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Chapter One Power Shift on the Horizon







In the village of Kampala in Uganda, Joan Ahimbisibwe, an HIV-positive mother of three, recently bought a piglet. For most of her life, Ahimbisibwe has lived on less than $1 a day, which is not enough to feed her family, let alone buy the school uniforms necessary to send her children to school—and certainly not enough for a lucrative investment like a piglet. Then Ahimbisibwe started making beads out of recycled magazine paper with a group of other women in her village. When two women in Colorado, Ginny Jordan and Torkin Wakefield, started a nonprofit called BeadforLife, which sells the beads at private parties and on the Internet, Ahimbisibwe started making $5 or $6 a day, about what a Ugandan policeman earns.


With her newfound financial stability, Ahimbisibwe saved enough money to buy her pig, which she raised then resold at a nice markup. With her profits, she moved her family into a storefront complete with mattresses, a big step up from the mud hut in which they’d been living and where they’d slept on the ground. Through the storefront, Ahimbisibwe sells vegetables and sugar, upping her earnings yet again. Ahimbisibwe’s daughter is now in private boarding school, which means that her chance of escaping the vicious cycle of African poverty has just changed forever.


Ahimbisibwe’s adult life so far is the story of one woman’s rising, and it’s the story of women helping women. Most of all, it’s an illustrative account of twenty-first-century female economic emancipation, an emancipation more fast-paced and far-reaching than any the world has seen before.


Around the world, from developing nations like Uganda to economic giants like the European Union and the United States, women are finally starting to control their economic destinies and those of their families. Take Sara Wood, thirty-eight, who grew up in the Deep South in the United States as the daughter of struggling Louisiana farmers. One of five siblings, including a brother who died young, Sara didn’t see many paths she wanted to follow. Many of the girls in her town were knocked up and headed for the altar by the time they graduated from high school: She didn’t know any women with high-earning careers, let alone with lives that didn’t revolve around their children and depend, utterly, on their husbands. Today, after managing product development for several technology start-ups, Wood earns more than she ever dreamed possible, owns multiple properties on two continents, and supports her two children, whose father makes less than one-third of what she does. Wood wasn’t saved from her narrow, small-town existence by anyone but herself. No prince swept in and brought her back to his castle. Wood built her position in the world through her ability to function, and function highly, in the marketplace. Hers is also a twenty-first-century story of economic emancipation.


Limerick, Ireland, when Anne Fleming was growing up in the seventies, was a place of pink slips and beer in the afternoons. No one expected to get rich, especially not little girls. The women Anne knew were moms; the professional women were teachers and nurses. Today, Anne lives in Dublin, where she’s a high-level financial advisor to one of Ireland’s biggest investment companies, negotiating multibillion-dollar deals. She drives a BMW convertible and already has enough in savings to retire and live comfortably for the rest of her life. Although she thinks she’d like to get married one day, she hasn’t yet and feels no pressure to do so. If anything, she worries about finding a man who can keep up with her.


If Anne had been born even ten years earlier, it’s doubtful she would have taken such a path. It probably wouldn’t have crossed her mind that such a future could be hers. Would she have gotten the MBA that gave her the skills to get her job? Would it even have occurred to her to explore a career in finance? And if it had, what are the chances the marketplace would have allowed a place for her?


It’s not that success equals monetary riches; I’d be shallow indeed if that were my point. What I’m talking about is economic emancipation—women around the globe becoming financially powerful enough to stand on their own two feet and tip the world’s power balance, starting with home life, extending to work life, and finally affecting general society.


This twenty-first-century phenomenon is on par with other remarkable human leaps forward—including other great moments of progress for women, such as women achieving the right to own property, to vote, to leave an unhappy marriage, to get a higher education, and to control their own reproductive systems. In many ways, what is happening now is a bigger breakthrough than any one of those others; as if those essential rights have intertwined and grown upward like so many morning glories, so that this new, taller flower can burst open—an essential bloom that couldn’t exist without all that came before, and one toward which all those steps were, ultimately, aiming: freedom from dependence, the chance for real power, and the opportunity to influence the workings of the world.


This narrative is not a feminist treatise. These are just facts. This is simply history, the logical outcome of the last hundred years and all the hundreds of years that came before that. It’s hardly an exaggeration to say that for all of recorded history, women have basically been second-class citizens in a male-dominated world. And it’s not ideology to assert that the status of women is changing. What we’re seeing now—exponential gains toward self-sufficiency, soaring education rates, mass economic empowerment around the world—are facts. They are history rushing forward. Nothing more, nothing less.


