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Research	on	Who	Does	the	Housework	269	Appendix	and	Child	Care	285	Notes	293	Selected	Reading	303	Index	345	Preface	When	I	was	thirty-one,	a	moment	occurred	that	crystallized	the	concern	that	drives	this	book.	At	the	time,	I	was	an	assistant	professor	in	the	sociology	department	at	the	University	of	California,	Berkeley,	and	the	mother	of	a
three-month-old	child.	I	wanted	to	nurse	the	baby—and	to	continue	to	teach.	Several	arrangements	were	possible,	but	my	solution	was	a	pre-industrial	one—to	reintegrate	the	family	into	the	workplace,	which	involved	taking	the	baby,	David,	with	me	for	office	hours	on	the	fourth	floor	of	Barrows	Hall.	From	two	to	eight	months,	he	was	nearly	the
perfect	guest.	I	made	him	a	little	box	with	blankets	where	he	napped	(which	he	did	most	of	the	time)	and	I	brought	along	an	infant	seat	from	which	he	kept	an	eye	on	key	chains,	colored	notebooks,	earrings,	and	glasses.	Sometimes	waiting	students	took	him	out	into	the	hall	and	passed	him	around.	He	became	a	conversation	piece	with	shy	students,
and	some	returned	to	see	him	rather	than	me.	I	put	up	a	fictitious	name	on	the	appointment	list	every	four	hours	and	fed	him	alone.	The	baby's	presence	was	like	a	Rorschach	test	for	people	entering	my	office.	
Older	men,	undergraduate	women,	and	a	few	younger	men	seemed	to	like	him	and	the	idea	of	his	being	there.	In	the	next	office	there	was	a	seventy-fourryear-old	distinguished	emeritus	professor;	it	was	our	joke	that	he	would	stop	by	when	he	heard	my	son	crying	and	say,	shaking	his	head,	"Beating	the	baby	again,	eh?"	Textbook	salesmen	with
briefcases	and	striped	suits	x	PREFACE	were	generally	shocked	at	the	unprofessional	gurgles	(and	sometimes	unprofessional	odors)	from	the	box.	Many	graduate	student	women	were	put	off,	partly	because	babies	were	out	of	fashion	in	the	early	1970s,	and	partly	because	they	were	afraid	that	I	was	deprofessionalizing	myself,	women	in	general,	and
symbolically,	them.	I	was	afraid	of	that	too.	Before	having	David,	I	saw	students	all	the	time,	took	every	committee	assignment,	worked	evenings	and	nights	writing	articles,	and	had	in	this	way	accumulated	a	certain	amount	of	departmental	tolerance.	I	was	calling	on	that	tolerance	now,	with	the	infant	box,	the	gurgles,	the	disturbance	to	the	dignity
and	sense	of	purpose	of	my	department.	My	colleagues	never	seemed	to	talk	about	children.	They	talked	to	each	other	about	research	and	about	the	departments	ranking—still	"number	1"	or	slipping	to	"number	2"?	I	was	just	coming	up	for	tenure,	and	it	wasn't	so	easy	to	get.	And	I	wanted	at	the	same	time	to	be	as	calm	a	mother	for	my	son	as	my
mother	had	been	for	me.	In	some	literal	way	I	had	brought	together	family	and	work,	but	in	a	more	basic	way,	doing	so	only	made	the	contradictions	between	the	demands	of	baby	and	career	all	the	more	clear.	One	day,	a	male	graduate	student	came	early	for	his	appointment.	The	baby	had	slept	longer	than	usual	and	hadn't	been	hungry	at	my
appointed	Barrows	Hall	time.	I	invited	the	student	in.	Since	we	had	never	met	before,	he	introduced	himself	with	extreme	deference.	He	seemed	acquainted	with	my	work	and	intellectual	tastes	in	the	field,	and	as	I	am	sometimes	tempted	to	do,	I	responded	to	his	deference	by	behaving	more	formally	than	usual.	He	began	tentatively	to	elaborate	his
interests	in	sociology	and	to	broach	the	subject	of	my	serving	on	his	Ph.D.	orals	committee.	

He	had	the	task	of	explaining	to	me	that	he	was	a	clever	student,	trustworthy	and	obedient,	but	that	academic	fields	were	not	organized	as	he	wanted	to	study	them,	and	of	asking	me	whether	he	could	study	the	collected	works	of	Karl	Marx	under	the	rubric	of	the	sociology	of	work.	



In	the	course	of	this	lengthy	explanation,	the	baby	began	to	cry.	I	slipped	him	a	pacifier,	and	continued	to	listen	all	the	more	PREFACE	xi	intently.	The	student	went	on.	The	baby	spat	out	the	pacifier	and	began	to	wail.	Trying	to	be	casual,	I	began	to	feed	him.	At	this	point,	he	let	out	the	strongest,	most	rebellious	wail	I	had	ever	heard	from	this	small
person.	The	student	uncrossed	one	leg,	crossed	the	other	and	held	a	polite	smile,	coughing	a	bit	as	he	waited	for	this	little	crisis	to	pass.	I	excused	myself	and	got	up	to	walk	back	and	forth	with	the	baby	to	calm	him	down.	"I've	never	taken	the	baby	here	all	day	before,"	I	remember	saying,	"its	just	an	experiment."	"I	have	two	children	of	my	own,"	he
replied.	"Only	they	are	in	Sweden.	We're	divorced	and	I	miss	them	a	lot."	We	exchanged	a	human	glance	of	mutual	support,	talked	of	our	families	more,	and	soon	the	baby	calmed	down.	A'month	later,	when	the	student	signed	up	for	a	second	appointment,	he	entered	the	office	and	sat	down	formally.	"As	we	were	discussing	last	time,	Professor
Hochschild.	.	.	.	"	Nothing	further	was	said	about	what	had,	for	me,	been	an	utterly	traumatic	little	episode.	Astonishingly,	nothing	had	changed:	I	was	still	Professor	Hochschild.	He	was	still	John.	Something	about	power	lived	on	regardless.	In	retrospect	I	felt	a	little	like	that	character	in	Dr.	Doolittle	and	the	Pirates,	the	pushmi-pullyu,	a	horse	with
two	heads	that	see	and	say	different	things.	The	pushmi	head	felt	relieved	that	motherhood	had	not	reduced	me	as	a	professional.	But	the	pullyu	wondered	why	children	in	offices	were	not	occasionally	part	of	the	"normal"	scene.	Where,	after	all,	were	the	children	of	my	male	colleagues?	Part	of	me	felt	envious	of	the	smooth	choicelessness	of	those
male	colleagues	who	did	not	bring	their	children	to	Barrows	Hall	but	who	knew	their	children	were	in	loving	hands.	I	sometimes	felt	this	keenly	when	I	met	one	of	these	men	jogging	on	the	track	(a	popular	academic	sport	because	it	takes	little	time)	and	then	met	his	wife	taking	their	child	to	the	YMCA	kinder-gym	program.	I	felt	it	too	when	I	saw
wives	drive	up	to	the	building	in	the	evening,	in	their	station	wagons,	elbow	on	the	window,	two	chil-	xii	PREFACE	dren	in	the	back,	waiting	for	a	man	briskly	walking	down	the	steps,	briefcase	in	hand.	It	seemed	a	particularly	pleasant	moment	in	their	day.	It	reminded	me	of	those	summer	Friday	evenings,	always	a	great	treat,	when	my	older	brother
and	I	would	pack	into	the	back	of	our	old	Hudson,	and	my	mother,	with	a	picnic	basket,	would	drive	up	from	Bethesda,	Maryland,	to	Washington,	D.C.,	at	five	o'clock	to	meet	my	father,	walking	briskly	down	the	steps	of	the	government	office	building	where	he	worked,	briefcase	in	hand.	We	picnicked	at	the	Tidal	Basin	surrounding	the	Jefferson
Memorial,,	my	parents	sharing	their	day,	and	in	that	end-of-theweek	mood,	we	came	home.	When	I	see	similar	scenes,	something	inside	rips	in	half.	For	I	am	neither	and	both	the	brisk	stepping	carrier	of	a	briefcase	and	the	mother	with	the	packed	picnic	supper.	The	university	is	still	designed	for	such	men	and	their	homes	for	such	women.	Both	the
woman	in	the	station	wagon	and	I	with	the	infant	box	are	trying	to	"solve"	the	work-family	problem.	As	things	stand	now,	in	either	case	women	pay	a	cost.	The	housewife	pays	a	cost	by	remaining	outside	the	mainstream	of	social	life.	The	career	woman	pays	a	cost	by	entering	a	clockwork	of	careers	that	permits	little	time	or	emotional	energy	to	raise	a
family.	Her	career	permits	so	little	of	these	because	it	was	originally	designed	to	suit	a	traditional	man	whose	wife	raised	his	children.	In	this	arrangement	between	career	and	family,	the	family	was	the	welfare	agency	for	the	university	and	women	were	its	social	workers.	Now	women	are	working	in	such	institutions	without	benefit	of	the	social
worker.	As	I	repeatedly	heard	career	women	in	this	study	say,	"What	I	really	need	is	a	wife."	But	maybe	they	don't	need	"wives";	maybe	they	need	careers	basically	redesigned	to	suit	workers	who	also	care	for	families.	This	redesign	would	be	nothing	short	of	a	revolution,	first	in	the	home,	and	then	at	places	of	work—universities,	corporations,	banks,
and	factories.	In	increasing	numbers	women	have	gone	into	the	workforce,	but	few	have	gone	very	high	up	in	it.	This	is	not	because	women	cool	themselves	out	by	some	"auto-discrimination."	It	is	not	because	we	lack	"role	models."	Nor	is	it	simply	because	corporations	PREFACE	xiii	and	other	institutions	discriminate	against	women.	Rather,	the
career	system	inhibits	women,	not	so	much	by	malevolent	disobedience	to	good	rules	as	by	making	up	rules	to	suit	the	male	half	of	the	population	in	the	first	place.	One	reason	that	half	the	lawyers,	doctors,	business	people	are	not	women	is	because	men	do	not	share	the	raising	of	their	children	and	the	caring	for	their	homes.	Men	think	and	feel
within	structures	of	work	which	presume	they	don't	do	these	things.	Women	who	enter	these	traditional	structures	and	do	the	work	of	the	home,	too,	cant	compete	on	male	terms.	They	find	that	their	late	twenties	and	mid-thirties,	the	prime	childbearing	years,	are	also	a	peak	period	of	career	demands.	Seeing	that	the	game	is	devised	for	family-free
people,	some	women	lose	heart.	Rigid,	demanding	career	schedules	are	often	the	story	for	the	middle	classes.	But	working	class	men,	too,	live	by	work	schedules	that	often	make	equivalent	demands	on	them,	with	the	same	results	in	their	private	lives.	In	both	cases,	the	long	hours	men	devote	to	work	and	to	recovering	from	work	are	often	taken	from
the	untold	stories,	unthrown	balls,	and	uncuddled	children	left	behind	at	home.	Thus	to	look	at	the	system	of	work	is	to	look	at	half	the	problem.	The	other	half	occurs	at	home.	If	there	is	to	be	no	more	mother	with	the	picnic	basket,	who	is	to	take	her	place?	Will	the	new	working	woman	cram	it	all	in,	baby	and	office?	Will	the	office	take	precedence
over	the	baby?	Or	will	babies	appear	in	the	daily	lives,	if	not	the	offices,	of	male	colleagues	too?	What	will	men	and	women	allow	themselves	to	feel?	How	much	ambition	at	work?	How	much	empathy	for	children?	

How	much	dependence	on	a	spouse?	Five	years	after	David	was	born,	we	had	our	second	child,	Gabriel.	
My	husband,	Adam,	didn't	take	either	of	our	boys	to	his	office,	but	overall,	we	have	cared	for	them	equally,	and	he	cares	for	them	as	a	mother	would.	Among	our	close	friends,	fathers	do	the	same.	
But	ours	are	highly	unusual	circumstances—middle	class	jobs,flexiblework	schedules,	a	supportive	community.	These	spe-	xiv	PREFACE	cial	circumstances	make	women	like	me	and	my	friends	"lucky."	Some	women	colleagues	have	asked	me,	lids	lowered,	"I'll	bet	you	really	struggled	to	get	that."	But	the	truth	is	I	didnt.	I	was	"lucky."	Once	the
occupant	of	an	infant	box	in	my	office,	David	is	now	seventeen,	three	inches	taller	than	I,	and	close	to	being	a	college	student	like	those	who	used	to	wave	keys	in	front	of	him.	Do	working	mothers	have	more	help	from	working	fathers	than	they	did	when	David	was	a	baby?	Is	the	problem	being	resolved?	If	I	listen	to	what	my	students	are	telling	me
these	days,	and	what	some	women	colleagues	are	showing	me,	the	answer	is	no.	The	women	students	I	talk	with	dont	feel	optimistic	that	they	will	find	a	man	who	plans	to	share	the	work	at	home,	and	the	women	whose	husbands	fully	share	still	consider	themselves	"unusual,"	while	the	women	whose	husbands	don't,	consider	themselves	"normal."	I
began	to	think	about	this	matter	of	feeling	"lucky"	again	while	driving	home	from	my	interviews	'in	the	evening.	One	woman,	a	bank	clerk	and	mother	of	two	young	children,	who	did	nearly	everything	at	home,	ended	her	interview	as	many	women	did,	talking	about	how	lucky	she	felt.	She	woke	at	5:00	A.M.,	crammed	in	housework	before	she	set	off
for	work,	and	after	she	got	back,	asked	her	husband	for	help	here	and	there,	getting	very	little.	She	didnt	seem	lucky	to	me.	
Did	she	feel	lucky	because	her	husband	was	doing	more	than	the	"going	rate"	for	men	she	knew?	As	I	gradually	discovered,	husbands	almost	never	talked	of	feeling	"lucky"	that	their	wives	worked,	or	that	they	"did	a	lot"	or	"shared"	the	work	of	the	home.	They	didnt	talk	about	luck	at	all,	while	this	bank	clerk	and	I	seemed	to	be	part	of	a	long	invisible
parade	of	women,	one	feeling	a	little	"luckier"	than	the	other	because	their	man	did	a	bit	more	at	home.	But	if	women	who	have	an	equal	deal	feel	"lucky"	because	it	is	so	rare	and	precious	and	unusual	and	precarious	an	arrangement	to	have—if	all	of	us	who	have	some	small	shard	of	help	are	feeling	"lucky"—maybe	something	is	fundamentally	wrong
with	the	usual	male	outlook	on	the	home,	and	with	the	cultural	world	of	work	that	helps	create	and	reinforce	it.	PREFACE	xv	But	if	sharing	work	at	home,	as	I	shall	argue,	is	vitally	linked	to	marital	harmony,	should	something	so	important	hinge	on	luck?	Wouldn't	it	be	far	better	if	ordinary	men	and	women	lived	in	"lucky"	structures	of	work	and
believed	in	ideas	about	men	and	women	that	brought	that	"luck"	about?	Nearly	all	my	women	students	want	to	have	full-time	jobs	and	rear	children.	How	will	this	work	out?	
