how much money they have, or other circumstances of their lives
         only plays a small role in their happiness, what aspects of the environment really
         matter? The last piece of the happiness pie is made up of the things that people do—their
         intentional activities—which accounts for about 40% of people’s happiness.[39]     Thus a lot of people’s happiness is actually under their control. The key to
         increasing happiness is to pursue activities that bring inherent joy for their own
         sake. In other words, when people do activities because they are intrinsically motivated
         to do them—activities that meet their needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness—greater
         well-being is a natural by-product. 
      

      
      Self-Care

      
      One extremely important building block for well-being is good self-care. People need
         to get adequate rest, nutrition, and exercise. The good news is that each of these
         is also independently associated with feeling happier, in addition to providing the
         foundation for completing other activities associated with autonomy, competence, and
         relatedness. Adequate rest is essential for health and well-being.[40]    Sleep deprivation negatively affects people’s moods even more than it does their
         ability to think or react quickly.[41]    People who do not get enough sleep tend to have more stress, anxiety, and anger
         in response to relatively mild stressors.[42]    My family (HS) got a new puppy while I was working on this book. I had to get
         up and let him out twice a night for the first few weeks we had him and was feeling
         extremely sleep deprived. I know that I definitely had a much shorter fuse with everyone
         in my family until he was old enough to sleep through the night. 
      

      
      Eating is also generally associated with positive feelings.[43]    The majority of research on eating and well-being has focused on increased eating
         due to stress.[44]    However, there is some evidence that eating unhealthily (e.g., highly processed
         foods that are high in trans fat) increases people’s chances of developing depression.[45]    Conversely, people who eat several servings of fruits and vegetables per day are
         more satisfied with their lives.[46]    However, it is possible that happier people eat healthier, so one study had people
         keep a diary of their food for three weeks. People who ate more fruits and vegetables
         not only experienced more positive emotions that day, but felt happier the next day
         as well.[47]    These data suggest that healthy eating really is good for people’s well-being.
      

      
      There is a lot of research showing that exercise improves people’s moods. A review
         of over a hundred studies found that people who regularly get aerobic activity (three
         to five times per week for about thirty minutes), such as walking, jogging, swimming,
         or dancing, experience significantly more positive emotions.[48]    Exercise improves well-being by decreasing negative emotions. In fact, exercise
         has been found to be as effective in treating depression as taking antidepressants,[49]    and people who exercise are less likely than those taking antidepressants to experience
         depression six months later.[50]    Meanwhile, people who are happier are more likely to exercise. So exercise makes
         people feel good, and feeling good makes people want to exercise even more.[51]    In addition to self-care, happiness can be found by actively pursuing activities
         that are inherently enjoyable—specifically activities that meet the needs for autonomy,
         competence, and relatedness. 
      

      
      Increasing Autonomy

      
      We have already reviewed a significant amount of research in previous chapters that
         links the ability to make autonomous choices (e.g., at work, when doing chores, choosing
         to be a parent) to greater well-being. In a classic study of people living in nursing
         homes, some participants were given more responsibility and choice in their day-to-day
         lives than others. They were told that they were responsible for taking care of themselves.
         If there was anything they were unhappy with at the facility, then they were responsible
         for reporting it so that it could be changed. They were also given choices in how
         they wanted their room arranged, what activities they participated in, and whether
         or not they wanted a plant in their room that they would be responsible for taking
         care of (which they all did). Residents on a different floor were told about the activity
         choices available at the nursing home, but emphasis was placed on how the staff was
         there to help the residents with anything they needed. They were also given a plant
         as a gift and told that the staff would take care of it for them. The nursing home
         residents who were given more responsibility and choice in their daily lives had better
         health, higher participation in activities, and greater well-being than those on the
         other floor.[52]    Although all residents had the same opportunities available to them, people who
         were told that they could make their own choices about whether or not to participate
         were healthier and happier than those who were told they could have all the help they
         needed.
      

      
      As with many things we have described in this book, more is not always better. While
         making autonomous choices is associated with greater happiness and well-being, it
         does not mean that having more and more choices will lead to greater and greater happiness.
         While it is true that having no choice will decrease well-being,[53]    it is not true that having more choices will lead to steadily increasing happiness—there
         is that inverted, U-shaped relationship again. Barry Schwartz, professor of psychology
         at Swarthmore College, has written extensively on the paradox that, although people
         tend to think that having more choices will inherently make them happier, it typically
         does not.[54]    Researchers have consistently found that there is an optimal number, typically
         between three and seven choices, that is associated with better outcomes.[55]    Researchers have found that people are more likely to make a purchase (e.g., jam
         or chocolate) if they are given a limited number of choices (as opposed to none or
         too many) and were more satisfied with their purchase afterward.[56]    Similarly, college students were more motivated to write, and wrote higher quality
         extra-credit essays, when given a choice of six topics rather than thirty topics.[57]    Finally, employees were more likely to enroll in a 401k savings plan for retirement
         if there were fewer, rather than more, funds to select from.[58]    
      

      
      Sometimes having more choices feels overwhelming.[59]    Imagine trying to buy a car. There are so many choices of makes, models, and features,
         and with all of the information that is available at your fingertips on the Internet,
         it may seem impossible to do an exhaustive search of every possible option. When people
         feel overloaded by choices, it can actually inhibit decision making rather than enhance
         freedom and well-being.[60]    In addition, the more choices people have, the more regret they may feel over
         selecting one option over another.[61]    People tend to revisit the decision they made, questioning whether it really was
         the best decision or not, which detracts from the enjoyment of the choice they made.
         To receive the benefits of making an autonomous choice, people should set criteria
         for making a selection, select an option that meets those criteria, stop looking at
         other options after a decision is made, make the decision irreversible (e.g., go ahead
         and book the nonrefundable vacation), and focus on the benefits of the choice that
         was made.[62]   
      

      
      Increasing Competence

      
      Engaging in activities (e.g., work, parenting, etc.) that provide people with the
         opportunity to demonstrate their competence and abilities has been associated with
         greater well-being. People feel more positive emotion and vitality when they have
         a high level of competence in completing their daily activities.[63]    What can people do to increase their sense of competence? Research has identified
         numerous ways of developing and demonstrating competence that are associated with
         increased well-being. For example, people can develop competence by being fully engaged
         in their activities, living mindfully in the present, as well as identifying and using
         their strengths. 
      

      
      Flow

      
      Have you ever been so absorbed in what you were doing that you lost complete track
         of time? Maybe it was while you were at work or maybe it was while you were doing
         something you love like playing the piano, running, or painting. If so, you were experiencing
         a state of flow. Flow tends to occur when a task is done for its own sake because
         it is enjoyable and meaningful.[64]    It is more common when tasks provide a level of challenge that matches people’s
         skill level.[65]    Too little challenge results in boredom, while too much challenge results in anxiety.
         Another important prerequisite to experiencing flow is that the activity needs to
         provide clear and immediate feedback. You do not have to stop the activity, step back,
         and evaluate your performance, which would break the feeling of flow. If you hit the
         wrong note on the piano, you know right away. As a result of immediate feedback and
         opportunity for correction, people’s skills tend to increase over time. Tasks must
         become increasingly more challenging to match skill level. Thus the experience of
         flow increases people’s competence as skills increase to match the challenge of the
         task. 
      