Until the last few years, the massive entry of women into the paid workforce seemed important mostly because it was a victory for social justice. Only recently has another, even more significant implication of women’s success become clear: The health of the global economy now demands that women realize their full potential as economic participants. This transformed world, where women hold economic power equal to men’s, is inevitable not only because it’s fair and just (which it is), but because human economic success now depends on it. In the coming decades, countries that harness women’s economic power will win; those that fail to do so will lose.


In the past few years, prominent economists and policy makers have abruptly woken to the fact that women’s equality in the workplace is not a “women’s issue” but a serious factor in global economic competitiveness. In Geneva, for example, the World Economic Forum—a global group of influential economists and policy makers—launched a comprehensive annual Global Gender Gap Report in 2006. The report, developed by the WEF’s Global Competitiveness Network, looks at gender economic equality as a serious factor in determining a nation’s economic success. Every annual Global Gender Gap Report since the first full issue in 2006 has found a direct connection between a country’s ability to tap the skills and talents of women and its economic success. According to the 2007 report, “A nation’s competitiveness depends significantly on whether and how it educates and utilizes its female talent.”


“In every country in the world, half of the potentially available human resources are women,” points out Saadia Zahidi, associate director and head of constituents for the World Economic Forum. “If that half is not educated or not healthy, they’re unlikely to be channeled into the economy in the most effective way.”


All of this makes an obvious kind of common sense: What happens when a country actively suppresses half its population’s economic contributions? It gets half the ideas, half the labor, half the productivity. No country can afford this kind of waste. As journalists Nicholas Kristof and Sheryl WuDunn make clear in their important 2009 book, Half the Sky: Turning Oppression into Opportunity for Women Worldwide, the appalling and routine violation of women’s human rights around the world undermines the economic power of entire nations. A mirror image to that argument is also becoming clear: When countries treat women equally to men and make it possible for both genders to have families and careers, national economies prosper.


Of course, transforming a culture that discriminates against women to one that unleashes women’s full economic potential is far from easy. It’s a process that can and will alter entire economies. But it also opens a Pandora’s box of societal anxieties. A world transfigured by women’s earning power challenges the very notion of what it means to be a woman. And if we must reconsider what it means to be a woman, then we must also reconsider what it means to be a man and, by extension, revisit all of our fundamental assumptions about family, society, the workplace, leadership institutions, and overall, how we believe the world works and should work.


Sweeping as it may sound, this kind of reconsideration is already happening in almost every country in the world, and yielding concrete results. Those results manifest differently from country to country, from culture to culture. But in regions spread across the globe, one thing is clear: Change is happening. As I write, as you read, the future is becoming the present. Health and education gaps between men and women are closing in even the poorest nations on earth, redirecting women away from poverty and toward economic and political opportunities.


A world of financially empowered women is a world changed for the better, and this reality is approaching with the speed of an almighty storm. Even now, you can see the lightning flash in the distance. More women than men are graduating from high school, college, and graduate programs in the United States. Women hold more than half the parliamentary seats in Rwanda. In China, a country flush with newly minted millionaires, a woman, Zhang Yin (a paper-recycling entrepreneur), is the richest of the rich (a multibillionaire). This is a moment that historians will look back on, pointing their fingers and tracing the era on timelines for students of the future: See it there! See the rise of the woman at the dawn of the twenty-first century! This is when women achieved economic emancipation after thousands of years as dependents.


The lightning’s moving closer; the storm is about to break. Like it or not, we’ll all feel the downpour soon.


In 2009, in the United States, women held 49 percent of all non-farm jobs. The number of women earning $100,000 or more tripled between 1991 and 2001. Between 2000 and 2008, women’s average weekly wages grew steadily, while men’s didn’t grow at all. “Women are catching up to men,” says Heidi Hartmann, president of the Institute for Women’s Policy Research. Adds Robert Reich, former U.S. secretary of labor and now a professor of public policy at the University of California, Berkeley: “I wouldn’t be surprised if, in ten years, the typical woman in the workforce was earning more than the typical man.”


Women are not only earning more than they used to, they’re taking on different types of jobs—in fields that pay more and command more esteem and, sometimes, more power. Today, women hold 51 percent of all management, professional, and related positions in the United States. American women are starting their own businesses at nearly double the national average. Already, about 40 percent of U.S. private firms are women-owned, compared to only 26 percent in 1997.


These developments in business are not exclusive to the United States. In Cuba, women hold more technical and professional jobs than men do. And all over the world, as Joan Ahimbisibwe’s story reveals, women are starting their own businesses. These changes speak to myriad shifting impulses, ideas, roles, and realities in less than a lifetime.