Sometimes	I	ask	women	students,	"Do	you	ever	talk	with	your	boyfriends	about	sharing	child	care	and	housework?"	Often	they	reply	with	a	vague	"Not	really."	I	don't	believe	these	lively,	inquiring	eighteen-	to	twentytwo-year-old	students	haven't	thought	about	the	problem.	
I	believe	they	are	afraid	of	it.	And	since	they	think	of	it	as	a	"private"	problem,	each	also	feels	alone.	At	twenty-two,	they	feel	they	have	time.	But	in	a	short	ten	years,	many	are	likely	to	fall	into	a	life	like	that	of	my	harried	bank	clerk.	I	have	explored	th$	inner	lives	of	two-job	families	in	the	faith	that	taking	a	very	close	look	now	can	help	these	young
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left	a	note	on	my	desk	under	the	tea	mug,	with	a	small	white	bow	attached,	which	said,	"Congratulations	for	finishing,	Mom."	No	mother	could	ask	for	more.	Introduction	to	the	Penguin	Edition	After	The	Second	Shift	originally	appeared	in	1989,	an	earthquake	hit	the	San	Francisco	Bay	Area	where	we	live.	My	birthday	followed	soon	afterward.	My
husband,	who	is	both	a	journalist	and	an	irrepressible	practical	joker,	surprised	me	by	writing	and	printing	a	mock	edition	of	the	scandal-laden	National	Enquirer,	A	banner	headline	read	HOCHSCHILD	BLAMED	FOR	FRISCO	QUAKE!	ANGRY	SEISMOLOGISTS	ACCUSE	BERKELEY	PROF.	Another	story	read,	UFOS	CAN	DO	HOUSEWORK,
ASTONISHING	NEW	SOLUTION,	BUT	PROF.	
DENIES	ALL.	And	in	small	print	at	the	very	top	of	the	page,	soc	PROF	S	HUBBY	TELLS	ALL:	"SHE	WONT	LET	ME	LIFT	A	FINGER	IN	THE	KITCHEN!"	You	cant	always	believe	what	you	read	in	The	National	Enquirer,	of	course.	But	the	book	did	shake	up	readers	because	it	described	the	powerful	impact	of	a	real	earthquake—the	massive	influx	of
women	into	paid	work—on	marriage.	
Women	changed	rapidly	but	the	jobs.they	went	out	to	and	the	men	they	came	home	to	have	not	changed—or	not	so	much.	So	marriage	has	become	a	shock	absorber	of	tensions	borne	by	this	"stalled	revolution."	In	a	society	marked	by	individualism	it	is	common	to	interpret	societal	contradictions	as	matters,	of	clashing	personality	("He's	so	selfish,"
"She's	so	anxious")	and	trivial	issues	("What's	an	unwashed	dish?").	But	when	millions	of	couples	are	having	similar	conversations	over	who	does	what	at	home,	it	can	help	to	understand	just	what's	going	on	outside	marriage	that's	affecting	what	xxii	INTRODUCTION	goes	on	inside	it.	Without	that	understanding,	we	can	simply	continue	to	adjust	to
strains	of	a	stalled	revolution,	take	them	as	"normal,"	and	wonder	why	its	so	hard	these	days	to	make	a	marriage	work.	After	The	Second	Shift	was	published,	I	talked	informally	to	many	readers	and	in	the	1990s	conducted	interviews	with	more	working	couples	at	a	Fortune	500	company	for	The	Time	Bind,	the	following	book.	Based	on	these	talks	I
began	to	conclude	that	the	basic	dilemma—how	to	divide	the	work	of	raising	a	family	and	making	a	home—remains,	that	people	s	ways	of	addressing	it	are	extraordinarily	various,	but	that,	in	addition,	the	basic	contours	of	this	dilemma	are	now	undergoing	a	subtle	but	important	change.	Among	the	variety	of	responses	I	encountered,	one	reader,
Shawn	Dickinson	Finley,	wrote	a	poem	about	one	finding	in	this	book,	for	The	Dallas	Morning	News:	Weekends	come.	Td	like	to	relax.	But	hes	tired	of	work	and	needs	to	crash.	So	take	care	of	everything,	would	you	dear?	While	he	watches	TV	and	drinks	lots	of	beer.	
At	last	Tm	through—I	m	finally	done.	So	good	night.	I	have	to	run	And	hit	the	pillow	and	dream	a	dream,	Of	the	18	percent	who	help	to	clean.	In	New	York,	an	imaginative	bride	and	groom	made	up	marriage	vows	designed	to	avoid	Finleys	dilemma.	"I	vow	to	cook	dinners	for	Dhora,"	the	groom	said,	before	a	stunned	and	delighted	gathering	of	family
and	friends.	And	with	a	twinkle,	the	bride	replied,	"And	I	promise	to	eat	what	Oran	cooks."	Other	couples	had	become	more	seriously	locked	in	an	anguished	struggle,	not	for	time	to	relax	but	for	time	to	work.	One	young	Latino	father	of	a	two-year-old	child	explained,	"My	wife	and	I	both	work	at	low-paying	jobs	we	love	and	believe	in.	[He
INTRODUCTION	xxiii	worked	for	a	human	rights	organization	and	she	worked	for	an	environmental	group.]	And	we	cant	afford	a	maid.	We	love	Julio	but	he's	two	and	he's	a	handful.	I	do	a	lot	with	him,	which	I	love.	[Here	his	voice	was	soft,	and	slow.]	But	its	tough	because	my	wife	and	I	have	no	time	for	a	marriage.	It	makes	me	think	the	unthinkable
[Here	his	voice	quavered.]:	should	we	have	had	Julio?"	It	made	me	uneasy	to	discover,	too,	a	few	marital	struggles	in	which	my	book	was	used	as	ammunition.	One	working	mother	left	xeroxed	pages	from	the	chapter	on	Nancy	and	Evan	Holt	on	her	refrigerator	door.	When	her	husband	failed	to	notice,	she	placed	the	pages	on	the	pillow	of	their	bed.
As	she	recounted,	"He	finally	read	about	how	Nancy	Holt	did	all	the	housework	and	child	care	and	expressed	her	resentment	for	doing	so	by	excluding	her	husband	from	the	love	nest	she	made	for	herself	and	their	child.	The	parallels	began	to	hit	him	the	way	they	had	me."	I	was	sad	to	learn	about	what	some	people	imagined	as	solutions	to	their
struggles.	One	woman	declared,	with	straightened	shoulders	and	hands	on	hips,	"The	house	is	a	mess.	Its	a	pit.	
That's	my	solution."	Another	woman	proudly	responded	to	her	husband's	refusal	to	help	at	home	by	making	meals	for	herself	but	not	for	him.	Through	clenched	jaws,	yet	another	woman	described	building	second-shift	requirements	into	her	prenuptial	agreement.	
If	women	are	that	upset	and	that	armed,	I	wonder	if	these	apparent	"solutions"	haven't	become	yet	another	problem.	I	wonder	whether	a	deeper	solution	to	the	problem	of	the	second	shift	doesn't	require	a	rollback	of	national	work	hours,	paid	parental	leave,	family-friendly	workplace	policies	that	people	actually	use,	and	a	major	cultural	shift—a
"second"	shift	toward	value	on	care.	
N	E	W	TRENDS	In	some	ways,	a	combination	of	social	trends	is	actually	moving	us	farther	away	from	a	solution,	while	a	change	in	male	attitude	seems	at	the	same	time	to	be	moving	us	forward—until	recently.	xxiv	INTRODUCTION	Since	this	book	first	appeared,	the	proportion	of	couples	who	work	two	jobs	has	increased.	At	the	same	time,	the
workweek	has	lengthened	and	the	issue	of	family-friendly	policies	continues	to	be	absent	from	the	national,	and	to	some	extent	the	corporate,	agenda.	In	1975,	47	percent	of	all	American	mothers	with	children	under	age	eighteen	worked	for	pay,	and	by	2000,	the	rate	had	risen	to	73	percent.	This	upward	trend	applied	to	mothers	of	children	age	six
and	under	as	well:	in	1990,	49	percent	of	married	mothers	with	children	six	and	under	were	in	the	labor	force,	while	in	2001	the	percentage	had	risen	to	63	percent,	and	for	single	mothers,	it	was	a	bit	more—from	49	percent	to	70	percent.	But	the	most	remarkable	change	in	the	last	decade	has	been	in	the	growing	proportion	of	working	mothers	with
very	small	children.	In	1975,	34	percent	of	mothers	of	children	age	three	and	under	were	doing	paid	work,	and	in	2000,	this	had	risen	to	61	percent.	Mothers	of	children	age	one	and	under	who	were	in	the	labor	force	also	rose	from	31	percent	in	1975	to	58	percent	in	2000.	And	for	those	mothers	of	three-	and	one-year-olds	who	do	work,	two	thirds	do
so	full	time.1	The	Bureau	of	Labor	Statistics	hasn't	tracked	fathers	of	three-	and	one-year-olds	the	way	it	tracks	mothers.	And	the	male	employment	rate	has	been	slowly	dropping	over	the	last	thirty	years,	but	for	older	men,	not	young	dads	in	their	twenties	and	thirties.	So	young	parents	are	facing	a	real	challenge,	especially	when	they	have	to	look
after	both	small	children	and	elderly	parents.	And	it's	not	as	if	the	wife's	salary	is	totally	optional;	these	days	both	his	salary	and	hers	just	about	total	what	a	man's	salary	used	to	bring	in	when	it	was	based	on	union	wages	in	a	robust	manu^OOl	Statistical	Abstracts	Table	No.	578:	Labor	Force	Participation	Roles	for	Wives,	Husbands	Present	by	Age	of
Own	Youngest	Child	1975	to	2000.	
Bureau	of	Labor	Statistics,	U.S.	Department	of	Labor,	Table	6:	Employment	Status	of	Mothers	with	Own	Children	Under	3	Years	Old	by	Single	Year	of	Youngest	Child	and	Marital	Status,	2001-01	annual	averages.	INTRODUCTION	xxv	facturing	sector.	
In	a	sense,	women's	work	is	a	way	the	family	has	absorbed	the	deindustrialization	of	America	and	the	decline	in	mens	wages.	And	to	make	matters	worse,	through	the	1990s,	the	number	of	hours	worked	rose.2	According	to	a	recent	International	Labor	Organization	report	on	work	hours	over	the	last	decade,	Americans	now	put	in	two	weeks	longer	at
work	each	year	than	their	counterparts	in	Japan,	the	vaunted	workaholism	capital	of	the	world.	While	German	working	families	enjoy	a	month-long	paid	vacation,	Americans	average	sixteen	days,	and	a	quarter	of	Americans	take	no	vacation	at	all.3	Even	when	working	parents	try	hard	to	hold	the	line	on	work,	the	work	world	itself	seems	to	be
expanding.	As	one	legal	secretary	and	single	mother	of	two	explained,	"I've	worked	half	time	at	this	company	for	ten	years.	But	what	counted	as	part-time	ten	years	ago	was	20	hours.	
Today	I'm	lucky	if	I	can	get	away	with	30.	I	figure	I	might	as	well	get	paid	full	time."	At	the	same	time,	what	we	might	call	a	couple	s	fall-back	system	is	now	subject	to	geographic	chance	and	national	neglect.	Many	couples	do	enjoy	close	ties	to	nearby	relatives	and	neighbors,	but	then	an	aunt	who	might	have	been	counted	on	thirty	years	ago	to	watch
a	child	after	school	may	tKese	days	be	working	2	According	to	the	University	of	Michigan	study,	men's	hours	of	paid	work	rose	from	39.7	hours	a	week	in	1990	to	44.5	hours	in	1995.	For	women	(and	this	is.working	well	as	non-working	women,	so	average	hours	are	lower	than	they	would	be	for	just	working	women),	hours	of	paid	work	rose	from	24	in
1990	to	27	in	1995.	(See	Time	Use	Diary	and	Direct	Reports,	by	F.	Thomas	Juster,	Hiromi	Ono,	and	Frank	P.	Stafford	(Institute	for	Social	Research,	University	of	Michigan,	unpublished	report.	Tables	9	and	10,	pp.	