      
      A lot of people experience flow during their leisure activities. A classic example
         is in the movie For the Love of the Game.[66]    Kevin Costner’s character is a professional baseball player who is pitching a
         perfect game. However, he doesn’t even realize it until the bottom of the eighth inning—he’s
         been in “the zone” until that point. Once he becomes consciously aware of how close
         he is to pitching a perfect game, he immediately throws two balls and almost jeopardizes
         his lifelong goal. I (HS) know that I experience flow most frequently when I’m working.
         When I’m doing research to prepare a lecture, write an article, or work on this book,
         I get lost in thought. I enjoy reading challenging material, thinking about how it
         all fits together, and figuring out how to present it in a way that makes sense to
         other people. I become so engaged in what I’m doing that I lose all track of time
         and hours pass like minutes.
      

      
      These experiences of flow have been associated consistently with greater well-being.[67]    Although people often report an absence of emotion while experiencing flow, people
         who experience flow more frequently are happier and feel their life has meaning. Flow
         can occur during many activities, including leisure, work, or socializing, which suggests
         many routes to increasing happiness. 
      

      
      Mindfulness

      
      The ability to “live in the moment,” known as mindfulness, seems to be associated
         with greater well-being even if people are not experiencing flow. Mindfulness involves
         a nonjudgmental awareness of the present moment.[68]    People can be mindful of sensations in their bodies (e.g., how do your toes, fingers,
         etc. feel right now) as well as their thoughts and emotions. When people simply acknowledge
         that thoughts or feelings exist without evaluating them, they can view them as passing
         events that do not necessarily require further thought or action. If you have ever
         had a negative thought, you may realize how liberating it can be to have the thought
         without judging it. If you feel angry at someone, you can simply feel the anger without
         adding other emotions such as guilt, denial, or fear. Thus, nonjudgmental awareness
         can keep negative thoughts from escalating into spirals of misery. 
      

      
      Mindfulness has been associated with greater competence as well as greater self-knowledge.[69]    People who are mindful know more about themselves and their motivations because
         they pay attention to their current experience and are more aware and accepting of
         all of the different parts of themselves—even the parts people may not be particularly
         proud of.[70]    They can better focus and sustain their attention as well as hold more information
         in working memory, suggesting there are intellectual advantages to being mindful.[71]    People who had just two weeks of mindfulness training performed significantly
         better on the reading comprehension portion of the Graduate Record Examinations.[72]    Mindfulness is also associated with greater emotional competence. People who are
         mindful have a better sense of their own emotions as well as the emotions of others.
         They are better able to handle their own negative emotions.[73]    They are able to feel more empathy with others, have better communication skills,
         and better social relationships.[74]   
      

      
      There is accumulating data that mindfulness has significant benefits for both physical
         and psychological health. Mindfulness is associated with decreased emotional reactivity
         and faster recovery from stress, which improves cardiovascular health as well as immune
         response to viruses.[75]    Mindfulness is also associated with greater well-being, fewer mental health problems
         such as anxiety and depression, as well as decreased alcohol and drug use.[76]    People who are able to accept their negative emotions are less likely to experience
         depression.[77]    In fact, people are more likely to flourish—not only lack mental health problems,
         but also experience positive emotions—if they observe their own experiences without
         judging them.[78]    
      

      
      An attitude of mindful acceptance has been identified as an extremely useful approach
         to parenting. When people approach their children with awareness and a nonjudgmental
         attitude, it has a positive effect on both parent and child. People who practice mindful
         parenting have compassion and acceptance for themselves and their children, are aware
         of their own emotional responses, and listen to their children with attention and
         awareness.[79]    Although this is a relatively new area where more research is needed, evidence
         for the benefits of taking a mindful approach to child rearing is growing.[80]    Mindfulness may help parenting in a variety of ways. For example, when people
         focus their attention on their reactions in a nonjudgmental manner, it may reduce
         parenting stress. When your toddler throws herself on the floor and refuses to put
         on her shoes, it may be more useful for you to take a moment to notice your own physiological
         reaction and observe it without judgment before you decide how to respond. Taking
         just that moment to be mindful can decrease your own stress response and allow you
         to make a calmer decision about what to do next. The self-acceptance that comes from
         mindfulness can also help reduce guilt parents may feel about being “bad parents”
         when they do not live up to their internalized expectations for how they are “supposed”
         to be or feel. 
      

      
       The benefits of parents accepting themselves and their children for who they are
         can also be seen in taking a nonjudgmental approach to when children reach developmental
         milestones. This is especially important if a child has developmental challenges,
         such as autism or attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder.[81]    Having a mindful approach to parenting can help take the pressure off the desire
         to have perfect children, which can be liberating. Little Johnny may not be a math
         genius, no matter how many tutors are hired. To a large extent children are going
         to become who they are going to become. Parents’ desire for their children to be the
         best and achieve the most is similar to the materialistic desire to have more than
         others and impress others with accomplishments and achievements. This type of pressure
         can lead to overparenting or a type of parenting that can interfere with a child’s
         sense of autonomy—the negative results of which we reviewed in chapter 3. However,
         parents who practice mindful acceptance can reduce this pressure. 
      

      
      Mindfulness can also help people achieve balance at work. Imagine someone in a very
         demanding job who is earning a great deal of money. However, that job may not be satisfying
         on a variety of other levels. Mindful people would be aware of their dissatisfaction
         with their job without being judgmental of themselves for disliking a job that may
         seem desirable from the outside. One study found that people who were materialistic
         tended to avoid their emotions, likely because they were often concerned with impression
         management and wanted to avoid looking weak to other people.[82]     Researchers have directly linked being mindful with being less materialistic
         and more satisfied with the amount of money acquired instead of constantly wanting
         more.[83]    Because materialism is one of the factors that can inspire people to overwork,
         mindfulness can be an important antidote, helping to achieve balance. 
      

      
      If one of the big predictors of happiness is to find out what is intrinsically and
         truly motivating, mindfulness can help people figure out what that is. Being aware
         of and accepting of thoughts can help people truly know themselves as well as what
         their interests and passions are, even if their passions are things that society has
         told them are not worth valuing. Figuring out who you are and what you truly want
         to do necessarily involves accepting all of the aspects of yourself—even the negative
         parts. 
      

      
      Identifying and Using Strengths

      
      Another way that people can develop competence and increase their well-being is by
         identifying their strengths and using them. The way most of life operates (e.g., school
         and work) is that someone who knows more (e.g., a teacher or supervisor) evaluates
         people’s work and identifies what they are doing wrong so they can try to remediate
         their weaknesses and do better. However, there is another option: People could identify
         their strengths and develop them further to enhance future performance and well-being.
         