At the same time these business patterns are changing, the global economy happens to be undergoing other fundamental shifts, the most profound of which is the switch from an industrial to a knowledge economy. “The economy of the future is one that depends less on physical strength and more on the ability to solve problems—to critically collaborate and empathize, and pick up on subtle emotional cues. The more people, both men and women, are able to do that, the stronger our overall economy will be,” says Robert Reich. The information economy doesn’t give men an advantage over women, as did more agricultural or manufacturing-oriented economies—where physical strength matters. A knowledge-based economy doesn’t reward strength, it rewards smarts. And women, who now equal or exceed the education levels of men in numerous countries, are poised to reap a massive benefit from the shifting economy.


In fact, they’re already reaping it.


In the United States, women already control 51.3 percent of the nation’s private wealth. One reason for this is women’s growing earning power; another is that women, in general, outlive men and inherit their wealth. Just imagine how the balance of wealth will shift between genders when those women born during the baby boomer era start to inherit their parents’ and their husbands’ assets. Meanwhile, women in the United States already control some 80 percent of all household spending decisions, according to research firm A. T. Kearney. All told, American women have a purchasing power of more than $5 trillion. That’s more than the entire economy of Japan ($4.9 trillion in 2008).


These economic forces are impossible to ignore. We’re on the brink of a massive power shift, a grinding of the gears of history into a new human condition, one where women are no longer most of the world’s poor, no longer the least educated and least powerful, a world where women can, if they choose, seize the reins of economic control.


What will a world with women in power look like? Will Anne Fleming in Dublin become a terror with her newfound riches, as bad as any stereotypically bad male boss who ever terrorized his underlings? As Sara Wood continues her way up the ladder, what kind of a leader will she become? Will Joan Ahimbisibwe’s daughter use her education to take another step out of poverty? And what of the women in Colorado who came up with the program that gave Ahimbisibwe the chance to educate her daughter? Will they continue to use their Western wealth to raise women in developing countries out of poverty?


It’s typical in Western culture to see things as either/or, as black or white: You’re either at the top or on the bottom. But it doesn’t have to be that way. Women are on their way to being in power. Gender roles and all that they imply will be transformed—are already transforming—probably beyond anything our turn-of-the-century eyes will recognize. But must one gender rule the other? Is it possible instead that the economic emancipation of women will lead to a more balanced world, where neither sex dominates but both work together in a kind of harmony? Pollyannaish, perhaps. Possible? Definitely.


But First, a Little History


Connecting the dots of women’s emancipation in the last hundred or so years brings home how quickly women’s status has changed yet also reminds us that freedom is not something achieved overnight. One obstacle was overturned, then another, until now the road ahead is no longer rife with roadblocks but is a clear, broad path stretching toward the future, with far fewer hurdles ahead.


As recently as 150 years ago, when a woman married in the United States, all of her property became her husband’s, by law. Whether or not the husband willed a wife’s inheritance back to her at the time of his death depended on his whim. Even personal items, like clothes, trinkets, and pictures, belonged to the husband. In the 1850s, and only in some states (mostly northern, Midwestern, and mid-Atlantic), married women at last were allowed to own property separate from their husbands; even then, though, a woman couldn’t sell her property without her husband’s consent—which meant she couldn’t use the value of the property to build her own economic independence. If the man and the woman divorced, the law, in all but the rarest of cases, would see the property revert back to the man, who would also keep custody of any children. So while divorce was never illegal in most of the United States, it was nearly impossible for a woman to separate herself and become financially independent—let alone hold on to her children. The briefest overview of women’s property rights at that time reveals how near to impossible it would have been for a woman to support herself if she left her husband. Legally, women were essentially property of their husbands. (Even today, there are countries, such as Uganda, where Joan Ahimbisibwe lives, where most women are still their husband’s property in practice, if not in law.)


In the United States and Europe, circumstances changed again for women at the turn of the last century, when agricultural economies evolved into industrial ones and people became more dependent for survival on jobs than on property. Women could, and frequently did, take factory jobs in cities like London, Berlin, and New York. But a factory job during the Industrial Revolution was hardly the ticket to financial independence. Whether she worked or not, a snapshot of a young woman’s life at the turn of the last century shows she had none of the opportunities we take for granted today:




	She couldn’t vote.


	She couldn’t choose when to get pregnant.


	She couldn’t pursue higher education.


	She couldn’t expect to find a job outside domestic work or factory labor.