39-49.)	Also	see	Families	and	the	Labor	Market,	1969-1999:	Analyzing	the	Time	Crunch,	May	1999,	Report	by	the	Council	of	Economic	Advisors,	Washington,	D.C.	Also	according	to	a	2000	report,	46	percent	of	workers	work	41	hours	or	longer	and	18	percent	work	51	hours	or	longer.	(See	the	Center	for	Survey	Research	and	Analysis,	University	of
Connecticut,	"2000	Report	on	U.S.	Working	Time.")	3	Blue-collar	workers	in	American	small	firms—where	union	membership	is	low—	average	seven	days	of	paid	vacation	a	year,	and	clerical	and	sales	workers,	nine.	
xxvi	INTRODUCTION	herself	And	our	national	policies	don't	make	up	for	this.	The	long	paid	parental	leave	that	is	part	of	national	custom	in	such	countries	as	Norway,	Sweden,	Denmark,	Finland,	and	Iceland—52	weeks	paid	leave	at	80	percent	salary	for	a	new	mother	or	father	in	Norway,	for	example—is	not	yet	thinkable	in	the	U.S.	Given	the
increasing	numbers	of	working	moms,	the	longer	hours,	and	the	absence	of	outside	support,	it	is	small	wonder	that	the	second	shift	remains	a	marital	flash	point	today.	How	M	E	N	FEEL	A	B	O	U	T	THE	SECOND	S	H	I	F	T	But	something	else	is	new	as	well—a	new	double-bind	for	men.	On	one	hand,	over	the	last	quarter	century,	men	have	been	urged
to	become	the	"new	American	man'—a	lovingly	involved	father,	a	considerate	husband	who	shares	chores	with	his	working	wife,	and	a	major	family	breadwinner	as	well.	And	many	men	have	come	forward	to	take	a	more	active	role	in	the	home	and	join	the	ranks	of	men	such	as	those	I	describe	in	Chapter	12.	At	the	same	time,	through	no	ones
intention,	certain	other	trends	threaten	to	inhibit	mens	embrace	of	an	active	role	at	home.	For	one	thing,	as	I	mentioned,	blue-collar	men	have	suffered	a	huge	loss	of	well-paid	unionized	jobs—a	decline	in	the	manufacturing	sector	accompanied	by	a	rise	in	lower-paid	so-called	"female"	jobs	in	the	service	sector,	jobs	such	as	day-care	workers,	elder-
care	attendants,	or	nurses'	aides.	So	average	men	have	suffered	an	economic	decline	relative	to	women.	At	the	same	time,	average	men	have	also	suffered	an	unexpected	challenge	from	other	men—at	the	top	of	the	class	ladder.	Indeed,	the	gap	between	the	top	and	bottom	of	the	class	ladder	has	widened	into	an	enormous	chasm,	so	that	fewer	and
fewer	men—or	women—are	in	the	middle.	In	his	essay,	"The	End	of	Middle-Class	America	(and	the	Triumph	of	the	Plutocrats),"	Paul	Krugman	argues	that	in	this	period,	the	"average"	American	family—and	with	it	the	average	man—has	disappeared.	Today,	the	13,000	richest	INTRODUCTION	xxvii	families	in	America	have	almost	as	much	income	as
the	20	million	poorest.4	This	new	plutocracy,	as	Krugman	calls	it,	is	now	touting	its	own	lifestyle	to	anyone	below	it.	As	part	of	that	lifestyle,	the	rich	can	outsource	virtually	all	domestic	tasks	to	a	raft	of	serviceproviders—nannies,	maids,	personal	assistants,	chauffeurs,	catering	services,	and	the	like.	With	the	influx	of	legal	and	undocumented
immigrants	from	Third	World	countries	eager	to	take	up	such	jobs,	outsourcing	is	becoming	available	to	many	less	well-off	families	as	well.	While	most	of	us	cant	afford	to	outsource	basic	family	tasks,	this	"over-class"	is	spreading	a	new	ideal,	and	posing	a	new	moral	question	to	men	of	ordinary	means.	What	does	it	mean	to	me	as	a	man	to	care	for	a
child?	To	take	out	the	garbage?	To	do	the	laundry?	We	can	learn	a	great	deal	from	the	male	experience	at	parks.	Fifteen	years	ago,	a	thirty-two-year-old	male	computer	technician	recounted	an	experience	of	taking	his	two-year-old	daughter	to	the	tot	lot	in	a	nearby	public	park.	First	he	sat	down	on	a	bench	by	a	sandbox,	then	climbed	into	it	with	his
daughter,	to	help	her	fill	her	plastic	bucket	with	sand.	But	looking	around	he	became	acutely	embarrassed	to	notice	himself	being	watched	by	a	half	dozen	stay-at-home	mothers	sitting	on	a	bench	in	the	park.	
"They	must	think	I'm	a	loser	to	be	out	here	at	2:00	P.M.	in	the	afternoon,"	he	thought.	He	didn't	feel	like	the	new	man.	He	felt	like	a	failed	man.	More	recently	I	interviewed	a	man	who	took	his	small	son	out	to	the	tot	lot	of	a	public	park	too,	and	there	discovered	himself	to	be	sitting	not	among	stay-at-home	moms	but	among	paid	nannies	from
Nicaragua,	Mexico,	and	the	Philippines.	He	too	felt	embarrassed,	but	also	confused.	On	one	hand	he	felt,	"I'm	being	the	active	father	I	want	to	be."	On	the	other	hand,	he	also	had	a	sinking	feeling:	"I'm	a	man	doing	work	even	middle-	and	upper-class	women	are	getting	out	of."	4	Paul	Krugman,	"The	End	of	Middle-Class	America	(and	the	Triumph	of
the	Plutocrats),"	The	New	York	Times	Magazine,	October	20,	2002,	pp.	62-142.	



xxviii	INTRODUCTION	More	than	ever,	the	cultural	meanings	of	the	second	shift	for	men	are	up	for	grabs.	And	that	may	be	showing	up	in	a	2001	study	by	Thomas	Juster	and	his	co-researchers	at	the	University	of	Michigan.	This	nationwide	study	focuses	on	housework,	not	on	child	care,	and,	unlike	this	book,	it	includes	in	it	women	who	don't	do	paid
work	along	with	those	who	do.	Still,	comparing	men	and	women	interviewed	in	1969	with	those	interviewed	in	1999,	Juster	and	his.	co-workers	found	that	men	were	doing	some	more	housework	(262	hours	a	year	more)	and	women	were	doing	much	less	(783	hours	a	year	less).	As	a	result,	the	housework	gap	between	men	and	women	has	narrowed	by
1045	hours	a	year.	Even	so,	a	gender	gap	remained	in	hours	put	in	at	home	of	675	hours	annually	or	12.9	hours	a	week.	But	the	researchers	discovered	that,	starting	in	1994,	men	had	started	to	do	less	housework	again.	In	1994,	men	averaged	8.2	hours	a	week,	and	in	1999,	7.1.	5	Is	the	pendulum	swinging	back?	
If	men	are	doing	less	housework,	will	they	become	less	active	with	their	children	as	well?	Are	some	women	hiring	other	women	to	do	the	work	at	home	instead	of	sharing	it	with	men?	
These	questions	raise	a	more	basic	question	too.	Are	the	smallest	acts	of	care—	sewing	a	Halloween	costume,	reading	a	story	to	a	child,	visiting	an	elderly	relative,	taking	out	the	garbage,	even	thinking	up	a	practical	joke	instead	of	placing	a	three	minute	order	of	flowers	over	the	Internet—what	we	get	out	of	the	way	in	order	to	really	live	life?	Or	are
these	acts	part	of	what	life	is	all	about?	That's	really	what	this	book	is	about.	^According	to	the	University	of	Michigan	study,	mens	hours	of	paid	work	rose	from	39.7	hours	a	week	in	1990	to	44.5	hours	in	1995.	For	women	(and	this	is	working	and	well	as	non-working	women,	so	average	hours	are	lower	than	they	would	be	for	just	working	women)
hours	of	paid	work	rose	from	24	in	1990	to	27	in	1995.	(See	Time	Use:	Diary	and	Direct	Reports,	by	F.	Thomas	Juster,	Hiromi	Ono,	and	Frank	P.	Stafford	(Institute	for	Social	Research,	University	of	Michigan,	unpublished	report.	
Tables	9	and	10,	pp.	39-49).	THF	SECOND	SHIFT	CHAPTER	1	A	Speed-up	in	the	Family	S	HE	is	not	the	same	woman	in	each	magazine	advertisement,	but	she	is	the	same	idea.	She	has	that	working-mother	look	as	she	strides	forward,	briefcase	in	one	hand,	smiling	child	in	the	other.	
Literally	and	figuratively,	she	is	moving	ahead.	Her	hair,	if	long,	tosses	behind	her;	if	it	is	short,	it	sweeps	back	at	the	sides,	suggesting	mobility	and	progress.	There	is	nothing	shy	or	passive	about	her.	She	is	confident,	active,	"liberated."	She	wears	a	dark	tailored	suit,	but	with	a	silk	bow	or	colorful	frill	that	says,	"I'm	really	feminine	underneath."	She
has	made	it	in	a	mans	world	without	sacrificing	her	femininity.	And	she	has	done	this	on	her	own.	By	some	personal	miracle,	this	image	suggests,	she	has	managed	to	combine	what	150	years	of	industrialization	have	split	wide	apart—child	and	job,	frill	and	suit,	female	culture	and	male.	When	I	showed	a	photograph	of	a	supermom	like	this	to	the
working	mothers	I	talked	to	in	the	course	of	researching	this	book,	many	responded	with	an	outright	laugh.	One	day-care	worker	and	mother	of	two,	ages	three	and	five,	threw	back	her	head:	"Ha!	They've	got	to	be	kidding	about	her.	Look	at	me,	hair	a	mess,	nails	jagged,	twenty	pounds	overweight.	
Mornings,	I'm	getting	my	kids	dressed,	the	dog	fed,	the	lunches	made,	the	shopping	list	done.	That	lady's	got	a	maid."	Even	working	mothers	who	did	have	maids	couldn't	imagine	combining	work	and	family	in	such	a	carefree	way:	"Do	you	know	what	a	baby	does	to	your	life,	the	two	2	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	o'clock	feedings,	the	four	o'clock	feedings?"
Another	mother	of	two	said:	"They	don't	show	it,	but	she's	whistling"—she	imitated	a	whistling	woman,	eyes	to	the	sky—"so	she	can't	hear	the	din."	They	envied	the	apparent	ease	of	the	woman	with	the	flying	hair,	but	she	didn't	remind	them	of	anyone	they	knew.	The	women	I	interviewed—lawyers,	corporate	executives,	word	processors,	garment
pattern	cutters,	day-care	workers—and	most	of	their	husbands,	too—felt	differently	about	some	issues:	how	right	it	is	for	a	mother	of	young	children	to	work	a	full-time	job,	or	how	much	a	husband	should	be	responsible	for	the	home.	But	they	all	agreed	that	it	was	hard	to	work	two	full-time	jobs	and	(	raise	young	children.	How	well	do	couples	do	it?
The	more	women	work	outside	the	home,	the	more	central	this	question.	The	number	of	women	in	paid	work	has	risen	steadily	since	before	the	turn	of	the	century,	but	since	1950	the	rise	has	been	staggering.	In	1950,	30	percent	of	American	women	were	in	the	labor	force;	by	2002,	that	had	doubled	to	60	percent.	Over	two-thirds	of	mothers,	married
or	single,	now	work;	in	fact	more	mothers	than	non-mothers	are	in	the	workforce.	Women	now	make	up	47	percent	of	the	labor	force	and	two-job	marriages	now	make	up	63	percent	of	all	marriages	with	children.	But	the	biggest	rise	by	far	has	been	among	mothers	with	small	children.	
In	1975,	45	percent	of	mothers	with	a	youngest	child	between	ages	three	and	five	were	in	the	labor	force;	by	2000,	72	percent	of	such	mothers	were	doing	paid	work.	In	1975,	34	percent	of	mothers	with	children	three	and	under	were	in	the	labor	force,	by	2000	that	had	risen	to	61	percent.	And	it	was	the	same	story	for	mothers	of	children	age	one
and	under;	that	rate	rose	from	31	percent	in	1976	to	58	percent	in	2000.	Since	more	mothers	of	small	children	are	now	in	the	labor	force,	we	might	expect	more	to	work	part	time.	Instead,	of	all	the	mothers	of	children	three	and	under	who	worked	in	1990	and	in	2001,	69	percent	worked	full	time.	And	of	all	the	moms	of	chil-	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	3
dren	one	and	under	who	worked	in	1994,	66	percent	worked	full	time;	in	2001,	that	number	had	risen	to	68	percent.1	If	more	mothers	of	young	children	are	stepping	into	full-time	jobs	outside	the	home,	and	if	most	couples	cant	afford	household	help,	how	much	more	are	fathers	doing	at	home?	As	I	began	exploring	this	question	I	found	many	studies
on	the	hours	working	men	and	women	devote	to	housework	and	child	care.	One	national	random	sample	of	1,243	working	parents	in	forty-four	American	cities,	conducted	in	1965-66	by	Alexander	Szalai	and	his	coworkers,	for	example,	found	that	working	women	averaged	three	hours	a	day	on	housework	while	men	averaged	17	minutes;	women	spent
fifty	minutes	a	day	of	time	exclusively	with	their	children;	men	spent	twelve	minutes.	On	the	other	side	of	the	coin,	working	fathers	watched	television	an	hour	longer	than	their	working	wives,	and	slept	a	half	hour	longer	each	night.	A	comparison	of	this	American	sample	with	eleven	other	industrial	countries	in	Eastern	and	Western	Europe	revealed
the	same	difference	between	working	women	and	working	men	in	those	countries	as	well.2	In	a	1983	study	of	white	middle-class	families	in	greater	Boston,	Grace	Baruch	and	R.	C.	Barnett	found	that	working	men	married	to	working	women	spent	only	three-quarters	of	an	hour	longer	each	week	with	their	kindergarten-aged	children	than	did	men
married	to	housewives.3	Szalai	s	landmark	study	documented	the	now	familiar	but	still	alarming	story	of	the	working	woman's	"double	day,"	but	it	left	me	wondering	how	men	and	women	actually	felt	about	all	this.	
He	and	his	coworkers	studied	how	people	used	time,	but	not,	say,	how	a	father	felt	about	his	twelve	minutes	with	his	child,	or	how	his	wife	felt	about	it.	Szalai's	study	revealed	the	visible	surface	of	what	I	discovered	to	be	a	set	of	deeply	emotional	issues:	What	should	a	man	and	woman	contribute	to	the	family?	How	appreciated	does	each	feel?	How
does	each	respond	to	subtle	changes	in	the	balance	of	marital	power?	How	does	each	develop	an	unconscious	"gender	4	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	strategy"	for	coping	with	the	work	at	home,	with	marriage,	and,	indeed,	with	life	itself?	These	were	the	underlying	issues.	But	I	began	with	the	measurable	issue	of	time.	Adding	together	the	time	it	takes	to	do
a	paid	job	and	to	do	housework	and	child	care,	I	averaged	estimates	from	the	major	studies	on	time	use	done	in	the	1960s	and	1970s,	and	discovered	that	women	worked	roughly	fifteen	hours	longer	each	week	than	men.	
Over	a	year,	they	worked	an	extra	month	of	twenty-four-hour	days.	