      

      
      People may have strengths in many areas, including intellectual (e.g., creativity
         or curiosity), emotional (e.g., honesty, loyalty), interpersonal (e.g., ability to
         love and be loved), civic (e.g., fairness or leadership), or strengths that connect
         people to something larger than themselves (e.g., religiousness or appreciation of
         beauty). Once people identify their strengths (and there are online tests for doing
         that),[84]    they can make a point of using their most fundamental signature strengths in their
         daily lives. Research has shown that people with and without depression experience
         decreased depressive symptoms and increased happiness for up to six months after participating
         in an intervention that helped them identify and use their strengths.[85]    It is important for people to vary the way they use their strengths to keep experiencing
         the benefits; otherwise, they may adapt to using the strength and stop receiving the
         boost in mood. For example, if one of your strengths is kindness and you decide to
         buy someone a cup of coffee every day to utilize that kindness, you might eventually
         adapt to this act and stop receiving a happiness boost from it. However, if you do
         something different each day to help different people, then you are likely to experience
         long-term benefits from using that strength.
      

      
      There has been some research to suggest that even when people just think about using
         their strengths, it increases their well-being. People who wrote about a time in the
         past when they used what they considered to be their most important quality felt less
         negative about their body, were more open to information, and expressed a greater
         desire to make positive changes in their behavior.[86]    People who were told to imagine and write about being their “best possible self”
         in the future also experienced greater well-being, including more positive feelings
         and better health.[87]    
      

      
      There is a great deal of research suggesting that people who are more optimistic about
         themselves and how things will turn out tend to be happier and healthier.[88]    People who are naturally optimistic live longer and are less likely to get sick.
         They have more energy and make more friends. Optimists are more likely to persevere
         in the face of difficulty and try harder after they fail, which builds their skills
         and competence further. They also have better coping skills and experience fewer mental
         health problems such as depression. 
      

      
      What if you’re not naturally optimistic? Are pessimistic people doomed to a short
         and miserable life? The good news is that it is possible for people who are not born
         with a “glass is half full” kind of mentality to develop skills possessed by their
         optimistic peers. Martin Seligman wrote a book called Learned Optimism, which describes a five-step method for becoming more optimistic and reaping the
         benefits associated with it.[89]    The ABCDE model suggests that when an adverse event occurs (e.g., I lost the expensive earrings my friend loaned me), people
         have automatic negative beliefs (e.g., I’m so irresponsible. She’s going to hate me), which have behavioral
         consequences (e.g., I feel terrible, so I’m going to avoid her). However, Seligman
         asks people to dispute those beliefs (e.g., While she’ll probably be upset, she won’t hate me. I am
         not completely irresponsible; I’ve always returned things I’ve borrowed from her in
         the past) and notice the energizing effects of this disputation (e.g., I was able to relax enough to call her
         to explain what had happened). People sometimes allow their inner voices to say really
         mean things about themselves (e.g., I’m irresponsible, stupid, etc.) that they would
         never dream of saying to another person. So people need to learn to defend themselves
         against their own negative self-talk the same way they would defend a friend who was
         being attacked in a similar manner.
      

      
      Now that you know that developing your strengths and thinking positively about yourself
         is associated with greater well-being, it is time for us to remind you that there
         are limitations on these benefits. Just because using a strength or being optimistic
         benefits well-being does not mean that more and more is better and better. In fact,
         there is research that suggests that the optimal amount of each strength is a moderate
         amount, while the complete absence or excess is associated with poor outcomes—the
         inverted U-shaped curve.[90]    Even optimism seems to be more beneficial in moderation.[91]    While it has physical and mental health benefits at optimal levels, too much optimism
         can also be detrimental. There is some evidence that people who are highly optimistic
         are not realistic in their assessment of the risks. Thus they may experience more
         injuries or even death associated with risk taking (e.g., smoking, drinking, or skydiving).[92]    After all, they think everything is going to work out just fine. While wearing
         rose-colored glasses and having positive illusions that everything will be OK has
         been found to be beneficial to physical and mental health to an extent,[93]    it is possible to reach a tipping point beyond which optimism is no longer protective,
         but destructive.
      

      
      Increasing Relatedness

      
      Research has consistently shown that social relationships—or meeting the intrinsic
         need for relatedness—are crucial for both physical and mental well-being.[94]    People who have close personal relationships, including friendships and being
         married, have been found to be happier and more satisfied with their lives than those
         who do not. In a study comparing the top 10% of happiest people to the bottom 10%,
         happier people had better social relationships than did unhappy people.[95]    One study looking at well-being levels of people living in the slums of Calcutta,
         India, found that while their life satisfaction was lower than middle-class students
         in India, many of them were quite satisfied with their social relationships and identified
         their love for friends and family as central to their sense of well-being in life.
         For example, a woman with two deceased daughters, who lived in the slums, said that
         her relationship with her son gave her great joy. A sex worker enjoyed visits with
         her family, and a man who lived on the street said that his only regret was that he
         did not see his family more.[96]    If good social relationships are a necessary condition for happiness, what can
         people do to foster and strengthen their relationships?
      

      
      Spending Money to Foster Relationships

      
      In chapter 4 we challenged the idea that money is the path to happiness. Indeed, purchasing
         material items does little to increase happiness because people quickly adapt to having
         something new and always want more—unfortunately, “retail therapy” is not the answer.
         However, there are ways people can spend money that do increase well-being.[97]    Some have argued that if money is not making you happy then you are not using
         it right![98]    The primary way to use money to increase well-being is to use it to foster relationships.
         When people spend money on others, rather than themselves, it enhances relationships
         and increases happiness.[99]    In a nationally representative sample in the United States, people who spent more
         of their income on others reported being happier than those who spent more on themselves,
         regardless of income level.[100]    Spending money on others increases well-being across a variety of countries, cultures,
         and socioeconomic levels.[101]    
      

      
      It’s not just that happier people spend more on others either. Experimental studies
         have found that spending money on others actually causes an increase in happiness.
         People who were given money and told to spend it on other people were happier than
         people who were allowed to spend it on themselves. People benefited more when spending
         money on those they were closer to compared to those they interacted with less.[102]    However, people still experienced positive benefits of spending money on others
         even if they did not interact with the receiver, such as making charitable donations.[103]     Given that people who spend money on others are happier and people who are happier
         are also more likely to spend money on others, this may be one potential method for
         achieving sustainable increases in well-being over time.
      

      
      Spending money on experiences (e.g., a vacation), particularly experiences spent with
         others, has also been found to be related to increased well-being.[104]    In fact, spending money on shared experiences is valued over both solitary experiences
         and material purchases.[105]    If I (HS) go out of town by myself on business, I certainly enjoy staying in a
         nice hotel, eating out, and having a bit of peace and quiet while I’m gone. On the
         other hand, if my husband can come on the trip with me, then it’s like a mini-vacation.
         We take time to go sightseeing, eat at some of the best restaurants in the area, and
         really strengthen our relationship by building memories together. Experiences also
         increase happiness because people are less likely to habituate to the memory of an
         experience than they are to the presence of a material good.[106]    
      

      
      The interesting thing about how spending money on experiences can enhance happiness
         is that the anticipation of the experience can boost happiness more than the experience
         itself. Think about the last time you booked a vacation. In the weeks and months before
         the vacation, you may have spent a great deal of time thinking and fantasizing about
         the upcoming trip. The anticipation of the vacation increases happiness. The emotional
         intensity of anticipating a future event has been shown to be stronger than how people
         feel emotionally when they remember an event.[107]    Thus vacations or other experiences may be more beneficial before they occur than
         after! 
      