It’s easy to forget how new women’s freedoms really are and what a radical departure they are from most of human history. (“My mother was born before women could vote,” Hillary Clinton reminded the Democratic National Convention in 2008. “But in this election, my daughter got to vote for her mother for President.”) The right to vote, to choose when to have children, to educate ourselves and support ourselves—these fundamentals seem so basic we barely notice them today. But almost none of those freedoms were possible for a woman at the turn of the twentieth century, not in the United States or anywhere else. The idea of granting women the right to vote was so radical that Susan B. Anthony named her magazine about women and the vote The Revolution. (Motto: “The true republic—men, their rights and nothing more; women, their rights and nothing less.”) Women first got the vote in New Zealand in 1893; in the United States, the Nineteenth Amendment, granting women’s suffrage, didn’t pass until 1920; and, worldwide, the fight for a woman’s right to vote continues: Kuwaiti women won the vote in 2005, and women in the United Arab Emirates will likely have suffrage by 2010. It’s been a long struggle indeed—but one that I believe is nearly at an end.


If the idea of voting was controversial, the concept of women choosing whether and when to have children was literally criminal. In 1873, the United States outlawed the sale or delivery of contraception (back then, just condoms or diaphragms) through the mail. Even publishing information about how to avoid pregnancy was illegal. Margaret Sanger, a nurse on the Lower East Side of Manhattan, published a magazine describing ways to avoid pregnancy for women too poor or sick to raise children. She had to flee the country or face prosecution.


All this ruckus was over relatively primitive, ineffective methods of birth control. The real brouhaha began at a dinner party in 1951, when Sanger, then in her seventies, met a scientist named Gregory Pincus. Pincus had a theory that injections of progesterone could stop ovulation. Sanger introduced him to Katharine McCormick, heir to the International Harvester fortune, who had joined the fight for birth control because of her own experiences: Her husband had schizophrenia and she didn’t want to pass the disease along. Ultimately, she provided $16 million in today’s dollars to develop the birth control pill. Her economic power made possible the Pill’s introduction in 1960, changing women’s lives forever.


And when the Supreme Court legalized abortion in 1973 (after more than a decade of protests, marches, and intense legal debate), safer abortions became a reality, allowing women further reproductive choice.


In the 1960s and 1970s, feminists lobbied for equal rights in all spheres, and their push for equality took hold in academia, which until the 1970s had been heavily segregated. Columbia University did not start admitting women undergraduates until 1983. (To be fair, Barnard College still does not admit men.) Common thought held that wives, sisters, and daughters shouldn’t be intellectuals and that a professional education in law, medicine, or business would be wasted on women, who were going to stay home raising children and weren’t going to enter the marketplace.


Today, women hold 57.5 percent of all U.S. college bachelor’s degrees, 61 percent of all master’s degrees, and 49 percent of all doctorate degrees.


“Education has been a prime driver for women’s income growth in the U.S. and around the world,” says Heidi Hartmann. The powerful impact of women’s education on earning power is now sweeping the globe, and its effects will be dramatic. “In Latin America, education gaps are starting to close, in patterns similar to those seen in Western countries, and women are starting to be present in higher education in bigger numbers than men,” says World Economic Forum’s Zahidi. In the Arab world, literacy rates for women climbed from 16.6 percent in 1970 to more than 50 percent in 2000. In the years ahead, countries that let these educated women put their knowledge into the marketplace will reap dramatic dividends.


From Survival to Influence: The Stages of Economic Power


Together, these revolutions, in suffrage, birth control, and education, unshackled women and provided them with the tools any person needs to improve his or her lot—independence, knowledge, and the ability to work. The challenge before us is to continue women’s progress, to identify what still holds women back, and to prepare ourselves for full economic equality. To do that, we need to understand the steps in the journey ahead. In many ways, the fight ahead is an internal one—understanding what women’s newfound economic power means to each of us personally and to our society, and figuring out how we want to use it.


In 1970, distinguished psychologist Abraham Maslow published a groundbreaking paper called “A Theory of Human Motivation,” wherein he outlined his now-famous theory on the hierarchy of needs: Only after certain fundamental needs have been met, he argued, do we seek to fulfill the next set of needs. We need to eat and have basic shelter before we can worry about finding love and affection; we need love and affection before we can seek social status or strive to change the world for the better.


I believe Maslow’s hierarchy is directly applicable to understanding the full range of women’s economic rise. Most women are in the two early stages of what I call the Three Stages of Economic Power, an idea built on Maslow’s hierarchy. A combination of extraordinary forces are now in place to help raise women to the third and highest level of economic power—influence—if women will choose to make the leap.


THREE STAGES OF ECONOMIC POWER


[image: Three Stages of Economic Power]


The first of Maslow’s needs are physiological—the drive for food, water, sleep, and shelter. The basics. In the Three Stages of Economic Power, we call the first stage Survival. Survival is a woman earning enough money to put a roof over her family’s heads and feed and clothe her children, but not much more. Survival is Joan Ahimbisibwe before she began making beads for BeadforLife.