Over	a	dozen	years,	it	was	an	extra	year	of	twenty-four-hour	days.	Most	women	without	children	spend	much	more	time	than	men	on	housework;	with	children,	they	devote	more	time	to	both	housework	and	child	care.	Just	as	there	is	a	wage	gap	between	men	and	women	in	the	workplace,	there	is	a	"leisure	gap"	between	them	at	home.	Most	women
work	one	shift	at	the	office	or	factory	and	a	"second	shift"	at	home.	Studies	show	that	working	mothers	have	higher	self-esteem	and	get	less	depressed	than	housewives,	but	compared	to	their	husbands,	they're	more	tired	and	get	sick	more	often.	In	Peggy	Thoitss	1985	analysis	of	two	large-scale	surveys,	each	of	about	a	thousand	men	and	women,
people	were	asked	how	often	in	the	preceding	week	they'd	experienced	each	of	twenty-three	symptoms	of	anxiety	(such	as	dizziness	or	hallucinations).	According	to	the	researchers'	criteria,	working	mothers	were	more	likely	than	any	other	group	to	be	"anxious."	In	light	of	these	studies,	the	image	of	the	woman	with	the	flying	hair	seems	like	an
upbeat	"cover"	for	a	grim	reality,	like	those	pictures	of	Soviet	tractor	drivers	smiling	radiantly	into	the	distance	as	they	think	about	the	ten-year	plan.	The	Szalai	study	was	conducted	in	1965-66.1	wanted	to	know	whether	the	leisure	gap	he	found	in	1965	persists,	or	whether	it	has	disappeared.	Since	most	married	couples	work	two	jobs,	since	more
will	in	the	future,	since	most	wives	in	these	couples	work	the	extra	month	a	year,	I	wanted	to	understand	what	the	wife's	extra	month	a	year	meant	for	each	person,	and	what	it	does	for	love	and	marriage	in	an	age	of	high	divorce.	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	M	Y	RESEARCH	With	my	research	associates	Anne'	Machung	and	Elaine	Kaplan,	I	interviewed	fifty
couples	very	intensively,	and	I	observed	in	a	dozen	homes.	We	first	began	interviewing	artisans,	students,	and	professionals	in	Berkeley,	California,	in	the	late	1970s.	This	was	at	the	height	of	the	women's	movement,	and	many	of	these	couples	were	earnestly	and	self-consciously	struggling	to	modernize	the	ground	rules	of	their	marriages.	Enjoying
flexible	job	schedules	and	intense	cultural	support	to	do	so,	many	succeeded.	Since	their	circumstances	were	unusual	they	became	our	"comparison	group"	as	we	sought	other	couples	more	typical	of	mainstream	America.	In	1980	we	located	more	typical	couples	by	sending	a	questionnaire	on	work	and	family	life	to	every	thirteenth	name—from	top	to
bottom—of	the	personnel	roster	of	a	large,	urban	manufacturing	company.	At	the	end	of	the	questionnaire,	we	asked	members	of	working	couples	raising	children	under	age	six	and	working	fulltime	jobs	if	they	would	be	willing	to	talk	to	us	in	greater	depth.	Interviewed	from	1980	through	1988,	these	couples,	their	neighbors	and	friends,	their
children's	teachers,	day-care	workers	and	baby-sitters,	form	the	heart	of	this	book.	When	we	called	them,	a	number	of	baby-sitters	replied	as	one	woman	did:	"You're	interviewing	us?	Good.	We're	human	too."	Or	another,	"I'm	glad	you	consider	what	we	do	work.	
A	lot	of	people	don't."	As	it	turned	out,	many	day-care	workers	were	themselves	juggling	two	jobs	and	small	children,	and	so	we	talked	to	them	about	that,	too.	We	also	talked	with	other	men	and	women	who	were	not	part	of	two-job	couples,	divorced	parents	who	were	war-weary	veterans	of	two-job	marriages,	and	traditional	couples,	to	see	how	much
of	the	strain	we	were	seeing	was	unique	to	two-job	couples.	I	also	watched	daily	life	in	a	dozen	homes	during	a	weekday	evening,	during	the	weekend,	and	during	the	months	that	followed,	when	I	was	invited	on	outings,	to	dinner,	or	just	to	talk.	I	6	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	found	myself	waiting	on	the	front	doorstep	as	weary	parents	and	hungry	children
tumbled	out	of	the	family	car.	
I	shopped	v/ith	them,	visited	friends,	watched	television,	ate	with	them,	walked	through	parks,	and	came	along	when	they	dropped	their	children	at	day-care,	often	staying	on	at	the	baby-sitter's	house	after	parents	waved	good-bye.	In	their	homes,	I	sat	on	the	living-room	floor	and	drew	pictures	and	played	house	with	the	children.	I	watched	as	parents
gave	them	baths,	read	bedtime	stories,	and	said	good	night.	Most	couples	tried	to	bring	me	into	the	family	scene,	inviting	me	to	eat	with	them	and	talk.	I	responded	if	they	spoke	to	me,	from	time	to	time	asked	questions,	but	I	rarely	initiated	conversations.	I	tried	to	become	as	unobtrusive	as	a	family	dog.	Often	I	would	base	myself	in	the	living	room,
quietly	taking	notes.	Sometimes	I	would	follow	a	wife	upstairs	or	down,	accompany	a	child	on	her	way	out	to	"help	Dad"	fix	the	car,	or	watch	television	with	the	other	watchers.	Sometimes	I	would	break	out	of	my	peculiar	role	to	join	in	the	jokes	they	often	made	about	acting	like	the	"model"	two-job	couple.	Or	perhaps	the	joking	was	a	subtle	part	of
my	role,	to	put	them	at	ease	so	they	could	act	more	naturally.	For	a	period	of	two	to	five	years,	I	phoned	or	visited	these	couples	to	keep	in	touch	even	as	I	moved	on	to	study	the	daily	lives	of	.other	working	couples—black,	Ghicano,	white—from	every	social	class	and	walk	of	life.	I	asked	who	did	how	much	of	a	wide	variety	of	household	tasks.	I	asked
who	cooks.	Vacuums?	Makes	the	beds?	Sews?	Cares	for	plants?	Sends	Christmas	or	Hanukkah	cards?	I	also	asked:	Who	washes	the	car?	Repairs	household	appliances?	Does	the	taxes?	Tends	the	yard?	I	asked	who	did	most	household	planning,	who	noticed	such	things	as	when	a	child's	fingernails	need	clipping,	cared	more	how	the	house	looked	or
about	the	change	in	a	child's	mood.	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	7	INSIDE	THE	EXTRA	M	O	N	T	H	A	YEAR	The	women	I	interviewed	seemed	to	be	far	more	deeply	torn	between	the	demands	of	work	and	family	than	were	their	husbands.	They	talked	with	more	animation	and	at	greater	length	than	their	husbands	about	the	abiding	conflict	between	them.
Busy	as	they	were,	women	more	often	brightened	at	the	idea	of	yet	another	interviewing	session.	They	felt	the	second	shift	was	their	issue	and	most	of	their	husbands	agreed.	When	I	telephoned	one	husband	to	arrange	an	interview	with	him,	explaining	that	I	wanted	to	ask	him	about	how	he	managed	work	and	family	life,	he	replied	genially,	"Oh,	this
will	really	interest	my	wife."	It	was	a	woman	who	first	proposed	to	me	the	metaphor,	borrowed	from	industrial	life,	of	the	"second	shift."	She	strongly	resisted	the	idea	that	homemaking	was	a	"shift."	Her	family	was	her	life	and	she	didn't	want	it	reduced	to	a	job.	But	as	she	put	it,	"You're	on	duty	at	work.	You	come	home,	and	you're	on	duty.	Then	you
go	back	to	work	arid	you're	on	duty."	After	eight	hours	of	adjusting	insurance	claims,	she	came	home	to	put	on	the	rice	for	dinner,	care	for	her	children,	and	wash	laundry.	Despite	her	resistance,	her	home	Xifefelt	like	a	second	shift.	That	was	the	real	story	and	that	was	the	real	problem.	Men	who	shared	the	load	at	home	seemed	just	as	pressed	for
time	as	their	wives,	and	as	torn	between	the	demands	of	career	and	small	children,	as	the	stories	of	Michael	Sherman	and	Art	Winfield	will	show.	But	the	majority	of	men	did	not	share	the	load	at	home.	Some	refused	outright.	Others	refused	more	passively,	often	offering	a	loving	shoulder	to	lean	on,	an	understanding	ear	as	their	working	wife	faced
the	conflict	they	both	saw	as	hers.	At	first	it	seemed	to	me	that	the	problem	of	the	second	shift	was	hers.	But	I	came	to	realize	that	those	husbands	who	helped	very	little	at	home	were	often	indirectly	just	as	deeply	affected	as	their	wives	by	the	need	to	do	that	work,	through	the	resentment	their	wives	feel	toward	them,	and	through	their	need	to	steel
themselves	against	8	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	that	resentment.	Evan	Holt,	a	warehouse	furniture	salesman	described	in	Chapter	4,	did	very	little	housework	and	played	with	his	four-year-old	son,	Joey,	at	his	convenience.	Juggling	the	demands	of	work	with	family	at	first	seemed	a	problem	for	his	wife.	
But	Evan	himself	suffered	enormously	from	the	side	effects	of	"her"	problem.	His	wife	did	the	second	shift,	but	she	resented	it	keenly,	and	half-consciously	expressed	her	frustration	and	rage	by	losing	interest	in	sex	and	becoming	overly	absorbed	with	Joey.	
One	way	or	another,	most	men	I	talked	with	do	suffer	the	severe	repercussions	of	what	I	think	is	a	transitional	phase	in	American	family	life.	One	reason	women	took	a	deeper	interest	than	men	in	the	problems	of	juggling	work	with	family	life	is	that	even	when	husbands	happily	shared	the	hours	of	work,	their	wives	felt	more	responsible	for	home	and
children.	
More	women	kept	track	of	doctors'	appointments	and	arranged	for	playmates	to	come	over.	More	mothers	than	fathers	worried	about	the	tail	on	a	child's	Halloween	costume	or	a	birthday	present	for	a	school	friend.	
They	were	more	likely	to	think	about	their	children	while	at	work	and	to	check	in	by	phone	with	the	baby-sitter.	Partly	because	of	this,	more	women	felt	torn	between	one	sense	of	urgency	and	another,	between	the	need	to	soothe	a	child's	fear	of	being	left	at	day-care,	and	the	need	to	show	the	boss	she's	"serious"	at	work.	More	women	than	men
questioned	how	good	they	were	as	parents,	or	if	they	did	not,	they	questioned	why	they	weren't	questioning	it.	
More	often	than	men,	women	alternated	between	living	in	their	ambition	and	standing	apart	from	it.	As	masses	of	women	have	moved	into	the	economy,	families	have	been	hit	by	a	"speed-up"	in	work	and	family	life.	There	is	no	more	time	in	the	day	than	there	was	when	wives	stayed	home,	but	there	is	twice	as	much	to	get	done.	It	is	mainly	women
who	absorb	this	"speed-up."	Twenty	percent	of	the	men	in	my	study	shared	housework	equally.	Seventy	percent	of	men	did	a	substantial	amount	(less	than	half	but	more	than	a	third),	and	10	percent	did	less	than	a	third.	Even	when	couples	share	more	equitably	in	the	work	at	home,	women	do	two-thirds	of	the	daily	jobs	at	home,	THE	SECOND	SHIFT
9	like	cooking	and	cleaning	up—jobs	that	fix	them	into	a	rigid	routine.	
Most	women	cook	dinner	and	most	men	change	the	oil	in	the	family	car.	
But,	as	one	mother	pointed	out,	dinner	needs	to	be	prepared	every	evening	around	six	o'clock,	whereas	the	car	oil	needs	to	be	changed	every	six	months,	any	day	around	that	time,	any	time	that	day.	Women	do	more	child-care	than	men,	and	men	repair	more	household	appliances.	A	child	needs	to	be	tended	daily	while	the	repair	of	household
appliances	can	often	wait	"until	I	have	time."	Men	thus	have	more	control	over	when	they	make	their	contributions	than	women	do.	They	may	be	very	busy	with	family	chores	but,	like	the	executive	who	tells	his	secretary	to	"hold	my	calls,"	the	man	has	more	control	over	his	time.	
The	job	of	the	working	mother,	like	that	of	the	secretary,	is	usually	to	"take	the	calls."	Another	reason	women	may	feel	more	strained	than	men	is	that	women	more	often	do	two	things	at	once—for	example,	write	checks	and	return	phone	calls,	vacuum	and	keep	an	eye	on	a	threeyear-old,	fold	laundry	and	think	out	the	shopping	list.	Men	more	often
cook	dinner	or	take	a	child	to	the	park.	Indeed,	women	more	often	juggle	three	spheres—job,	children,	and	housework—while	most	men	juggle	two—job	and	children.	For	women,	two	activities	compete	with	their	time	with	children,	not	just	one.	Beyond	doing	more	at	home,	women	also	devote	proportionately	more	of	their	time	at	home	to	housework
and	proportionately	less	of	it	to	child-care.	Of	all	the	time	men	spend	working	at	home,	more	of	it	goes	to	child-care.	That	is,	working	wives	spend	relatively	more	time	"mothering	the	house";	husbands	spend	more	time	"mothering"	the	children.	Since	most	parents	prefer	to	tend	to	their	children	than	clean	house,	men	do	more	of	what	they	d	rather	do.
More	men	than	women	take	their	children	on	"fun"	outings	to	the	park,	the	zoo,	the	movies.	Women	spend	more	time	on	maintenance,	such	as	feeding	and	bathing	children,	enjoyable	activities	to	be	sure,	but	often	less	leisurely	or	"special"	than	going	to	the	zoo.	Men	also	do	fewer	of	the	"undesirable"	household	chores:	fewer	wash	toilets	and	scrub
the	bathroom.	10	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	As	a	result,	women	tend	to	talk	more	intently	about	being	overtired,	sick,	and	"emotionally	drained."	Many	women	I	could	not	tear	away	from	the	topic	of	sleep.	They	talked	about	how	much	they	could	"get	by	on"	.	
.	.	
six	and	a	half,	seven,	seven	and	a	half,	less,	more.	