      
      Spending (Interesting) Time Together

      
      Spending money to have vacations or experiences with loved ones can also help relationships
         because they can help overcome boredom. Couples who were bored after seven years of
         marriage had considerably less relationship satisfaction nine years later than those
         who were excited about their relationship.[108]    Research on overcoming boredom in relationships has indicated that when couples
         engage in new and exciting experiences together (whether or not on vacation), they
         have higher relationship satisfaction, which is directly linked to a decrease in relationship
         boredom.[109]    Researchers have also conducted experiments with couples to see if participating
         in interesting activities together helped their relationship. Couples were brought
         into the research lab and randomly assigned to engage in an exciting task, such as
         completing an obstacle course Velcro-ed together, or a boring task of crawling on
         mats separately to retrieve a ball. Couples who completed the exciting task spoke
         to each other in an accepting, rather than hostile, tone and reported greater relationship
         satisfaction and less boredom. The couples who completed the boring task did not experience
         these positive outcomes. 
      

      
      People who engage in exciting experiences with their spouse are likely to increase
         relationship satisfaction and overall life satisfaction. We are not suggesting that
         people should find evermore creative activities to do while Velcro-ed to their spouse,
         but you get the idea. People who share exciting or new activities with their spouse
         feel connected to their life partner and fulfill their fundamental need for relatedness.
         Taking time to go dancing or tandem skydiving is a good way to increase relationship
         satisfaction. My husband (ML) and I make an effort to go on a date night every single
         week and have done so ever since our children were infants. That was one of the promises
         we made to each other before we had children. Those date nights are not always spent
         having major adventures, and we have never actually been Velcro-ed together, but good
         conversation, going to movies, or enjoying a wine tasting together has greatly enhanced
         our relationship satisfaction and well-being. The money we spend on babysitters is
         well worth it. I suppose if we really wanted to spice things up we could try using
         Velcro! 
      

      
      Being Happy with What You Have: Savoring and Gratitude

      
      Another way to build social relationships is to savor the experiences you have with
         other people and express gratitude on a regular basis. Savoring is the intentional
         effort to prolong a positive experience and can slow down the habituation that generally
         occurs to material goods and even to experiences. Not surprisingly, savoring is associated
         with greater well-being.[110]    People can savor by anticipating an upcoming event, enjoying the event in the
         moment (e.g., stop to appreciate the beautiful sunset), or by reminiscing about past
         events. Savoring is associated with increases in individual well-being—people experience
         more positive emotions as well as get more enjoyment from the event.[111]    It can also build social bonds with other people.[112]    Relationships seem to especially benefit when someone tells another person about
         a positive experience and the person responds in an enthusiastic and supportive manner.[113]    People who savor the good times with each other have greater relationship satisfaction,
         more intimacy, and higher levels of trust. When people take the time to celebrate
         each others’ successes, they also report liking each other more and being more committed
         to the relationship. The next time your spouse or friend wants to reminisce about
         a funny memory from your past or share some good news, it is important to take the
         time to stop and listen intently. Show enthusiastic interest by asking questions to
         find out more details and complimenting the person on their accomplishments.
      

      
      In addition to savoring everyday experiences, people can strengthen their relationships
         with others by showing gratitude. There is a great deal of psychological literature
         that has pointed to the physical and mental health benefits of having an attitude
         of gratitude—people who are grateful experience more positive emotion, greater satisfaction
         with life, and overall well-being.[114]    Beyond the individual benefits, gratitude has been likened to the glue that holds
         relationships together—in other words, gratitude finds, reminds, and binds relationships.
         Feeling gratitude toward someone is a signal that the person has the potential to
         be (find) or already is (remind) a good relationship partner and strengthens the connection (bind) between the two people.[115]    Both the person who expresses gratitude as well as the recipient experience a
         closer relationship with the other as a result.[116]    
      

      
      Some people feel and express gratitude on a regular basis, while others are less naturally
         inclined. What are some ways that you can increase your feelings of gratitude to reap
         the personal and interpersonal benefits? There are several fairly simple activities
         that research has found people can do to increase gratitude and promote individual
         feelings of happiness as well as strengthen relationships. You can count your blessings—taking
         time to notice the big and small things in life increases well-being.[117]    Keeping a gratitude journal to write down a few things each day, or even once
         a week, that you are thankful for is associated with feeling more positive emotions
         and fewer depressive symptoms.[118]    People who actually sent a letter of gratitude to another person experienced increases
         in happiness and satisfaction with life.[119]    I (HS) frequently have my students write a gratitude letter when we are studying
         the effects of gratitude on well-being. It is always one of their favorite activities
         and clearly strengthens their relationship with the recipient. Here is how one student
         described the experience in her journal:
      

      
      
         After completing this letter to my prior swim coach, I realized how much the little
            things meant. Everything I mentioned in the letter was day-to-day interaction we had,
            such as him making a funny face and it making me smile. . . . I realized that I should
            appreciate the people that can make me smile when it is one of the last things I want
            to do. I sent this letter to my coach, and he called me the next day. He said that
            after reading this he had tears of joy in his eyes. Together we recalled many other
            memories and were laughing for almost an hour over the phone. His overall well being
            was amplified hearing how much of an impact he made on my life. The day after sending
            the letter and talking to my coach, I couldn’t stop smiling after recalling how important
            he was and I felt great that I had finally let him know how important he was and still
            is to me.
         

         
      

      Helping Others

      
      Another way to strengthen relationships and increase happiness is to help other people
         in nonmonetary ways. There is a substantial amount of research suggesting that there
         is a strong relationship between helping others and happiness. For example, volunteering
         is associated with better physical and mental well-being. People who volunteered more
         hours were happier, more satisfied with life, and less depressed than people who volunteered
         less.[120]    Helping others can not only increase individual well-being, but also build and
         strengthen relationships with other people. Research has shown that performing random
         acts of kindness three to five times per week (e.g., holding the door for someone,
         helping them clean up a mess, or paying for a stranger’s coffee) increases people’s
         happiness[121]    and enhances how much other people want to spend time with them.[122]    Happy people are more likely to help others and helping others increases happiness
         as well as strengthens relationships with the people helped, which further increases
         happiness.[123]    So helping others seems to be a good way to increase and sustain gains in happiness.
         However, there is some evidence that helping others should be done in moderation.
         People who provided informal care to a friend or relative who was sick or disabled
         were happier than those who did not, but only if they provided less than six hours
         of care per week. People who provided more than eleven hours of care per week were
         less happy than non-caregivers.[124]    Putting others’ needs before your own self-care seems to decrease well-being.
      