The second stage of economic power I call Independence. I don’t mean that women in this sphere are independently wealthy and don’t need to work. Far from it. I mean they’re free from daily worries about food and shelter and can rely on themselves to provide the basics—and, gradually, much more. (In my adaptation of Maslow’s theory, this second step, of independence, is equivalent to the stages that Maslow called security, love, and self-esteem.)


When women reach this stage, they’re eating well and living in reliable housing—and as their confidence grows, they’re investing in their own futures. At one end of the spectrum of independence is Joan Ahimbisibwe, making sure her family will have enough to eat today, taking entrepreneurial steps to improve her family’s future. At the other is Anne Fleming, with a lifetime of savings socked away. Many women fall somewhere in between. In fact, women around the world have done a phenomenal job moving into this middle place.


And significant numbers of those women will soon learn that there is even more to life than security and independence.


At the top of Maslow’s hierarchy is the stage he called “self-actualization.” Self-actualization occurs when one can project one’s self—one’s best self—onto the world and, in so doing, change the world. For our purposes in understanding the Three Stages of Economic Power, we call this third stage Influence. Katharine McCormick was certainly in the influence stage when she funded the development of the Pill. She was imprinting her vision on the world through her economic power.


Powerful men are in the habit of thinking about their lives as historically meaningful. They are accustomed to asking, “What effect do I have?” “What will my legacy be?” They consider it normal to think that they ought to leave a mark, that they have the right to do so. But acknowledging and using their influence is new territory for many women. For most of history, women have had only one powerful way to make their mark on the world—the character they establish in their homes and in their children. The time has come for women to make their mark in the public sphere as well. What will we do? It’s one of the central questions facing the world in the twenty-first century, and how women answer it will affect both men and women in every corner of the globe: How will women use their newfound economic independence to self-actualize? What will that mean for the world? For men? For our families? That’s why I wrote this book: to take a peek at the future that’s arriving faster than we can write.


Urgent Choices


In the chapters ahead, you’ll learn about women around the globe who are using their influence to change the fundamentals of the family, the workplace, the marketplace, and politics. How are these women rewriting the rules of the game, questioning old assumptions and inventing new paradigms? How are powerful economic forces—including globalization, demographic change, environmental challenges, and new technology—converging to add new urgency to women’s choices?


In unprecedented numbers, women have already moved into that middle stage of economic power—the stage of independence—but now our families and our countries need us to take the next step. As the global economy emerges from the economic tumult of the early twenty-first century, countries and companies are entering a unique time of rebuilding. There are unprecedented opportunities to throw out old models and try new ones. In the decade beyond 2010, women—and men—will be shaping a “new normal.”


We are at a turning point in history. For the first time, the smartest nations, corporations, and communities know that they must seek better ways to nurture and harness the full talents of their entire population, both women and men. And there is ample hard evidence to show that tapping women’s talents, in every sphere, will make the world more equitable and more prosperous.


When a country educates its girls and women, its gross domestic product grows. When a corporation adds more women to its senior leadership, the company performs better financially than if there are only men at the top. When a nation makes it easier for two-income families to work and have a balanced life, its children and its economy thrive.


Countries and companies face a unique opportunity, here and now: to create a world where both women and men can bring their wide array of talents to bear on the problems of the world. But this moment won’t last forever. Those countries and companies that heed the call—accepting and facilitating women’s rising power—will emerge as winners in the economy of the future. Those that don’t will be left behind. For women, too, this is an unparalleled moment: For the good of families, personal economies, countries, and women around the world, it’s time for women to take the step to influence. It’s time not to seize power from men, but to shift it, so half the world’s citizens hold half the world’s economic influence.


Once the power shift happens, the world will never be the same.














Chapter Two Global Change and Whole Wheat Pizza


PROFILES OF INFLUENCE







Tecate, Mexico, is a little Baja town known for two big things: the pale, bitter brew of Tecate beer, and Rancho La Puerta, an organic farm and health spa that’s been coaching guests on healthy living for more than sixty years. Founder Deborah Szekely takes an interest in demographic changes—my own area of expertise—and from time to time she invites my husband, Ken, and me down to the three-thousand-acre ranch to share our findings with her guests.