They	talked	about	who	they	knew	who	needed	more	or	less.	Some	apologized	for	how	much	sleep	they	needed—"I'm	afraid	I	need	eight	hours	of	sleep"—as	if	eight	was	"too	much."	They	talked	about	the	effect	of	a	change	in	baby-sitter,	the	birth	of	a	second	child,	or	a	business	trip	on	their	child's	pattern	of	sleep.	They	talked	about	how	to	avoid	fully
waking	up	when	a	child	called	them	at	night,	and	how	to	get	back	to	sleep.	These	women	talked	about	sleep	the	way	a	hungry	person	talks	about	food.	All	in	all,	if	in	this	period	of	American	history,	the	two-job	family	is	suffering	from	a	speed-up	of	work	and	family	life,	working	mothers	are	its	primary	victims.	It	is	ironic,	then,	that	often	it	falls	to
women	to	be	the	"time	and	motion	expert"	of	family	life.	Watching	inside	homes,	I	noticed	it	was	often	the	mother	who	rushed	children,	saying,	"Hurry	up!	It's	time	to	go,"	"Finish	your	cereal	now,"	"You	can	do	that	later,"	"Lets	go!"	When	a	bath	was	crammed	into	a	slot	between	7:45	and	8:00	it	was	often	the	mother	who	called	out,	"Let's	see	who	can
take	their	bath	the	quickest!"	Often	a	younger	child	will	rush	out,	scurrying	to	be	first	in	bed,	while	the	older	and	wiser	one	stalls,	resistant,	sometimes	resentful:	"Mother	is	always	rushing	us."	Sadly	enough,	women	are	more	often	the	lightning	rods	for	family	aggressions	aroused	by	the	speed-up	of	work	and	family	life.	They	are	the	"villains"	in	a
process	of	which	they	are	also	the	primary	victims.	More	than	the	longer	hours,	the	sleeplessness,	and	feeling	torn,	this	is	the	saddest	cost	to	women	of	the	extra	month	a	year.	CHAPTER	Marriage	in	the	Stalled	Revolution	E	ACH	marriage	bears	the	footprints	of	economic	and	cultural	trends	which	originate	far	outside	marriage.	A	rise	in	inflation
which	erodes	the	earning	power	of	the	male	wage,	an	expanding	service	sector	which	opens	up	jobs	for	women,	new	cultural	images—like	the	woman	with	the	flying	hair—that	make	the	working	mother	seem	exciting,	all	these	changes	do	not	simply	go	on	around	marriage.	They	occur	within	marriage,	and	transform	it.	Problems	between	husbands
and	wives,	problems	which	seem	"individual"	and	"marital,"	are	often	individual	experiences	of	powerful	economic	and	cultural	shock	waves	that	are	not	caused	by	one	person	or	two.	Quarrels	that	erupt,	as	we'll	see,	between	Nancy	and	Evan	Holt,	Jessica	and	Seth	Stein,	and	Anita	and	Ray	Judson	result	mainly	from	a	friction	between	faster-changing
women	and	slower-changing	men,	rates	of	change	which	themselves	result	from	the	different	rates	at	which	the	industrial	economy	has	drawn	men	and	women	into	itself.	There	is	a	"his"	and	"hers"	to	the	economic	development	of	the	United	States.	In	the	latter	part	of	the	nineteenth	century,	it	was	mainly	men	who	were	drawn	off	the	farm	into	paid,
industrial	work	and.	who	changed	their	way	of	life	and	their	identity.	At	that	point	in	history,	men	became	more	different	from	their	fathers	than	women	became	from	their	mothers.	Today	the	economic	arrow	points	at	women;	it	is	women	who	are	being	drawn	into	wage	11	12	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	work,	and	women	who	are	undergoing	changes	in
their	way	of	life	and	identity.	Women	are	departing	more	from	their	mothers'	and	grandmothers'	way	of	life,	men	are	doing	so	less.*	Both	the	earlier	entrance	of	men	into	the	industrial	economy	and	the	later	entrance	of	women	have	influenced	the	relations	between	men	and	women,	especially	their	relations	within	marriage.	The	former	increase	in
the	number	of	men	in	industrial	work	tended	to	increase	the	power	of	men,	and	the	present	growth	in	the	number	of	women	in	such	work	has	somewhat	increased	the	power	of	women.	On	the	whole,	the	entrance	of	men	into	industrial	work	did	not	destabilize	the	family	whereas	in	the	absence	of	other	changes,	the	rise	in	female	employment	has
accompanied	the	rise	in	divorce.	
I	will	have	more	to	say	about	the	"his"	and	"hers"	of	economic	history	in	Chapter	16.	
Here	I'll	focus	on	the	current	economic	story,	that	which	hangs	over	the	marriages	I	describe	in	this	book.	
Beneath	the	image	of	the	woman	with	the	flying	hair,	there	has	been	a	real	change	in	women	without	much	change	in	anything	else.	The	influx	of	women	into	the	economy	has	not	been	accompanied	by	a	cultural	understanding	of	marriage	and	work	that	would	make	this	transition	smooth.	The	workforce	has	changed.	Women	have	changed.	But	most
workplaces	have	remained	inflexible	in	the	face	of	the	family	demands	of	their	workers,	and	at	home,	most	men	have	yet	to	really	adapt	to	the	changes	in	women.	This	strain	between	the	change	in	women	and	the	absence	of	change	in	much	else	leads	me	to	speak	of	a	"stalled	revolution."	A	society	which	did	not	suffer	from	this	stall	would	be	a	society
humanely	adapted	to	the	fact	that	most	women	work	outside	the	home.	The	workplace	would	allow	parents	to	work	part	time,	to	share	jobs,	to	workflexiblehours,	to	take	parental	leaves	to	give	*This	is	more	true	of	white	and	middle-class	women	than	it	is	of	black	or	poor	women,	whose	mothers	often	worked	outside	the	home.	But	the	trend	I	am
talking	about—:an	increase	from	20	percent	of	women	in	paid	jobs	in	1900	to	55	percent	in	1986—has	affected	a	large	number	of	women.	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	13	birth,	tend	a	sick	child,	or	care	for	a	well	one.	As	Delores	Hayden	has	envisioned	in	Redesigning	the	American	Dream,	it	would	include	affordable	housing	closer	to	places	of	work,	and
perhaps	community-based	meal	and	laundry	services.	It	would	include	men	whose	notion	of	manhood	encouraged	them	to	be	active	parents	and	share	at	home.	In	contrast,	a	stalled	revolution	lacks	social	arrangements	that	ease	life	for	working	parents,	and	lacks	men	who	share	the	second	shift.	If	women	begin	to	do	less	at	home	because	they	have
less	time,	if	men	do	little	more,	if	the	work	of	raising	children	and	tending	a	home	requires	roughly	the	same	effort,	then	the	questions	of	who	does	what	at	home	and	of	what	"needs	doing"	become	key.	Indeed,	they	may	become	a	source	of	deep	tension	in	the	marriage,	tensions	I	explore	here	one	by	one.	The	tensions	caused	by	the	stall	in	this	social
revolution	have	led	many	men	and	women	to	avoid	becoming	part	of	a	two-job	couple.	Some	have	married	but	clung	to	the	tradition	of	the	man	as	provider,	the	woman	as	homemaker.	Others	have	resisted	marriage	itself.	In	The	Hearts	of	Men,	Barbara	Ehrenreich	describes	a	"male	revolt"	against	the	financial	and	emotional	burden	of	supporting	and
raising	a	family.	In	Women	and	Love,	Shere	Hite	describes	a	"female	revolt"	against	unsatisfying	and	unequal	relationships	with	men.	
But	the	couples	I	focused	on	are	not	in	traditional	marriages	and	not	giving	up	on	marriage.	They	are	struggling	to	reconcile	the	demands	of	two	jobs	with	a	happy	family	life.	Given	this	larger	economic	story,	and	given	the	present	stalled	revolution,	I	wanted	to	know	how	the	two-job	family	was	progressing.	
As	I	drove	from	my	classes	at	Berkeley	to	the	outreaching	suburbs,	small	towns,	and	inner	cities	of	the	San	Francisco	Bay	to	observe	and	ask	questions	in	the	homes	of	two-job	couples,	and	back	to	my	own	two-job	marriage,	my	first	question	about	who	does	what	gave	way	to	a	series	of	deeper	questions:	What	leads	some	working	mothers	to	do	all	the
work	at	home	themselves—to	pursue	what	I	call	a	supermom	strategy—and	what	leads	others	to	press	their	husbands	to	share	the	responsibility	and	work	of	the	14	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	home?	Why	do	some	men	genuinely	want	to	share	housework	and	child-care,	others	fatalistically	acquiesce,	and	still	others	actively	resist?	What	do	each	husband	s
ideas	about	manhood	lead	him	to	think	he	"should	feel"	about	what	he's	doing	at	home	and	at	work?	What	does	he	really	feel?	Do	his	real	feelings	conflict	with	what	he	thinks	he	should	feel?	
How	does	he	resolve	the	conflict?	The	same	questions	apply	to	wives.	What	influence	does	each	persons	consequent	"strategy"	for	handling	his	or	her	feelings	and	actions	with	regard	to	the	second	shift	have	on	his	or	her	children,	job,	and	marriage?	Through	this	line	of	questioning,	I	was	led	to	the	complex	web	of	ties	between	a	family's	needs,	the
sometime	quest	for	equality,	and	happiness	in	modern	marriage,	the	real	topic	of	this	book.	We	can	describe	a	couple	as	rich	of	poor	and	that	will	tell	us	a	great	deal	about	their	two-job	marriage.	We	can	describe	them	as	Catholic,	Protestant,	Jewish,	black,	Chicano,	Asian,	or	white	and	that	will	tell	us	something	more.	We	can	describe	their	marriage
as	a	combination	of	two	personalities,	one	"obsessive	compulsive,"	say,	and	the	other	"narcissistic,"	and	again	that	will	tell	us	something.	But	knowledge	about	social	class,	ethnicity,	and	personality	takes	us	only	so	far	in	understanding	who	does	and	doesn't	share	the	second	shift,	and	whether	or	not	sharing	the	work	at	home	makes	marriages
happier.	When	I	sat	down	to	compare	one	couple	that	shared	the	second	shift	with	another	three	that	didn't,	many	of	the	answers	that	would	seem	obvious—a	man's	greater	income,	his	longer	hours	of	work,	the	fact	that	his	mother	was	a	housewife	or	his	father	did	little	at	home,	his	ideas	about	men	and	women—all	these	factors	didn't	really	explain
why	some	women	work	the	extra	month	a	year	and	others	don't.	They	didn't	explain	why	some	women	seemed	content	to	work	the	extra	month,	while	others	were	deeply	unhappy	about	it.	When	I	compared	a	couple	who	was	sharing	and	happy	with	another	couple	who	was	sharing	but	miserable,	it	was	clear	that	purely	economic	or	psychological
answers	were	not	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	15	enough.	
Gradually,	I	felt	the	need	to	explore	how	deep	within	each	man	and	woman	gender	ideology	goes.	I	felt	the	need	to	understand	the	ways	in	which	some	men	and	women	seemed	to	be	egalitarian	"on	top"	but	traditional	"underneath,"	or	the	other	way	around.	I	tried	to	sensitize	myself	to	the	difference	between	shallow	ideologies	(ideologies	which	were
contradicted	by	deeper	feelings)	and	deep	ideologies	(which	were	reinforced	by	such	feelings).	I	explored	how	each	person	reconciled	ideology	with	his	or	her	own	behavior,	that	of	a	partner,	and	with	the	other	realities	of	life.	I	felt	the	need	to	explore	what	I	call	loosely	"gender	strategies."	THE	TOP	AND	BOTTOM	OF	G	E	N	D	E	R	IDEOLOGY	A
gender	strategy	is	a	plan	of	action	through	which	a	person	tries	to	solve	problems	at	hand,	given	the	cultural	notions	of	gender	at	play.	To	pursue	a	gender	strategy,	a	man	draws	on	beliefs	about	manhood	and	womanhood,	beliefs	that	are	forged	in	early	childhood	and	thus	anchored	to	deep	emotions.	He	makes	a	connection	between	how	he	thinks
about	his	manhood,	what	he	feels	about	it,	and	what	he	does.	It	works	in	the	same	way	for	a	woman.	A	woman's	gender	ideology	determines	what	sphere	she	wants	to	identify	with	(home	or	work)	and	how	much	power	in	the	marriage	she	wants	to	have	(less,	more,	or	the	same	amount).	I	found	three	types	of	ideology	of	marital	roles:	traditional,
transitional,	and	egalitarian.	Even	though	she	works,	the	"pure"	traditional	woman	wants	to	identify	with	her	activities	at	home	(as	a	wife,	a	mother,	a	neighborhood	mom),	wants	her	husband	to	base	his	identity	on	work	and	wants	less	power	than	he.	The	traditional	man	wants	the	same.	The	"pure"	egalitarian,	as	the	type	emerges	here,	wants	to
identify	with	the	same	spheres	her	husband	does,	and	to	have	an	equal	amount	of	power	in	the	marriage;	Some	want	the	couple	to	be	jointly	oriented	to	the	home,	others	to	their	careers,	or	both	of	them	to	jointly	hold	some	balance	between	the	two.	Between	the	16	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	traditional	and	the	egalitarian	is	the	transitional,	any	one	of	a
variety	of	types	of	blending	of	the	two.	But,	in	contrast	to	the	traditional,	a	transitional	woman	wants	to	identify	with	her	role	at	work	as	well	as	at	home.	Unlike	the	egalitarian,	she	believes	her	husband	should	base	his	identity	more	on	work	than	she	does.	A	typical	transitional	wants	to	identify	both	with	the	caring	for	the	home	and	with	helping	her
husband	earn	money,	but	wants	her	husband	to	focus	on	earning	a	living.	A	typical	transitional	man	is	all	for	his	wife	working,	but	expects	her	to	take	the	main	responsibility	at	home	too.	
Most	men	and	women	I	talked	with	were	"transitional."	At	least,	transitional	ideas	came	out	when	I	asked	people	directly	what	they	believed.	
In	actuality,	I	found	there	were	contradictions	between	what	people	said	they	believed	about	their	marital	roles	and	how	they	seemed	to	feel	about	those	roles.	
Some	men	seemed	to	me	egalitarian	"on	top"	but	traditional	"underneath."	Others	seemed	traditional	on	top	and	egalitarian	underneath.1	Often	a	person	attached	deep	feelings	to	his	or	her	gender	ideology	in	response	to	what	I	call	early	"cautionary	tales"	from	childhood,	as	well	as	in	response	to	his	or	her	present	situation.	Sometimes	these	feelings
reinforced	the	surface	of	a	persons	gender	ideology.	For	example,	the	fear	Nancy	Holt	was	to	feel	of	becoming	a	submissive	mother,	a	"doormat,"	as	she	felt	her	mother	had	been,	infused	emotional	steam	into	her	belief	that	her	husband	Evan	should	do	half	the	second	shift.	
On	the	other	hand,	the	dissociation	Ann	Myerson	was	to	feel	from	her	successful	career	undermined	her	ostensible	commitment	both	to	that	career	and	to	sharing	the	second	shift.	Ann	Myerson's	surface	ideology	was	egalitarian;	she	wanted	to	feel	as	engaged	with	her	career	as	her	husband	was	with	his.	This	was	her	view	of	the	"proper	experience"
of	her	career.	She	thought	she	should	love	her	work.	