      
      Forgiveness

      
      While gratitude is a way of responding to help from others that builds relationships
         and increases well-being, forgiveness in response to harm from others has a similar
         effect.[125]    All relationships inevitably experience some level of insult and injury. People
         can respond to those instances in a way that strengthens or weakens the relationship.
         Forgiveness is a decision to replace negative thoughts, feelings, and behaviors about
         a person or situation with positive ones.[126]    Deciding to forgive someone puts the needs of another person or the relationship
         itself before the needs of the individual, which strengthens the relationship.[127]    The inability to forgive has been associated with decreased well-being, including
         decreased health and satisfaction with life as well as higher levels of stress and
         depression.[128]    Conversely, forgiveness is associated with better health and well-being.[129]    Forgiveness is likely associated with greater health and well-being because of
         its role in repairing and maintaining relationships.[130]    People are more likely to forgive others when they feel close to them as well
         as when they are committed to and satisfied with their relationship. People are also
         more likely to forgive if they are able to empathize with the offender and if the
         offender offers a sincere apology. 
      

      
      Although grudges tend to fade naturally over time, some people have a great deal of
         difficulty forgiving others.[131]    The good news is that there are several models that research has shown are effective
         for helping people learn to forgive,[132]    including Worthington’s REACH model of forgiveness[133]    as well as Enright’s forgiveness training.[134]    The REACH model consists of five steps. Recalling the transgression in an objective manner, trying to empathize or understand the other person’s point of view, viewing forgiveness as an
         altruistic gift by thinking about how good it feels to be forgiven, committing yourself to forgive by making it public (e.g., telling another person you
         plan to forgive even if it’s not the person who hurt you), and holding on to the decision to forgive. Enright’s model has four steps, the first of
         which is to uncover or bring to light the negative effects of not forgiving (e.g., anger, poor health,
         or difficulty concentrating on anything else). Then you need to make a conscious decision to forgive and work toward that decision by trying to feel empathy toward the transgressor. Finally,
         try to discover why you went through the experience and how you have grown as a result. Both of these
         models view forgiveness as a decision that people make and must actively work toward
         rather than something that people passively wait to feel. People who approach forgiveness
         in this way are two to three times more likely to be able to forgive than those who
         don’t.[135]    Thus they are more likely to experience the physical and mental health benefits
         associated with forgiveness. 
      

      
      Many of the elements included in these approaches to forgiveness can be found in the
         reaction of the Amish community after a tragic shooting. In 2006 Charles Roberts entered
         an Amish elementary school and shot ten young girls, killing five of them and himself.
         Just hours after the shooting, members of the Amish community went to the home of
         the shooter to console his family and let them know they had forgiven him. Members
         of the Amish community also attended the funeral of the shooter and formed a human
         shield around his family to protect them from the media covering the story. In an
         interview several years later, the shooter’s widow indicated she had forgiven her
         husband, but did not excuse what he had done. “It’s not like I could forgive him once
         for what he did and never have to think about it again. It’s something that I think
         about all the time,” she said. “But I don’t have to just forgive Charlie for him.
         I have to forgive him so that I can be whole, and so that it doesn’t eat away inside
         of me the same way that he allowed anger to eat away inside of him.”[136]    In this example, the Amish truly gave an altruistic gift of forgiveness and committed
         to it publicly. The widow made a conscious decision to forgive, and worked to hold
         onto that decision over time without excusing her husband’s behavior, while at the
         same time acknowledging the negative consequences of failing to forgive.
      

      
      Although extending this level of forgiveness seems very difficult, when people refuse
         to forgive someone, they actually allow that person to continue hurting them because
         holding onto a grudge is so bad for mental and physical health. However, forgiveness
         does not necessarily mean that people have to reconcile the relationship with the
         offender. Some transgressions are beyond reconciliation and, in fact, would be unhealthy
         to reconcile (e.g., an abusive relationship). Just the process of letting go of negative
         feelings and making a decision to see things differently is enough to impact well-being.[137]    Forgiveness does not mean forgetting the past, but rather framing it in a way
         such that your own health and well-being do not suffer.
      

      
      Social Comparisons: The Downside of Relationships

      
      Although relationships are beneficial, a potential downside is that people have the
         tendency to compare themselves to others. People may feel perfectly content about
         their own work and family life until they look at their neighbor’s house, which is
         bigger and nicer than their own. People may feel satisfied with their children until
         they notice that their neighbor’s children are reading better and never seem to whine.
         
      

      
      People compare themselves to others to obtain accurate evaluations of themselves;[138]    however, who they chose to compare themselves to has an impact on their self-esteem
         and well-being. People who make downward social comparisons (i.e., compare themselves
         to people who are less fortunate) tend to increase their well-being.[139]    One study interviewed survivors of a tsunami two years after the event and found
         that they tended to compare themselves to those who were less fortunate (e.g., didn’t
         survive). As a result, almost all of the survivors (95%) considered themselves to
         be “lucky” and experienced increased well-being.[140]    As mentioned in chapter 4, people who thought they were better off financially
         than a close relative reported greater satisfaction with life.[141]    Comparing yourself to people who have less than you do can instill a sense of
         gratitude for what you already have.[142]   
      

      
      In contrast, making upward social comparisons—comparing yourself to people who have
         more or are better at something—has been linked to depression, shame, and resentment.[143]    Research comparing happy and unhappy people has revealed that unhappy people are
         extremely sensitive to people who do better than they do. In a series of studies,
         participants were asked to engage in difficult tasks. Strikingly, unhappy people who
         did poorly, but knew others did worse, felt better than if they had done fairly well,
         but found out others did better.[144]    Happy people were more likely to feel good based on their own performance rather
         than how their performance stacked up against others. Even just making upward comparisons
         to images in the media can decrease people’s sense of self-esteem and physical attractiveness.[145]     
      

      
      While comparing yourself to people who are worse off may temporarily increase well-being,
         a general tendency to compare yourself to others is problematic. People who compare
         themselves to others are more likely to feel negative and destructive emotions such
         as guilt, envy, regret, defensiveness, and blaming others for their problems.[146]    Although social comparison may result in short-term benefits, such as increasing
         self-esteem when people perceive themselves as better off than others, the long-term
         consequences of living life based on how you compare to others can be extremely damaging.
         
      

      
      Research has also suggested that the emotion of envy can hijack our attention.[147]    One study found that people were more likely to pay attention and remember details
         from newspaper articles about people that they envied and were less able to concentrate
         on completing other tasks. Women were particularly envious of physically attractive
         women, while both men and women were likely to be envious of people who were wealthy.
         This study concluded that envious people tend to note and remember details about the
         lives of those they envy. However, all this attention spent envying others reduces
         the resources and skills available for other tasks. 
      

      
      The widespread use of social media magnifies the problem of envy. People are constantly
         bombarded with social media that presents idealized views of other people’s lives.
         For example, on Facebook people post adorable pictures of their children frolicking
         in the woods accompanied by charming quotes their children have said. One blogger
         contrasted what she posted on Facebook with the reality of her life in her blog titled
         “We Need to Quit Telling Lies on Facebook.”[148]    She described a morning where her children woke at the crack of dawn, screamed
         at each other, watched television, and found her tampons. They also briefly played
         backgammon before the kids started arguing and stopped playing. They took a walk in
         the orchards before they became muddy and started complaining. Her Facebook status
         posts from that day, on the other hand, painted a picture of an idyllic day: “My children
         and I woke up with the sun, smiling. . . . We played backgammon, our skin mottled
         by drops of shade in the morning light. . . . We went for a walk in the orchards,
         and we danced between emerald leaves like fairies.” In other words, she claimed, her
         Facebook posts were full of s**t as she was attempting to paint a picture of a family
         who is happy: “Look everyone! Look! My kids are happy! I’m happy! We’re happy!”
      