So on a crisp January day not long ago, Ken and I hiked the half mile from our guest casita, passing boulders and sagebrush, to join Deborah and several others for lunch in the Spanish mission-style dining hall. I found my petite white-haired hostess chatting with an illustrious guest, civil rights activist Marian Wright Edelman. They were an impressive duo: Deborah, a smashingly successful businesswoman; Edelman, the first African-American woman admitted to the Mississippi bar and the founder and president of the Children’s Defense Fund, the preeminent advocacy organization for the rights of poor, abused, and neglected children in the United States. Edelman was at the ranch finishing up a new book about hardships facing American children.


As we dined on delicious whole wheat pizza and salads from the organic garden, Deborah and Marian brainstormed about another crusade. Deborah wanted to launch an effort to bring healthier foods into American schools, encouraging garden-to-table experiences for sixth graders. Marian knew exactly what connections Deborah would need to raise money for a pilot project.


“You know who you should talk to?” Marian said. She mentioned a prominent foundation with a new interest in the kind of program Deborah wanted to promote.


“Great,” said Deborah. “Do you know anyone there?”


“Absolutely,” Marian replied.


Without missing a beat, Deborah asked, “Can you introduce me?”


Marian grinned. “Of course.”


Before I’d finished my first slice of pizza, Marian was making a list of names and numbers.


As I reached for seconds, it occurred to me that I was witnessing a critical moment in history: two powerful, economically independent women helping each other change the world. This moment was nothing less than the culmination of women’s progression from survival to independence to influence, a progression that, at least in Deborah’s case, occurred in the course of a single lifetime.


Deborah didn’t start out lunching with luminaries. When she launched Rancho La Puerta in 1940, she did it for survival, that first stage of economic power. “We had nothing,” she told me. “Our priority was food.” It was World War II, and her husband, a Hungarian intellectual, could neither return home nor remain legally in the United States. So the couple scratched out a living by inviting American friends to visit the ranch in Mexico for a health vacation; the friends would stay in tents and work on the farm, all for the kingly sum of $17.50 a week. Deborah’s husband lectured to guests on healthy living while Deborah did the manual labor. “In the beginning, there was just me, doing the laundry and the cooking and all the letter writing to invite guests,” she says. “I had no identity and I was too tired to establish one because after I worked all day, I wrote letters all night.”


Over time, the ranch grew from a desperate gambit for financial survival to the thriving spa it is today.


Nearly twenty years later, in 1958, when Deborah started her second spa, the fabled Golden Door, she did it for Independence, the second stage of economic power. Specifically, she wanted to have children, but to do so she needed the steady income that her much older husband, who had little interest in starting a family, was both unwilling and unable to provide. The success of Rancho La Puerta—which by now boasted running water, small guest houses instead of tents, and celebrity guests from around the world—gave Deborah the confidence to launch her new spa, the Golden Door, in Southern California.


Under Deborah’s leadership, the Golden Door soon became a synonym for health and fitness delivered with a strong measure of Zen luxury. Based on its success, Deborah shifted into that top stage of economic power, Influence—the ability to use financial and personal resources to make a difference in the broader world. Deborah founded a school in Tecate, then a library. She launched an arts fund in San Diego. Then in the 1980s, she went to Washington and became president of the Inter-American Foundation, channeling American aid to poor people in Latin America and the Caribbean.


On this cold, clear January day, here she was again, still bent on influencing the world—and working with another influential woman to make it happen. “I have nothing to lose and no time to waste. Maybe it’s time women showed men how we get things done,” Deborah told me later.


When I look at Deborah and Marian and how seamlessly they worked together, using their influence, resources, and vast networking power to impact their world, I see something old and something new. Women helping women? That’s the oldest tale in the book. In some ways, what they were doing that day in the dining hall was no different from moms swapping babysitter names on the playground. But that kind of age-old women’s networking and advice gets a powerful boost when there’s serious women-controlled money behind it—and that is new. This mighty influence is just starting to change the world and in ways we can only begin to fathom.


From Survival to Influence: A Move to the Middle


Of course, not everyone is Deborah Szekely or Marian Wright Edelman. Far more women are like Rosa Acosta, a housekeeper in Phoenix who earns about $8 an hour. (Note: Rosa’s one of just four people in this book who asked me to change her name: I’ll tell you when I’ve changed the others.) A single mom of three, she had lived in three apartments within the past year when I first spoke with her. When she needed minor surgery, she paid for it out of pocket. During her three-week, unpaid recovery, she lost some of her cleaning clients and couldn’t afford her rent or the much needed repairs to her car. She and her three children lived with friends for a while, but she found the neighborhood too dangerous for her kids. A few months after I first met her, Rosa launched her own version of a micro-loan program, asking her employers to advance her a month’s pay so she could buy an old motor home from another client. It worked. She paid back the advances, and she and her children now live in a safer area. She’s a loving mother, a hard worker, and her life is exhausting.