She	should	think	it	mattered.	In	fact,	as	she	confessed	in	a	troubled	tone,	she	didn't	love	her	work	and	didn't	think	it	mattered.	She	felt	a	conflict	between	what	she	thought	she	ought	to	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	17	feel	(according	to	her	surface	ideology)—emotionally	involved	in	her	career—and	what	she	did	feel—uninvolved	with	it.	Among	other	things,
her	gender	strategy	was	a	way	of	trying	to	resolve	that	conflict.	The	men	and	women	I	am	about	to	describe	seem	to	have	developed	their	gender	ideology	by	unconsciously	synthesizing	certain	cultural	ideas	with	feelings	about	their	past.	But	they	also	developed	their	ideology	by	taking	opportunity	into	account.	Sometime	in	adolescence	they
matched	their	personal	assets	against	the	opportunities	available	to	men	or	women	of	their	type;	they	saw	which	gender	ideology	best	fit	their	circumstances,	and—	often	regardless	of	their	upbringing—they	identified	with	a	certain	version	of	manhood	or	womanhood.	It	"made	sense"	to	them.	It	felt	like	"who	they	were."	For	example,	a	woman	sizes
up	her	education,	intelligence,	age,	charm,	sexual	attractiveness,	her	dependency	needs,	her	aspirations,	and	she	matches	these	against	her	perception	of	how	women	like	her	are	doing	in	the	job	market	and	the	"marriage	market."	What	jobs	could	she	get?	What	men?	What	are	her	chances	for	an	equal	marriage,	a	traditional	marriage,	a	happy
marriage,	any	marriage?	Half-consciously,	she	assesses	her	chances:	Chances	of	an	interesting,	well-paid	job	are	poor?	
Her	courtship	pool	has	very	traditional	men?	
She	takes	these	into	account.	
Then	a	certain	gender	ideology,	let	s	say	a	traditional	one,	will	"make	sense"	to	her.	She	will	embrace	the	ideology	that	suits	her	perception	of	her	chances.	She	holds	to	a	certain	version	of	womanhood	(the	"wilting	violet,"	say).	She	identifies	with	its	customs	(men	opening	doors),	and	symbols	(lacy	dress,	long	hair,	soft	handshakes,	and	lowered	eyes).
She	tries	to	develop	its	"ideal	personality"	(deferential,	dependent),	not	because	this	is	what	her	parents	taught	her,	not	because	this	corresponds	to	how	she	naturally	"is,"	but	because	these	particular	customs	now	make	sense	of	her	resources	and	of	her	overall	situation	in	a	stalled	revolution.	The	same	principle	applies	to	men.	However
wholehearted	or	ambivalent,	a	persons	gender	ideology	tends	to	fit	their	situation.	18	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	G	E	N	D	E	R	STRATEGIES	When	a	man	tries	to	apply	his	gender	ideology	to	the	situations	that	face	him	in	real	life,	unconsciously	or	not	he	pursues	a	gender	strategy.2	He	outlines	a	course	of	action.	He	might	become	a	"superdad"—working
long	hours	and	keeping	his	child	up	late	at	night	to	spend	time	with	him	or	her.	Or	he	might	cut	back	his	hours	at	work.	Or	he	might	scale	back	housework	and	spend	less	time	with	his	children.	Or	he	might	actively	try	to	share	the	second	shift.	The	term	"strategy"	refers	both	to	his	plan	of	action	and	to	his	emotional	preparations	for	pursuing	it.	For
example,	he	may	require	himself	to	suppress	his	career	ambitions	to	devote	himself	more	to	his	children,	or	suppress	his	responsiveness	to	his	childrens	appeals	in	the	course	of	steeling	himself	for	the	struggle	at	work.	He	might	harden	himself	to	his	wife's	appeals,	or	he	might	be	the	one	in	the	family	who	"lets"	himself	see	when	a	child	is	calling	out
for	help.	In	the	families	I	am	about	to	describe,	then,	I	have	tried	to	be	sensitive	to	the	fractures	in	gender	ideology,	the	conflicts	between	what	a	person	thinks	he	or	she	ought	to	feel	and	what	he	or	she	does	feel,	and	to	the	emotional	work	it	takes	to	fit	a	gender	ideal	when	inner	needs	or	outer	conditions	make	it	hard.	As	this	social	revolution
proceeds,	the	problems	of	the	two-job	family	will	not	diminish.	If	anything,	as	more	couples	work	two	jobs	these	problems	will	increase.	If	we	cant	return	to	traditional	marriage,	and	if	we	are	not	to	despair	of	marriage	altogether,	it	becomes	vitally	important	to	understand	marriage	as	a	magnet	for	the	strains	of	the	stalled	revolution,	and	to
understand	gender	strategies	as	the	basic	dynamic	of	marriage.	
THE	ECONOMY	OF	GRATITUDE	The	interplay	between	a	man	s	gender	ideology	and	a	woman's	implies	a	deeper	interplay	between	his	gratitude	toward	her,	and	hers	toward	hiln.	For	how	a	person	wants	to	identify	himself	or	herself	influences	what,	in	the	back	and	forth	of	a	marriage,	will	seem	like	a	gift	and	what	will	not.	If	a	man	doesn't	think	it
fits	the	kind	of	"man"	he	wants	to	be	to	have	his	wife	earn	more	than	he,	it	may	become	his	"gift"	to	her	to	"bear	it"	anyway.	But	a	man	may	also	feel	like	the	husband	I	interviewed,	who	said,	"When	my	wife	began	earning	more	than	me	I	thought	I'd	struck	gold!"	In	this	case	his	wife's	salary	is	the	gift,	not	his	capacity	to	accept	it	"anyway."	When
couples	struggle,	it	is	seldom	simply	over	who	does	what.	Far	more	often,	it	is	over	the	giving	and	receiving	of	gratitude.	FAMILY	M	Y	T	H	S	As	I	watched	couples	in	their	own	homes,	I	began	to	realize	that	couples	sometimes	develop	"family	myths"—versions	of	reality	that	obscure	a	core	truth	in	order	to	manage	a	family	tension.3	Evan	and	Nancy
Holt	managed	an	irresolvable	conflict	over	the	distribution	of	work	at	home	through	the	myth	that	they	now	"shared	it	equally."	Another	couple	unable	to	admit	to	the	conflict	came	to	believe	"we	aren't	competing	over	who	will	take	responsibility	at	home;	we're	just	dreadfully	busy	with	our	careers."	Yet	another	couple	jointly	believed	that	the
husband	was	bound	hand	and	foot	to	his	career	"because	his	work	demanded	it,"	while	in	fact	his	careerism	covered	the	fact	that	they	were	avoiding	each	other.	Not	all	couples	need	or	have	family	myths.	But	when	they	do	arise,	I	believe	they	often	manage	key	tensions	which	are	linked,	by	degrees,	to	the	long	hand	of	the	stalled	revolution.	
20	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	After	interviewing	couples	for	a	while,	I	got	into	the	practice	of	offering	families	who	wanted	it	my	interpretation	of	how	they	fit	into	the	broader	picture	I	was	seeing	and	what	I	perceived	were	their	strategies	for	coping	with	the	second	shift.	
Couples	were	often	relieved	to	discover	they	were	not	alone,	and	were	encouraged	to	open	up	a	dialogue	about	the	inner	and	outer	origins	of	their	troubles.	Many	couples	in	this	book	worked	long	hours	at	their	jobs	and	their	children	were	very	young:	in	this	way	their	lot	was	unusually	hard.	But	in	one	crucial	way	they	had	it	far	easier	than	most
twqjob	couples	in	America:	most	were	middle	class.	Many	also	worked	for	a	company	that	embraced	progressive	policies	toward	personnel,	generous	benefits	and	salaries.	If	these	middle-class	couples	find	it	hard	to	juggle	work	and	family	life,	many	other	two-job	families	across	the	nation—who	earn	less,	work	at	less	flexible,	steady,	or	lucrative	jobs,
and	rely	on	poorer	day	care—are	likely	to	find	it	much	harder	still.	Anne	Machung	and	I	began	interviewing	in	1976,	and	accomplished	most	of	our	interviews	in	the	early	1980s.	I	finished	in	1988.	About	half	of	my	later	interviews	were	follow-up	contacts	with	couples	we'd	talked	to	earlier;	the	other	half	were	new.	How	much	had	changed	from	1976
to	1988?	In	practical	terms,	little:	most	women	I	interviewed	in	the	late	1980s	still	do	the	lion's	share	of	work	at	home,	do	most	of	the	daily	chores,	and	take	responsibility	for	running	the	home.	But	something	was	different,	too.	More	couples	wanted	to	share	and	imagined	that	they	did.	Dorothy	Sims,	a	personnel	director,	summed	up	this	new	blend	of
idea	and	reality.	She	eagerly	explained	to	me	that	she	and	her	husband	Dan	"shared	all	the	housework,"	and	that	they	were	"equally	involved	in	raising	their	nine-month-old	son	Timothy."	Her	husband,	a	refrigerator	salesman,	applauded	her	career	and	"was	more	pleased	than	threatened	by	her	high	salary";	he	urged	her	to	develop	such	competencies
as	reading	ocean	maps	and	calculating	interest	rates	(which	she'd	so	far	"resisted	learning")	be-	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	21	cause	these	days	"a	woman	should."	But	one	evening	at	dinner,	a	telling	episode	occurred.	Dorothy	had	handed	Timothy	to	her	husband	while	she	served	us	a	chicken	dinner.	Gradually,	the	baby	began	to	doze	on	his	fathers	lap.
"When	do	you	want	me	to	put	Timmy	to	bed?"	Dan	asked.	A	long	silence	followed	during	which	it	occurred	to	Dorothy—then,	I	think,	to	her	husband—that	this	seemingly	insignificant	question	hinted	to	me	that	it	was	she,	not	he,	or	"they,"	who	usually	decided	such	matters.	Dorothy	slipped	me	a	glance,	put	her	elbows	on	the	table,	and	said	to	her
husband	in	a	slow,	deliberate	voice,	"So,	what	do	we	think?"	When	Dorothy	and	Dan	described	their	"typical	days,"	their	picture	of	sharing	grew	even	less	convincing.	Dorothy	worked	the	same	nine-hour	day	at	the	office	as	her	husband.	But	she	came	home	to	fix	dinner	and	to	tend	Timmy	while	Dan	fit	in	a	squash	game	three	nights	a	week	from	six	to
seven	(a	good	time	for	his	squash	partner).	Dan	read	the	newspaper	more	often	and	slept	longer.	Compared	to	the	early	interviews,	women	in	the	later	interviews	seemed	to	speak	more	often	in	passing	of	relationships	or	marriages	that	had	ended	for	some	other	reason	but	in	which	it	"was	also	true"	that	he	"didn't	lift	a	finger	at	home."	Or	the	extra
month	alone	did	it.	One	divorcee	who	typed	part	of	this	manuscript	echoed	this	theme	when	she	explained,	"I	was	a	potter	and	lived	with	a	sculptor	for	eight	years.	I	cooked,	shopped,	and	cleaned	because	his	art	ctook	him	longer.'	He	said	it	was	fair	because	he	worked	harder.	But	we	both	worked	at	home,	and	I	could	see	that	if	anyone	worked	longer
hours,	I	did,	because	I	earned	less	with	my	pots	than	he	earned	with	his	sculpture.	That	was	hard	to	live	with,	and	that's	really	why	we	ended."	Some	women	moved	on	to	slightly	more	equitable	arrangements	in	the	early	1980s,	doing	a	bit	less	of	the	second	shift	than	the	working	mothers	I	talked	to	in	the	late	1970s.	
Comparing	two	national	surveys	of	working	couples,	F.	
T.	Juster	found	the	male	slice	of	the	second	shift	rose	from	20	percent	in	1965	to	30	per-	22	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	cent	in	1981,	and	my	study	may	be	a	local	reflection	of	this	slow	national	trend.4	But	women	like	Dorothy	Sims,	who	simply	add	to	their	extra	month	a	year	a	new	illusion	that	they	aren't	doing	it,	represent	a	sad	alternative	to	the	woman
with	the	flying	hair—the	woman	who	doesn't	think	that's	who	she	is.	CHAPTER	The	Cultural	Cover-up	I	N	the	apartment	across	from	the	little	study	where	I	work	there	is	a	large	bay	window	that	never	fails	to	catch	my	eye.	Peering	out	from	inside,	wide-eyed	and	still,	is	a	life-sized	female	mannequin	in	an	apron.	Her	arms	are	folded	and	have	been	for
years.	She's	there	guarding	the	place,	waiting.	She	reminds	me	and	other	passersby	that	no	one	is	home.	Maybe	she's	a	spoof	on	the	nostalgia	for	the	1950s	"mom,"	waiting	with	milk	and	cookies	for	the	kids	to	come	home	in	the	era'before	the	two-job	family.	Perhaps	the	mannequin	mom	is	the	occupant's	joke	about	the	darker	reality	obscured	by	the
image	of	the	woman	with	the	flying	hair—briefcase	in	one	hand	and	child	in	the	other.	"There's	really	no	one	home,"	it	seems	to	say,	"only	a	false	mother."	She	invites	us	to	look	again	at	the	more	common	image	of	the	working	mother,	at	what	that	image	hides.	The	front	cover	of	the	New	York	Times	Magazine	for	September	9,	1984,	features	a
working	mother	walking	home	with	her	daughter.	The	woman	is	young.	
She	is	goodlooking.	She	is	smiling.	The	daughter	is	smiling	as	she	lugs	her	mother's	briefcase.	The	role	model	is	taking,	the	child	is	a	minisupermom	already.	If	images	could	talk,	this	image	would	say,	"	Women	can	combine	career	and	children."	It	would	say	nothing	about	the	"extra	month	a	year,"	nothing	about	men;	that	would	be	covered	up.	
There	is	no	trace	of	stress,	no	suggestion	that	the	mother	needs	help	from	others.	She	isn't	harassed.	She's	busy,	and	it's	glamorous	23	24	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	to	be	busy.	