      
      The destructiveness of idealized social media presentation is twofold. When people
         read the glowing status updates of others, they are likely to feel worse about their
         own flawed lives, especially if they are the type of people who tend to judge their
         self-worth in comparison to others. In addition, when people put forth a version of
         themselves that is not genuine, they can actually feel bad about themselves.[149]    In one study some college students had to pretend to understand made-up words
         (e.g., besionary) to complete a test, while others did not. Afterward, both groups
         were praised for their performance. The praise raised the self-esteem of those who
         did not have to fake understanding of nonwords, but lowered the self-esteem of the
         students who pretended to understand them.[150]    In other words, when people portray their life as better than it actually is on
         social media, all of the “likes” they get for their status updates and pictures may
         actually make them feel worse about themselves. 
      

      
      Mindfulness, being both aware and nonjudgmental of experiences, may be a solution
         to the negative consequences of social comparison. When people are able to mindfully
         accept both the positive and negative parts of themselves, they may be less likely
         to put forward fake self-presentations and worry less about the negative evaluation
         of others.[151]    It might be impossible for people not to notice at all when other people have
         more (or less) than they do. However, when social comparisons are made mindfully they
         can be a source of information (That person is a great public speaker; what are her
         techniques?) or inspiration, rather than an opportunity to feel bad. 
      

      
      Sustaining Happiness

      
      As you can see, there are many specific activities and frames of mind that have been
         found to increase happiness. The desire to be happy seems to be a fundamental human
         goal across time and culture.[152]    While people’s general propensity for happiness may be inherited (50%), that does
         not mean that it is predetermined. Happiness is also not left up to the fate of people’s
         circumstances. Many circumstances have very little impact on people’s happiness. People
         who attempt to pursue happiness through their circumstances (e.g., earning the most
         money, having the biggest house, marrying the ideal spouse, having the perfect children,
         etc.) may find some increased satisfaction with their lives, but are not likely to
         experience more day-to-day feelings of happiness. People will adapt to many of these
         circumstances within a relatively short period of time, so life circumstances only
         account for about 10% of happiness. The remaining 40% is within people’s control,
         determined by what they do and how they do it.
      

      
      In some ways, happiness is a lot like weight loss. In other words, there is generally
         a “set point” that people’s weights will naturally hover around. If you want to weigh
         less than this, you have to participate in intentional activities to decrease your
         weight such as diet and exercise. However, if you stop dieting and exercising, you
         will drift back toward your weight set point. So, to maintain weight loss, you have
         to keep participating in these intentional activities. In fact, your body might even
         get used to a particular exercise and you find that you either have to do more (e.g.,
         run farther) or vary the type of exercise you do in order to maintain the desired
         lower weight. Happiness works similarly. You inherit a “set point” or natural level
         of happiness. If you want to be happier than that, you have to intentionally work
         at it. You have to diet, or cut back on things that are not associated with happiness
         (e.g., comparing yourself to others), and exercise, by participating in intentional
         behaviors that do increase happiness (e.g., gratitude, mindfulness, savoring, etc.).
         You need to vary the types of happiness “exercises” that you do to avoid adapting
         to them. You can use your strengths in novel ways each day or vary the types of activities
         you do to express gratitude so that you don’t get used to them and stop receiving
         the benefit. It is likely that the fit between the person and the exercise matters.
         Certain exercises may work better for some people than others.[153]    Finally, it helps people succeed if they actually want to be happier because they
         are more likely to “stick to the program.”[154]    It seems that “becoming happier takes both a will and a proper way.”[155]   
      

      
      The good news is that there is also evidence that, similar to exercise—the more you
         do it, the more you want to do it, and the more you get out of it. People who are
         in a good mood are more likely to want to be around other people, and being around
         others puts people in an even better mood. Expressing gratitude to others increases
         feelings of positive emotions, and people who are happy feel more grateful. So feeling
         positive emotions leads to exactly the types of behaviors that generate even more
         positive emotions. This upward spiral of positive emotions allows people to flourish.[156]    
      

      
      Conclusion: Going beyond Balance

      
      In order to lead a more balanced life, people may need to reevaluate their values
         and goals. In prior chapters, we have discussed ways in which people can get out of
         balance and how that may interfere with well-being. People can over-parent and overwork.
         There can be gender inequality both at home and in the office. However, it is possible
         to have balance and even to have gender equality, and still not feel very happy. In
         a Forbes article on work-life balance, the author describes the phenomenon by saying: 
      

      
      
         Happiness is still the ultimate goal—but happiness and work-life balance aren’t the
            same thing. You can have perfect work-life balance and a dead-end job that leaves
            you exhausted. Those who are able to lead inspired, engaging lives in various spheres—from
            work, to family, to personal well-being—have something greater than balance. They
            have fulfillment. Their life fits.[157]   
         

         
      

      This chapter addresses how to make your life fit. Our advice to you is to do what
         you love to do, even if you do not become rich and famous doing it. Carve out a life
         in which you have choices about what you do. Participate in activities that help you
         build and demonstrate your competence in a variety of settings—working outside the
         home, volunteering, engaging in hobbies, or doing activities inside the home. Look
         for opportunities to challenge yourself in meaningful ways and become fully absorbed
         in the activities you’re doing. Finally, be sure to foster meaningful relationships
         with other people. Take time to connect with others by participating in leisure activities
         together, expressing gratitude for what they have done, forgiving them for what they
         haven’t done, and celebrating their successes with them. Living a life where there
         are multiple opportunities to experience autonomy, relatedness, and competence is
         the path to happiness.
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      Chapter 9

      Balance and Beyond

      
         
         
         
         Finding the Sweet Spot

         
         
      

      
      In this book, we have been advocating for people to strive for work-family balance
         and a meaningful and satisfying life. How do we get there? We have argued that there
         are four answers to that question. People need to:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Find balance among their roles by doing all things in moderation.

         

         
         	
            Make each social role an opportunity to experience autonomy, competence, and relatedness—the
               three basic needs according to self-determination theory.
            

         

         
         	
            View work-family balance as a goal for both men and women, rather than a women’s issue.
               Men and women should strive for equality both at home and at work. 
            

         

         
         	
            Get involved and work toward structural support for families such as parental-leave
               benefits, flexible work schedules, and affordable high-quality childcare.
            

         

      

      
      Finding Balance: There Can Be Too Much
 of a Good Thing
      

      
      What, exactly, does it mean to lead a meaningful and balanced life? We argued that
         balance involves a sense of moderation—finding the sweet spot on the inverted U-shaped
         curve. Being overinvolved in either work or family life is limiting. Children need
         love, but they do not need constant attention and intellectual stimulation. They do not benefit, and may even suffer,
         if the level of parental involvement becomes controlling and interfering. Work can
         be satisfying and rewarding, but overwork can lead to stress and illness. People need
         money, but too much money and the pursuit of money can have harmful effects. 
      