Globally, more women than not are like Rosa, struggling to find food and shelter. Poverty is not equally shared by both genders: Most poor people are female. Of 1.1 billion people living in abject poverty around the world, a whopping 70 percent are women. In India, more than a third of working women earn less than $1 a day—and that’s just the women who have jobs. Much of women’s disproportionate poverty in developing countries is related to government, tribal, or religious suppression of women’s most basic rights (to move about freely, to be educated, to own property, to earn money). By contrast, here in the United States, having children and supporting them when fathers are absent is a major indicator of poverty: A woman like Rosa, who’s the female head of a household with no man present, has a one-in-four chance of living in poverty. That’s twice the number of male heads of households who live in poverty.


It’s a human tragedy that so many people live in poverty. To deny the enormity of this problem around the world would be to sweep massive injustice under the rug. But there is good news regarding women and poverty: In recent years, women have been making steady progress out of the survival level of power into the beginnings of economic independence. Two decades ago, Rosa’s chances of living in poverty, as a single female head of household, were significantly greater than they are now—more than one in three, instead of today’s one in four. Things are getting better.


“Single mothers are still the poorest family group in society, but the good news is that they’re less poor than they used to be,” says Heidi Hartmann of the Institute for Women’s Policy Research. In the past twenty years, the percentage of female heads of household living in poverty has dropped nearly 10 percent.


This move out of poverty comes directly from women’s education and improved earning power. “By getting an education, women have become more able to support their children,” Hartmann says. Women’s incomes have climbed steadily since 1980.


“The trends are unmistakable,” says Robert Reich. “The typical male worker today is earning no more than the typical male worker thirty years ago, adjusted for inflation. But the typical woman is earning much more today than the typical woman earned thirty years ago.”


All this adds up to real change for women like Rosa. And it’s happening around the world.


Gradually, quietly, slowly, women have been becoming a larger share of the workforce, entering increasingly well-paid jobs, and inching up the income ladder. Continent by continent, you can trace women’s global progress on the income charts as easily as you can watch the tide lap up a beach. In Sub-Saharan Africa, the number of people living on less than $1.25 a day (a group, globally, made up of far more women than men) fell by 6 percentage points between 1990 and 2005. In Southeast Asia, that number fell by 20 percentage points. In all developing regions as a whole, the quantity of people living on less than a dollar a day has dropped 42 percent to 25 percent. That’s real progress.


Clearly, women’s expanding earning power isn’t just improving life for individual families. It’s influencing the entire global economy.


“For the past two decades, the increase in female employment in the rich world has been the main driving force of growth,” The Economist magazine reported in 2006. “Those women have contributed more to global GDP growth than have either new technology, or the new giants, China or India.”


A bigger impact on the global economy than China or India. That’s simply astounding: The development of those two booming countries, particularly the growth of their middle class, contributed nearly $5 trillion to the global economy between 1998 and 2006. If, as The Economist asserts, women’s growing employment just in wealthy countries has added more than that, imagine what will happen when women’s full economic power, worldwide, is unleashed.


Talk about the power of the purse!


Influence Defined


While there are still far too many women living in poverty, it’s encouraging to see how many women like Rosa are moving to the middle stage of economic power, Independence. Let’s not underestimate this. In one hundred years women have moved from being property to owning property.


But figuring out how many women are making the next step, from independence to influence, is a tougher task. First of all, these stages of economic power aren’t necessarily a one-way trip. Making it to independence doesn’t guarantee you’ll stay there, let alone head upstairs to influence. Also, financial influence is a slippery concept. In the three stages of economic power, you can’t draw simple income lines and say, “At $25,000 a year or less, a woman is surviving; at $26,000 she’s independent.” Nor can you say, “At $75,000 she’s independent, and at $150,000, she has influence.”


Instead, the stages of financial power are related to how women use their money. At the survival level, every dollar (or yuan or dinar or euro) goes toward food and shelter. At the independence level, the money goes toward a wider variety of things (which makes it tougher to track): education; nicer houses in safer neighborhoods with better schools; more reliable cars; healthier foods.


At the influence stage, women start using their money (and/or the security, independence, and financial power it brings) to impact the world beyond the circle of their loved ones and friends. In short, economic influence is the use of financial power (and all that comes with it) to affect the broader world. Influence is Melinda Gates starting the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation with Bill; it’s Deborah Szekely founding schools and libraries and arts organizations, and heading up Latin American aid efforts. It’s Shelly Lazarus, chairman and CEO of ad and marketing giant Ogilvy & Mather, making sure every bed at the children’s hospital at Columbia Presbyterian in New York has video consoles for games and movies.