Indeed,	the	image	of	the	on-the-go	working	mother	is	very	like	the	glamorous	image	of	the	busy	top	executive.	The	scarcity	of	the	working	mothers	time	seems	like	the	scarcity	of	the	top	executives	time.	Yet	their	situations	are	totally	different.	The	busy	top	executive	is	in	a	hurry	at	work	because	his	(or	her)	time	is	worth	so	much.	He	is	in	a	hurry	at
home	because	he	works	long	hours	at	the	office.	In	contrast,	the	working	mother	is	in	a	hurry	because	her	time	at	work	is	worth	so	little,	and	because	she	has	no	help	at	home.	The	imagistic	analogy	between	the	busy	working	mother	and	the	busy	top	executive	obscures	the	wage	gap	between	them	at	work,	and	their	different	amounts	of	backstage
support	at	home.	The	Times	article	gives	the	impression	that	the	working	mother	is	doing	so	well	because	she	is	personally	competent,	not	because	she	has	a	sound	social	arrangement.	Indeed	the	image	of	her	private	characteristics	obscures	all	that	is	missing	in	public	support	for	the	working	parent.	In	this	respect,	the	image	of	the	working	mother
today	shares	something	with	that	of	the	black	single	mother	of	the	1960s.	In	celebrating	such	an	image	of	personal	strength,	our	culture	creates	an	ironic	heroism.	It	extends	to	middle-class	white	women	a	version	of	womanhood	a	bit	like	that	offered	to	lowerclass	women	of	color.	In	speaking	of	the	black	single	mother,	commentators	and	scholars
have	sometimes	used	the	term	"matriarch,"	a	derogatory	term	in	American	culture,	and	a	term	brought	to	popular	attention	by	Daniel	Patrick	Moynihans	controversial	government	report	The	Negro	Family:	The	Case	for	National	Action.	In	a	section	of	the	report	entitled	"Tangle	of	Pathology,"	Moynihan	cited	figures	showing	that	black	girls	scored
higher	on	school	tests	than	black	boys.	He	also	showed	that	25	percent	of	black	wives	in	two-job	families	earned	more	than	their	husbands,	while	only	18	percent	of	white	wives	did.	In	a	section	of	his	report	entitled	"Matriarchy,"	Moynihan	quotes	social	scientist	Duncan	Maclntyre:	"	.	.	
.	the	underemployment	among	Negro	men	and	compensating	higher	labor	force	propensity	among	Negro	women	.	.	.	both	op-	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	25	erate	to	enlarge	the	mother	s	role,	undercutting	the	status	of	the	male	and	making	many	Negro	families	essentially	matriarchal."1	The	implication	was	that	black	women	should	aspire	to	the	standards
of	white	women:	perform	more	poorly	on	educational	tests	and	earn	less	than	their	mates.	Reading	this,	black	social	scientists	such	as	Elaine	Kaplan	pointed	out	that	black	women	were	"damned	if	they	worked	to	support	their	families	and	damned	if	they	didn't."	Black	women	were	cautioned	against	being	so	"matriarchal."	But	as	working	mothers	in
low-paid	jobs	without	much	male	support,	they	also	legitimately	felt	themselves	the	victims	of	male	underemployment.	While	at	the	bottom	of	the	social	totem	pole,	they	were	described	as	if	they	were	at	the	top,	as	"matriarchs."	These	women	pointed	out	that	they	"took	charge"	of	their	families	not	because	they	wanted	to	"dominate,"	but	because	if
they	didn't	pay	the	rent,	buy	the	food,	cook	it,	and	look	after	the	children,	no	one	else	would.	Black	women	would	have	been	delighted	to	share	the	work	and	the	decision	making	with	a	man.	But	in	Moynihans	report,	the	black	woman's	"dominance"	came	to	seem	like	the	problem	itself	rather	than	the	result	of	the	problem.	Similarly,	the	common
portrayal	of	the	supermom	working	mother	suggests	that	she	is	"energetic"	and	"competent"	because	these	are	her	personal	characteristics,	not	because	she	has	been	forced	to	adapt	to	an	overly	demanding	schedule.	What	is	hidden	in	both	cases	is	the	extra	burden	on	women.	The	difference	between	Moynihans	portrayal	of	the	black	working	mother
as	matriarch	and	the	modern	portrayal	of	the	white	supermom	is	an	unconscious	racism.	The	supermom	has	come	to	seem	heroic	and	good,	whereas	the	matriarch	seems	deviant	and	bad.	This	same	extra	burden	on	women	was	also	disguised	in	the	Soviet	Union,	a	large	industrial	nation	that	had	long	employed	over	80	percent	of	its	women,	and	who,
according,	to	the	Alexander	Szalai	study	described	in	Chapter	1,	work	the	extra	month	a	year.	In	a	now	legendary	short	story,	entitled	"A	Week	Like	Any	Other,"	by	Natalya	Baranskaya,	Olga,	twenty-six,	is	a	technician	in	a	plastics	testing	laboratory	in	Moscow	and	a	wife	and	mother	of	two.	26	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	Olga's	supervisor	praises	her	for
being	a	"real	Soviet	Woman"—a	supermom.	But	when	Olga	is	asked	on	a	questionnaire	sent	out	to	working	mothers	to	list	her	hobbies,	she	answers,	"Personally	my	hobby	is	running,	running	here,	running	there.	.	.	.	"	Like	the	black	"matriarch,"	and	the	multi-racial	supermom,	the	image	of	the	"real	Soviet	woman"	confined	a	social	problem	to	the
realm	of	personal	character.	Missing	from	the	image	of	the	supermom	is	the	day-care	worker,	the	baby-sitter,	the	maid—a	woman	usually	in	a	lowerclass	position	to	whom	some	upper-	and	middle-class	couples	pass	much,	although	not	all,	of	the	work	of	the	second	shift.	In	the	image,	the	supermom	is	almost	always	white	and	at	least	middle	class.	
In	reality,	of	course,	day-care	workers,	baby-sitters,	au	pairs,	maids,	and	housekeepers	are	often	part	of	two-job	couples	as	well.	
This	growing	army	of	women	is	taking	over	the	parts	of	a	"mothers	work"	that	employed	women	relinquish.	Most	maids	and	baby-sitters	also	stay	in	their	occupations	for	life.	When	we	consider	that	in	the	year	2000,	half	of	American	families	pooling	two	incomes	made	$50,000	or	less,	and	only	15	percent	made	$100,000	or	more,	we	can	see	that	most
families	can't	afford	to	hire	others	to	clean	their	homes.	Yet	the	middle-class	working	mother	is	held	out	as	a	role	model	to	this	woman	as	much	as	to	any	other.	In	the	world	of	advertising	images,	the	maid	is	often	replaced	by	a	machine.	In	television	ads,	for	example,	we	see	an	elegant	woman	lightly	touching	her	new	refrigerator	or	microwave	oven.
Her	husband	may	not	be	helping	her	at	home,	but	her	machine	is.	She	and	it	are	a	team.2	In	the	real	world,	however,	machines	don't	always	save	time.	As	the	sociologist	Joan	Vanek	pointed	out	in	her	comparative	study	of	homemakers	of	the	1920s	and	1960s,	even	with	more	labor-saving	appliances,	the	later	homemakers	spent	as	much	time	on
housework	as	the	earlier	ones.	The	1960s	homemakers	spent	less	time	cleaning	and	washing	the	house;	machines	helped	with	that.	But	they	spent	more	time	shopping,	getting	appliances	repaired,	washing	clothes	(as	standards	of	cleanliness	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	27	rose),	and	doing	the	family	bookkeeping.	Eighty-five	percent	of	the	working	couples	I
interviewed	did	not	employ	regular	household	help;	it	was	up	to	them	and	their	"mechanical	helpmates."	.Since	these	took	time	they	didn't	have,	many	dropped	their	standards	of	housekeeping.	The	image	of	the	woman	with	the	flying	hair	is	missing	someone	else	too:	her	husband.	In	the	absence	of	a	maid,	and	with	household	appliances	that	help	but
still	take	time,	a	husbands	hand	becomes	important.	Yet	in	the	popular	culture	the	image	of	the	working	father	is	still	largely	missing,	and	with	it	the	very	issue	of	sharing.	With	the	disappearance	of	this	issue,	ideas	of	struggle	and	marital	tension	over	the	lack	of	sharing	are	also	smuggled	out	of	view.	One	advertising	image	shows	us	a	woman	just
home	from	work	fixing	a	quick	meal	with	Uncle	Ben's	rice;	the	person	shown	eating	it	with	great	enjoyment	is	a	man.	In	a	1978	study	of	television	advertising,	Olive	Courtney	and	Thomas	Whipple	found	that	men	are	shown	demonstrating	products	that	help	with	domestic	chores,	but	usually	not	shown	using	them.	Women	are	often	shown	serving	men
and	boys,	but	men	and	boys	are	seldom	shown	serving	women	or	girls.	In	the	world	of	print	as	well,	the	male	of	the	two-job	couple	is	often	invisible.	There	are	dozens	of	advice	books	for	working	mothers,	telling	them	how	to	"get	organized,"	"make	lists,"	"prioritize,"	but	I	found	no	such	books	for	working	fathers.	In	her	book	Having	It	All,	Helen	Gurley
Brown,	inventor	of	the	"Cosmo	Girl"	and	the	author	of	Sex	and	the	Single	Girl,	tells	readers	in	a	chatty,	"girl-to-girl"	voice	how	to	rise	from	clerical	work	to	stardom,	and	how	to	combine	this	career	success	with	being	"feminine"	and	married.	She	offers	women	flamboyant	advice	on	how	to	combine	"being	sexy"	with	being	a	career	success,	but	goes
light	and	thin	on	how	to	be	a	good	mother	too.	Women	can	have	fame	and	fortune,	office	affairs,	silicone	injections,	and	dazzling	designer	clothes,	she	says.	But	the	one	thing	they	can't	have,	apparently,	is	a	man	who	shares	the	work	at	home.	Referring	to	her	own	husband,	Brown	writes:	"Whether	a	man	will	help	in	the	kitchen	28	THE	SECOND
SHIFT	depends	on	his	mother,	says	Carol	(a	friend).	
Mine	doesn't.	You	also	cant	send	him	to	market...	he	comes	back	with	tiny	ears	of	corn	vinaigrette,	olives	and	pate-—but	it's	no	good	banging	your	head	against	the	stove	because	he	hasn't	got	a	cassoulet	simmering	on	top	of	it.	Usually	they	do	something	to	make	up	for	household	imbecility	.	.	
.	like	love	you	and	pay	a	lot	of	bills."3	In	another	advice	book	to	women*	The	Superwoman	Syndrome,	Marjorie	Hansen	Shaevitz	more	candidly	admits	to	losing	a	struggle	to	get	her	husband	to	share	housework:	"I	spent	a	lot	of	time	smoldering	internally	over	his	apparent	recalcitrance	[about	housework].	I	took	it	one	step	further	by	judging	that	if	he
really	loved	me,	he	would	see	how	hard	I	was	working,	how	tired	I	was	and	would	come	to	my	rescue	with	cheerful	resourcefulness.	Need	I	tell	you	this	never	happened?"4	Shaevitz	tells	us	she	became	overworked,	overwhelmed,	and	out	of	control.	
The	problem?	She	should	learn	to	make	lists,	to	prioritize.	She	should	hire	a	maid.	Shaevitz	suggests	having	few	children,	having	them	late,	and	close	together	because	"this	leaves	more	time	in	which	the	parents	may	pursue	careers	or	other	activities."	She	remarks	that	"some	relief	is	available	if	you	have	a	child-oriented	spouse"	but	cautions	"many
women	don't	have	that	luxury.	.	.	.	"	What	changes	would	help	the	working	mother?	
She	should	ask	for	more	favors	from	friends	and	she	should	do	fewer.	Shaevitz	suggests	that	for	the	working	woman	the	very	principle	of	reciprocity	is	a	"problem."	Shaevitz	explains,	"The	Superwoman	not	only	has	some	anxiety	about	asking	people	for	help,	but	the	internal	catch	22'	is	that	she	probably	feels	she's	going	to	have	to	repay	that	help	in
some	multiple	way.	And	that	is	also	losing	control	of	your	life''5	So	she	should	not	do	such	things	as	"agree	to	pick	up	your	friends	child	for	a	school	play.	.	;"	or	"listen	to	a	friends	laundry	list	of	problems	with	her	husband	and	kids."	Shaevitz	doesn't	feel	sharing	is	wrong,	only	that	women	can't	get	it.	Her	only	vignette	concerning	a	woman	who	wanted
to	share	is	entitled	"The	Instant	Equal-Sharing	Model"	and	features	the	story	of	Helen,	a	secretary	for	a	large	travel	agency,	who	did	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	29	"all	the	housework,"	decided	this	was	unfair,	brought	the	subject	up	with	her	husband,	and	got	him	"very	upset."	In	the	end,	"He	stormed	out	of	the	house	and	that	was	the	end	of	it.	[She]	never
mentioned	the	subject	again."	6	In	a	four-page	epilogue	to	The	Supervuoman	Syndrome,	the	dread	issue	of	sharing	resurfaces	in	a	curious	dialogue	between	Shaevitz	and	her	husband,	Mort:	.	.	.	Right	now	I	think	were	in	for	some	rough	times	between	men	and	women,	unless	men	begin	participating	a	little	more	(you	notice	I	say	a	little	more)	in	the
household	and	with	their	children.	I	don	t	think	bright,	competent,	educated	women	are	going	to	put	up	with	men	who	are	unwilling	to	participate	in	a	sharing	kind	of	relationship.	You	notice	I	say'	"sharing,"	not	"equal	sharing."	Many	women	tell	me	they	want	to	have	a	man	in	their	life,	but	they	are	no	longer	willing	to	be	the	only	person	giving	in	the
relationship.	They	don't	want	to	be	with	a	man	who	needs	to	be	taken	care	of.	In	that	case,	its	easier	and	more	pleasant	to	be	without	a	man.	MORT:	Marjorie,	that's	really	infuriating	to	most	men.	
It's	quite	clear	that	men	are	doing	more	and	that	this	trend	is	likely	to	increase.	What	men	find	difficult	to	accept	is	that	they	get	little	credit	for	what	they	do,	and	an	incredible	list	of	complaints	about	what	they	don't	do.	Men	and	women	may	give	in	different	ways.	Women	continue	to	set	ground	rules	for	what	they	expect,	what	they	want,	and	how
they	want	it	delivered.	
I	can	tell	you	that	most	highly	competent,	successful	men—	the	kind	of	men	most	women	look	for—simply	will	not	respond	to	a	behavioral	checklist.	MARJORIE:	.	.	.	The	consequence	of	letting	your	wife	do	it	all	is	that	she	is	likely	to	get	angry,	resentful	and	maybe	even	sick.	