      
       A lot of the advice people, especially women, are given is to “do more and to be
         more.” To strive to “have it all.” But having it all does not mean doing it all. When
         being instructed to “lean in,” women may feel pressured if they can’t or simply do
         not want to work that hard. Similarly, women are asked if they are “mom enough”—the
         message is that if they don’t constantly carry their children or breastfeed until
         the age of four, then they are inadequate. This contrasting set of pressures between
         work and home is paralyzing, stressful, and demoralizing. Women feel guilt and shame
         when they don’t live up to the ideal parenting standards. Their attempts to “lean
         in” do not usually result in a rocketing path to corporate success. Women often look
         at others who have made difference choices—whether it is women who have the time to
         grow organic food and keep spotless homes or women who have achieved incredible corporate
         and financial success. They wonder if they are failing . . . if they are failures.
         
      

      
       It is time to let go of these pressures and to realize that you don’t have to be
         “all in” in every domain of your life. Good enough is good enough. In fact, it is
         better. Instead of striving for perfection, try to strive for the sweet spot in the
         inverted U. We are not advocating that you slack off at work or neglect your children.
         We are saying that there is a wide range of “good enough,” so you don’t have to worry
         so much about whether you are doing it “right.” The house is clean enough, the children
         are read to enough, your career is successful enough, and there is enough money. Enough
         is actually enough. You are enough.
      

      
      What Really Matters: Autonomy, Competence,
 and Relatedness
      

      
      Of course, balance is not a guaranteed path to happiness. It is possible to be balanced
         but miserable. What really matters is whether people involve themselves in activities
         that allow them to meet their needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Balance
         can help people do that. Being meaningfully involved in both work and family life
         creates more opportunities to feel a sense of autonomy, to feel competent, and to
         make meaningful social connections. For some people, these basic needs may be met
         by focusing more in one domain or another. 
      

      
      For many, the debate about work-family balance becomes framed as the “mommy wars.”
         In the media, mothers who work outside the home are pitted against those who do not.
         Which is better for women? Which is better for children? In our view, the issue is
         not which choice is inherently better, but whether there’s a choice at all. Research
         has shown that when mothers are happy with their decision, whether they work or stay
         home, their children are better off.[1]    The key factor seems to be the mother’s sense of autonomy. However, many times
         the decision to work or stay home is not an autonomous choice. When the choice is
         between staying home and working in an inflexible work environment with substandard
         childcare, then it is not an autonomous choice. When a couple decides that it is the
         wife who should stay home because she earns less money, even though she loves her
         job more, then it is not an autonomous choice. If a man or woman truly wants to stay
         home but cannot because the family needs his or her income, then the choice to work
         is not a fully autonomous choice. If it is only women having to make choices between
         work and family, if staying at home or reducing hours is not even considered as a
         viable option for men, then the choices are not truly autonomous. If society is structured
         in such a way (e.g., lack of support for working parents) that it limits the options
         that parents have for how to combine work and family, then the choices they make are
         not fully autonomous. When this happens people’s well-being can be adversely affected.
      

      
      There is no magic level of involvement in work and family that works for everyone
         because everyone differs on what choices meet their needs. There is no one-size-fits-all
         approach to work-family balance—we are not suggesting that every person should devote
         50% of their time to each area and they will magically feel at peace. If you love
         your job, feel competent and challenged by it, and enjoy being with your coworkers,
         then a higher investment in work may make sense to meet your needs for autonomy, competence,
         and relatedness. If staying at home is what you autonomously choose to do, and you
         have the financial means to be able to do it, that choice will be right for you. Of
         course, not earning an income may put people at risk in the case of divorce, illness,
         or death of a spouse. The choice to stay at home may result in someone’s autonomy
         being limited in the future, and people making that choice need to be aware of this
         potential risk. However, people who are able to meet their needs for autonomy, competence,
         and relatedness, regardless of whether that’s at work or at home, are likely to experience
         greater well-being.
      

      
      Unfortunately, many people are motivated by extrinsic goals and have lost touch with
         what really motivates them. They may not even know what it is that they truly love
         to do. Many people are, instead, motivated by external factors. Money, success, and
         admiration certainly do have their advantages. People who are wealthy and have the
         best of everything may feel more satisfied with their lives. However, this sense of
         satisfaction does not necessarily lead to everyday experiences of happiness and joy.
         People who own a lot of material possessions typically get over the initial excitement
         of a new purchase fairly quickly and return to their baseline level of happiness.
         Finally, even people who are respected and admired by others may have poor self-esteem
         if they feel as though that respect and admiration is based on a fake self-presentation.
         The pursuit of materialistic goals almost always comes at the expense of spending
         quality time sharing experiences and pursuing meaningful social relationships, which
         are critical to well-being. 
      

      
      In the search for well-being there is another, more modest, path to consider. In this
         path, having less may result in actually having more. Instead of focusing on having
         more money, people can achieve true well-being through focusing their energies on
         tasks that they truly enjoy—tasks that bring them a sense of competence and challenge
         as well as those that promote their sense of connection with others. They can also
         savor, be mindful, and be grateful for what they have. This path involves people being
         aware and accepting of their thoughts and feelings—taking the good with the bad. People
         who do not know what it is that they truly love to do may wish to practice mindful
         self-acceptance, which can help them enhance their self-awareness and figure out what
         truly inspires them. Focusing on intrinsic motivational needs does not necessarily
         mean having lowered aspirations. A lawyer can focus on forging meaningful relationships
         with clients or growing from challenging cases rather than focusing on billable hours
         or becoming a partner.[2]    For many people, jobs that are intrinsically motivating may pay less than jobs
         selected for external goals. This may mean that you earn less than others around you,
         which could make you feel bad. By avoiding comparing yourself to others (e.g., my
         house is not as nice as the Joneses’) and by focusing on what you love to do, you
         can avoid the trap of feeling as though you do not have enough, when, in fact, you
         do. 
      

      
      In sum, achieving true happiness and a sense that life has meaning involves a shift
         in values. Instead of evaluating life based on how it stacks up against others or
         some set of external criteria, both men and women would benefit from focusing on meeting
         their intrinsic needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. This focus will ensure
         that whatever social roles people participate in are high quality and contribute to
         their well-being.
      

      
      Balance Is Not Just for Women:
 Work-Family Balance Is an Issue for Everyone
      

      
      For so long, balance has been framed as an issue that only women need to address.
         Women have made great strides toward social equality with men since the second-wave
         feminist movement of the 1960s. They have entered the workplace in unprecedented numbers
         and now constitute 46% of workers.[3]    Furthermore, women have made significant progress in terms of leadership and occupied
         14.3% of executive officer positions in the Fortune 500 rankings in 2012.[4]    However, the progress toward gender equality has stalled. Although there was great
         initial momentum, not much progress has been made since the 1990s. In 2012, 59% of
         managerial positions were still occupied by men while 41% were held by women.[5]    Women only hold 4.2% of Fortune 500 CEO positions, which is up from 0.2% in 1996.[6]    As we discussed in chapter 7, there is still a considerable pay gap that shows
         no sign of disappearing. Thus women are still not equal to men in the workplace or
         in positions of power. 
      

      
       We think the main reason that gender inequality has stalled is that it has been a
         largely one-sided movement. Women have moved into management and high-level corporate
         positions, but men have not moved into traditionally feminine occupations such as
         teaching and nursing at the same pace.[7]    Despite taking on more traditionally masculine roles, women continue to do the
         lion’s share of work at home, as discussed in chapter 6. The increased workload outside
         of the home, combined with little reduction in workload at home, contributes to women’s
         difficulty balancing work and family.
      

      
       The belief that men and women are inherently different fuels the continued existence
         of gender inequality. In addition, men are under a great deal of social pressure to
         avoid looking feminine.[8]    However, as we have seen in chapter 5, the differences between men and women have
         been vastly overstated. Men and women are considerably more similar than different.
         Furthermore, young men and women typically want the same things. Both desire marriage
         and children equally.[9]    Both want to combine work and family in a loving and egalitarian relationship.[10]    Both complain of difficulty balancing work and family.[11]   
      

      
       The ability of everyone to lead satisfied, meaningful, and balanced lives largely
         rests on the people who are in power realizing that the status quo does not work for
         them anymore. Change can certainly occur when more women enter positions of power.
         Sheryl Sandberg, COO of Facebook, described her push to create a work environment
         where women had resources to pump breast milk and felt comfortable leaving the office
         in order to be with a child.[12]    Indeed, some have argued that change will only occur when a critical mass of women
         gain positions of power. But there is no reason why men in power cannot advocate for
         change as well. When men in power make leaving the office at a reasonable time an
         expected and normal part of office life, change is more likely to occur. When men
         see housework and childcare as something that they are equally responsible for (because
         they live in the house and are parents to their children just as much as their wives
         are), balance and egalitarian relationships become possible. 
      

      
      When men enter professions such as teaching and nursing, the status of those professions
         will rise and men will be able to enjoy the flexibility that these jobs can offer.
         As I (ML) mentioned in the introduction, my husband is a guidance counselor at a high
         school. This job is excellent for work-family balance—he is home to get our children
         off the bus every single day. Not to mention that he is an outstanding influence for
         the male students—many of whom are lacking a male role model. But he is the only male
         guidance counselor in the school and one of the very few in the district. 
      

      
      Women have made great strides toward equality and can continue to work on social change.
         Much of the conversation has focused on how women should work on “leaning in” and
         achieving more positions of power. However, social change for gender equality and
         work-family balance is not something for only women to be concerned about. Instead
         of seeing themselves as engaged in a “battle of the sexes,” men and women need to
         see themselves as being on the same team. When they do, they can work together for
         conditions that will allow both of them to lead meaningful, satisfying, and balanced
         lives. 
      

      
      Balance: More Than Just an Individual Problem

      
      Work-family balance is not simply a problem that can be solved on the individual level.
         There are many barriers to equality that need to be solved through organizational
         change. Yes, it is possible for high-status and highly educated women to individually
         work toward increasing their own personal level of equality. Women can be encouraged
         to negotiate for higher salaries, to “sit at the table,” and to combine niceness with
         authority in order to be both liked and respected as leaders.[13]    But this only solves the problem for those who are successful and leaves most
         people still struggling. Instead, change will have to involve collective action. The
         city of Boston has recently committed to ending the pay gap between men and women.[14]    As of November 2013, forty-four organizations have made pledges to close the wage
         gap. They will each take three steps, out of a list of thirty-three possible choices
         including wage transparency, actively recruiting women for top positions, offering
         paid family leave, promoting a results-oriented work environment (ROWE), providing
         subsidized childcare, and eliminating the wage history on applications (because women
         generally have a history of lower wages, which sets them up to earn lower wages in
         the future). The report on closing the wage gap states that its goal is for Boston
         to become the best city in America for working women. It outlines changes that can
         be made at each stage of the pipeline where women are lost. These include women’s
         choice of major and career path, their ability to be hired into top-level positions
         and negotiate for top salaries, performance evaluations that may contain unconscious
         gender stereotypes, workplace flexibility issues that push women out of the workplace,
         and lack of women in senior positions.[15]   
      

      
       Other states are taking positive steps toward gender equality as well. The state
         of Minnesota requires employees from the public sector to do a study every few years
         examining pay equity and to eliminate pay disparities.[16]    In 2009, New Mexico passed an initiative in which businesses that seek contracts
         with the state government need to provide information on salaries by gender in order
         to eliminate any possible gender bias.[17]   
      

      
       Companies are also making the move toward gender equality. Edge Certified is a global
         organization that provides companies with the information and resources that they
         need to eliminate the pay gap and create an equal playing field for men and women.
         On their website, they note that companies with the most women on their boards outperform
         those with the least by 26%. In addition, promoting equality will have added advantages
         of increasing financial stability and lowering turnover rates.[18]    The data we reviewed in chapter 4 showed that companies can enhance employee satisfaction
         and well-being as well as productivity if they take steps to promote workplace flexibility
         and a positive work environment. Companies want workers who are intrinsically motivated
         to work at their organizations. Providing workers with autonomy over their schedules
         and over the way in which they get their tasks done, giving workers tasks that will
         make them feel competent and challenged, and creating a supportive workplace environment
         where relationships between employees are encouraged will promote workers who truly
         enjoy the jobs that they are doing. This approach will result in workers that are
         happier, more productive, and less likely to leave the organization. 
      

      
       There are other signs of positive social change. For example, Oklahoma has had a
         universal, publically funded preschool program since 1998, which currently educates
         approximately three-fourths of the students in that state. President Obama has praised
         that program as a model for a national prekindergarten program. The Oklahoma program
         has been a success, boosting scores for children in reading, writing, and math.[19]    Although the long-term financial benefits of providing universal pre-K have not
         been established, it is estimated that the return on investment will be 3:1 or 4:1
         based on increased earnings and decreased use of the criminal justice system.[20]   
      

      
       Other policy changes that can help with work-family balance are also under discussion.
         For example, raising the minimum wage is essential to helping lower-income workers
         balance work and family. In chapter 4 we discussed the negative effects of wage inequality
         on people’s physical and mental health. Great disparity in wages negatively affects
         entire communities as it encourages envy and social comparison from those in lower
         wage groups, a certain amount of callousness from those in higher wage groups,[21]    and distrust all around. Thus efforts to raise the minimum wage are essential
         to helping everyone balance work and family and lead truly meaningful lives. 
      

      
      Imagine

      
      Imagine a world where both men and women have equal opportunities to work and to spend
         time with family; where work, childcare, and housework are seen as truly shared responsibilities.[22]    Imagine a world where workplace flexibility is the norm and the expectation is
         that all workers will be happier and, ultimately, more productive if they have some
         control over how they do their jobs and when and where they are able to work. Imagine
         a world where people choose jobs that they find meaningful, rather than jobs they
         feel they are supposed to have, or ones that pay the most money. Imagine a world where
         high-quality childcare is available to all; where minimum wage jobs provide a salary
         that allows workers to support themselves and their families. Imagine a world where
         people can lead truly meaningful lives—lives where people’s own autonomy and those
         around them are respected, where people strive to achieve because of the joy that
         comes from a job well done, and where people are encouraged to build and nurture meaningful
         relationships with others. This world is possible, but we are going to have to work
         together to get there. 
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