MORT:	Couples	need	to	take	a	look	at	what	this	situation	is	behind	the	wife's	pointing	a	finger	at	the	husband.	You	know	that	doesn't	work	either.	I	think	many	men	will	probably	be	happy	to	"let	her	go"—they'll	find	someone	else	to	take	care	of	them.	7	MARJORIE:	Marjorie	talks	about	"many	women"	and	Mort	talks	about	"most	men,"	but	the	dialogue
seems	strangely	animated	by	their	30	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	own	struggle.	In	the	end,	Mort	Shaevitz	refers	obscurely	to	the	idea	of	a	woman	"getting	help	from	everyone—her	husband,	her	children,	and	society,"	a	faceless	crowd	through	which	the	Superwoman	once	again	strides	alone.	
Having	It	All	and	The	Superwoman	Syndrome	advise	women	on	how	to	do	without	a	change	in	men,	how	to	be	a	woman	who	is	different	from	her	mother,	married	to	a	man	not	much	different	from	her	father.	By	adding	"super"	before	"woman"	and	subtracting	meaning	from	the	word	all,	these	authors	telhwomen	how	to	gracefully	accommodate	to	the
stalled	revolution.	There	have	been	two	cultural	responses	that	counter	the	supermom:	one	is	making	fun	of	her	and	one	is	proposing	an	alternative	to	her—"the	new	man."	The	humorous	response	is	to	be	found	in	the	joke	books,	memo	pads,	key	chains,	ashtrays,	cocktail	napkins,	and	coffee	mugs	sold	in	novelty	shops	year-round	and	in	gift	shops
around	Mothers	Day.	It	critiques	the	supermom	by	making	her	look	ridiculous.	One	joke	book	by	Barbara	and	Jim	Dale,	entitled	the	Working	Woman	Book,	advises,	"The	first	step	in	a	good	relationship	with	your	children	is	memorizing	their	names."	(In	a	section	called	"What	You	Can	Do"	in	a	chapter	on	raising	children,	The	Superwoman	Syndrome
seriously	advises:	"A.	Talk	with	your	child,	B.	Play	a	game,	C.	Go	to	a	sports	event.	.	."	and	under	"Demonstrate	Your	Affection	By"	it	helpfully	notes,	"A.	Hugging,	B.	Kissing.	
.	.	.")	8	Or	again:	"The	famous	Flying	Wallendas	were	renowned	for	their	feat	of	balancing	seven	Wallendas	on	a	thin	shaft	of	wood	supported	only	by	four	Wallendas	beneath	whom	was	but	one,	strong,	reliable,	determined	Wallenda	.	.	.	undoubtedly	Mrs.	Wallenda."	One	mug	portrays	a	working	mother	with	the	familiar	briefcase	in	one	hand	and	baby
in	the	other.	But	there	is	no	striding,	no	smile,	no	backswept	hair.	The	woman's	mouth	is	a	wiggly	line.	Her	hair	is	unkempt.	One	shoe	is	red,	one	blue.	In	one	hand	she	holds	a	wailing	baby,	in	the	other	a	briefcase,	papers	cascading	out.	
Beneath	her	it	says,	"I	am	a	working	mother.	I	am	nuts."	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	31	There	is	nothing	glamorous	about	being	time-poor;	the	mug	seems	to	say,	"I'm	not	happy.	I'm	not	fine."	Implicitly	the	cup	critiques	the	frazzled	supermom	herself,	not	her	inflexible	work	schedule,	not	the	crisis	in	day-care,	not	the	glacial	pace	of	change	in	our	idea	of	"a
real	man."	Her	options	were	fine;	what	was	crazy—and	funny—was	her	decision	to	work.	That's	what	makes	the	extra	month	a	year	a	joke.	In	this	way	the	commercial	vision	of	the	working	mother	incorporates	a	watered-down	criticism	of	itself,	has	a	good	laugh,	and	continues	on.	A	serious	critique	of	the	supermom	parallels	the	humorous	one,	and	in
the	popular	journalism	of	the	late	1980s,	this	serious	approach	seemed	to	be	crowding	out	many	other	journalistic	approaches	to	the	woman	question.	In	Woman	on	a	Seesaw:	The	Ups	and	Downs	of	Making	It,	for	example,	Hilary	Cosell	bitterly	rues	her	single-minded	focus	on	career,	which	barely	made	time	for	a	husband	and	precluded	having
children.	For	example:	There	I	was,	coming	home	from	ten	or	twelve	or	sometimes	more	hours	at	work,	pretty	much	shot	after	the	day,	and	I'd	do	this	simply	marvelous	imitation	of	all	the	successful	fathers	I	remembered	from	childhood.	All	the	men	I	swore	I'd	never	grow	up	and	marry,	let	alone	be	like	.	.	.	
the	men	who	would	come	home	from	the	office,	grab	a	drink	or	two,	collapse	on	the	couch,	shovel	in	a	meal	and	be	utterly	useless	for	anything	beyond	the	most	mundane	and	desultory	conversation.	
And	there	I'd	be,	swilling	a	vodka	on	the	rocks	or	two,	shoving	a	Stouffer's	into	my	mouth	and	staggering	off	to	take	a	bath,	watch	"Hill	Street	Blues"	and	fade	away	with	Ted	Koppel.	To	get	up	and	do	it	all	again.9	Like	the	frazzled	coffee-mug	mom,	Cosell	admits	her	stress.	Like	the	coffee-mug	mom,	she	deplores	her	"wrong	decision"	to	enter	the	rat
race,	but	does	not	question	the	unwritten	rules	of	that	race.	She	seems	to	accept	the	status	quo—the	inner	ticking	of	that	career	system	and	the	way	the	men	in	it	live.	Both	the	hu-	32	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	morous	and	the	serious	critiques	of	the	supermom	tell	us	"things	are	not	fine,"	but	like	the	image	of	the	working	mother	they	criticize,	they	convey
a	fatalism	about	alternatives:	They	say,	"That's	just	how	it	is."	A	second	cultural	trend	tacitly	critiques	the	supermom	image	by	proposing	an	alternative—the	new	man.	
Increasingly,	books,	articles,	films,	and	comics	celebrate	the	man	who	feels	that	time	with	his	child	and	sharing	housework	are	compatible	with	being	"a	real	man."	Above	a	series	of	articles	in	his	syndicated	newspaper	column	about	his	first	year	as	a	father,	a	series	which	later	became	a	popular	book	entitled	Good	Morning,	Merry	Sunshine,	Bob
Greene	is	pictured	holding	his	baby	daughter	Amanda.	Greene	is	not	in	transit	between	home	and	work.	He	is	sitting	down,	apparently	at	home,	where	he	works	as	a	writer.	He	is	in	a	shortsleeved	shirt	instead	of	a	coat	and	tie—no	need	to	address	the	professional	world	outside.	



He	is	smiling	contentedly.	In	his	arms,	his	daughter	faces	the	camera,	laughing.	
He	is	successful—he	is	writing	this	column,	this	book.	He	writes	on	"male"	topics	like	the	Chicago	mayoral	election.	He's	an	involved	father.	But	he's	not	a	house	husband,	like	the	man	in	the	movie	Mr.	Mom,	who	for	a	disastrous,	funny	period—role	reversal	is	an	ancient,	always	humorous	theme	in	literature—exchanges	roles	with	his	wife.	Greene's
wife,	Susan,	is	also	home	with	Amanda;	he	joins,	but	doesn't	replace,	his	wife	at	home.	As	he	writes	in	his	journal:	Started	early	this	morning.	
I	worked	hard	on	a	column	about	the	upcoming	Chicago	mayoral	election.	I	had	to	go	to	the	far	north	side	of	town	to	interview	a	man;	then	once	I	got	back	downtown	I	had	several	hours	of	phone	checking	to	do.	There	were	some	changes	to	be	made	after	I	had	finished	writing.	It	was	well	after	dark	before	I	was	finished.	I	was	still	buzzing	from	the
nonstop	reporting	and	writing	when	I	got	home,	all	of	the	elements	of	the	story	were	still	knocking	around	my	head.	Susan	said,	"Amanda	learned	how	to	drink	from	a	cup	today."	I	went	into	the	kitchen	and	watched	her.	I	watched	Amanda	drink	from	the	cup,	and	nothing	else	mattered.	
10	THE	SECOND	SHIFT	33	The	new	man	"has	it	all"	in	the	same	way	the	supermom	has	it	all.	
He	is	a	male	version	of	the	woman	with	the	flying	hair.	Bob	Greene	is	an	involved	father	and	also	successful	in	a	competitive	field.	In	writing	only	about	his	own	highly	atypical	experience,	though,	Greene	unintentionally	conveys	the	idea	that	men	face	no	conflict	between	doing	a	job	and	raising	a	child.	In	fact,	most	working	fathers	who	fully	share	the
emotional	responsibility	and	physical	care	of	children	and	do	half	the	housework	face	great	difficulty.	As	long	as	the	"woman's	work"	that	some	men	do	is	socially	devalued,	as	long	as	it	is	defined	as	woman's	work,	as	long	as	it's	tacked	onto	a	"regular"	work	day,	men	who	share	it	are	likely	to	develop	the	same	jagged	mouth	and	frazzled	hair	as	the
coffee-mug	mom.	The	image	of	the	new	man	is	like	the	image	of	the	supermom:	it	obscures	the	strain.	The	image	of	the	supermom	and,	to	a	far	less	extent,	the	image	of	the	new	man	enter	a	curious	cultural	circle.	First,	more	men	and	women	become	working	couples.	Spotting	these	men	and	women	as	a	market,	advertisers	surround	them	with	images
—on	billboards,	on	magazine	covers,	in	television	commercials—mainly	of	the	do-it-all	woman.	Then	journalists	write	articles	about	her.	Advice	books	follow,	and	finally,	more	slowly	and	ponderously,	the	scientific	word	gets	out	about	"changes	in	the	family."	As	a	result	of	this	chain	of	interpretations,	the	two-job	couple,	the	new	object	of	attention,
looks	down	the	hall	of	mirrors	to	see	"themselves."	What	working	mothers	find	in	the	mirror	of	culture	has	much	to	do	with	what	the	dilemmas	in	their	lives	make	them	look	for.	When	the	working	mothers	I	talked	with	considered	the	image	of	the	supermom,	they	imagined	a	woman	who	was	unusually	efficient,	organized,	energetic,	bright,	and
confident.	
To	be	a	supermom	seemed	like	a	good	thing.	To	be	called	one	was	a	compliment.	She	wasn't	real,	but	she	was	ideal.	Nancy	Holt,	a	social	worker	and	the	mother	of	a	son	named	Joey,	found	the	idea	of	a	supermom	curiously	useful	She	faced	a	terrible	choice	between	having	a	stable	marriage	and	an	equal	one,	and	she	chose	the	stable	34	THE	SECOND
SHIFT	marriage.	She	struggled	hard	to	suppress	her	conflict	with	her	husband	and	to	perform	an	emotional	cover-up.	The	supermom	image	appealed	to	her	because	it	offered	her	a	cultural	cover-up	to	go	with	her	emotional	one.	It	clothed	her	compromise	with	an	aura	of	inevitability.	It	obscured	the	crisis	she	and	her	husband	faced	over	the	second
shift,	her	conflict	with	her	husband	over	it,	and	her	attempts	to	suppress	the	conflict	to	preserve	their	marriage—	leaving	in	their	place	the	illusive,	light,	almost-winking	image	of	that	woman	with	the	flying	hair.	CHAPTER	4	Joey's	Problem:	Nancy	and	Evan	Holt	N	Holt	arrives	home	from	work,	her	son,	Joey,	in	one	hand	and	a	bag	of	groceries	in	the
other.	As	she	puts	down	the	groceries	and	opens	the	front	door,	she	sees	a	spill	of	mail	on	the	hall	floor,	Joeys	half-eaten	piece	of	cinnamon	toast	on	the	hall	table,	and	the	phone	machines	winking	red	light:	a	still-life	reminder	of	the	morning	s	frantic	rush	to	distribute	the	family	to	the	world	outside.	Nancy,	for	seven	years	a	social	worker,	is	a	short,
lithe	blond	woman	of	thirty	who	talks	and	moves	rapidly.	She	scoops	the	mail	onto	the	hall	table	and	heads	for	the	kitchen,	unbuttoning	her	coat	as	she	goes.	Joey	sticks	close	behind	her,	intently	explaining	to	her	how	dump	trucks	dump	things.	Joey	is	a	fat-cheeked,	lively	four-year-old	who	chuckles	easily	at	things	that	please	him.	Having	parked	their
red	station	wagon,	Evan,	her	husband,	comes	in	and	hangs	up	his	coat.	He	has	picked	her	up	at	work	and	they've	arrived	home	together.	Apparently	unready	to	face	the	kitchen	commotion	but	not	quite	entitled	to	relax	with	the	newspaper	in	the	living	room,	he	slowly	studies	the	mail.	Also	thirty,	Evan,	a	warehouse	furniture	salesman,	has	thinning
pale	blond	hair,	a	stocky	build,	and	a	tendency	to	lean	on	one	foot.	In	his	manner	there	is	something	both	affable	and	hesitant.	From	the	beginning,	Nancy	describes	herself	as	an	"ardent	feminist,"	an	egalitarian	(she	wants	a	similar	balance	of	spheres	and	equal	power).	Nancy	began	her	marriage	hoping	that	she	and	ANCY	35	36	THE	SECOND	SHIFT
Evan	would	base	their	identities	in	both	their	parenthood	and	their	careers,	but	clearly	tilted	toward	parenthood.	Evan	felt	it	was	fine	for	Nancy	to	have	a	career,	if	she	could	handle	the	family	too.	As	I	observe	in	their	home	on	this	evening,	I	notice	a	small	ripple	on	the	surface	of	family	waters.	From	the	commotion	of	the	kitchen,	Nancy	calls,	"Eva-an,
will	you	please	set	the	table?"	The	word	please	is	thick	with	irritation.	Scurrying	between	refrigerator,	sink,	and	oven,	with	Joey	at	her	feet,	Nancy	wants	Evan	to	help;	she	has	asked	him,	but	reluctantly.	She	seems	to	resent	having	to	ask.	(Later	she	tells	me,	"I	hate	to	ask;	why	should	I	ask?	Its	begging.")	Evan	looks	up	from	the	mail	and	flashes	an
irritated	glance	toward	the	kitchen,	stung,	perhaps,	to	be	asked	in	a	way	so	barren	of	appreciation	and	respect.	He	begins	setting	out	knives	and	forks,	asks	if	she	will	need	spoons,	then	answers	the	doorbell.	A	neighbor's	child.	No,	Joey	cant	play	right	now.	
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