But influence isn’t expressed only through philanthropy. Influence is any use of your resources to affect the world. In the corporate sphere, Indra Nooyi, chairman and CEO of Pepsico, adopted a new mission for the company: “performance with purpose.” Under her leadership, the company reduced its use of fossil fuels in favor of wind and solar power, and launched global initiatives at its factories to reduce waste and use water more efficiently. The company sold off fast-food businesses like Pizza Hut and bought businesses making healthier foods, including juice maker Tropicana and oatmeal giant Quaker Oats. Nooyi vowed that within a few years, the company would earn half its profits from healthy products. Meanwhile, under her guidance, Pepsico launched an effort to train its farmer-suppliers in India in sustainable, water-efficient agricultural methods, which boosted the farmers’ productivity and saved water—a win for the company, the farmers, and the environment. “Nobody’s going to remember you for delivering earnings to stockholders,” Nooyi told a standing-room-only crowd at New York’s Asia Society in the spring of 2009. “They will remember you for the lasting impact you made on society and for being sustainable.” Making positive changes people will remember—now that’s influence.


Influence also happens in small business: In Northern California, Sally Thornton left the corporate world to cofound Flexperience, a consulting firm that connects experienced, talented women with part-time, flexible jobs with clients such as Genentech, Levi Strauss & Co., and Pixar. Thornton’s firm is opening up all kinds of new work-life possibilities for women. As Thornton, Nooyi, and thousands of other women have shown, you don’t have to be a philanthropist to exercise economic influence. Influence can happen in politics or investing or any other institution where you want to make a mark.


You don’t have to be wealthy, either, to exercise influence. While in college at the Al Akhawayn University in Ifrane, Morocco, Kawtar Chyraa, twenty-two, became treasurer of Hand-in-Hand, a campus group promoting education for rural girls and women. During her term as treasurer, the group raised enough money to build a new school in Ain Lkhil, a poor rural area near the college. They didn’t just build the school; they also funded power and water projects for it.


“Ifrane is a very poor area, so we also needed to raise money for the electrical infrastructure and to have a well dug,” she says.


Two fun runs raised much of the needed money. Meanwhile, Chyraa and her colleagues persuaded a French NGO to donate two school buses. At the same time, Hand-in-Hand helped poor women in the community start a business baking bread at home and selling it on campus. “It’s a very smart business, because most of the students on campus are starving for homemade bread,” she says with a laugh.


Chyraa’s efforts prove you don’t need to be wealthy to exercise economic influence. What you do need is to understand how money works—what makes it flow, how to get it where you want it and to do what you want it to do. And you need the psychological freedom from hunger, fatigue, and constant need. Virginia Woolf argued, “A woman needs a room of her own and an independent income if she is to write.” In the realm of economic influence, I would say that a woman needs a psychological room of her own and economic independence if she is to inscribe herself on the world.


It’s also possible to be wealthy but never reach the stage of economic influence. Deborah Szekely didn’t have to start a school or head an aid foundation. She could have stayed at her spas enjoying unlimited access to Pilates and massage. Shelly Lazarus, the CEO of Ogilvy, didn’t have to fund bedside video consoles at a children’s hospital. These women didn’t choose to stay home and keep their wealth to themselves: They found ways to improve their world. At a certain point in highly successful careers, many women (and men) of substance feel keenly that the “he who dies with the most toys wins” philosophy fails to nourish their souls—and they begin to seek a philosophy that does.


The Power Shift: From Independence to Influence


While influence and wealth are not synonymous, money can serve as a pretty good indicator of influence—and it’s an indicator we can measure. So far, women’s progress into the upper echelons of wealth has been slow, far slower than their progress from survival to independence. But this progress toward influence is happening—slowly, but inexorably. Between 1991 and 2001, the number of women earning more than $100,000 tripled. By 2006, about 5 percent of all women (compared with 15 percent of men) made more than $75,000. In 2000, just 2.8 percent of women earned more than $75,000. Maybe jumping from “almost zero” to “very small” isn’t enough to change the world—yet.


But this is the sign of things to come. And that’s the point.


Globally, it’s much harder to get figures tracing these earliest of movements of women into the top income ranks, because many countries don’t measure income by gender, or if they do, there’s little historical data. But where there are numbers, those numbers tell a striking story. In the UK, women will soon be richer than men, owning 60 percent of all personal wealth by 2025. Even in the Middle East, where women’s social freedom is severely restricted, women control huge sums of money. Around 40 percent of high-net-worth assets in Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, and the Sultanate of Oman are at least partially controlled by women.


These promising numbers aren’t the only way—are maybe not even the best way—to follow women’s economic emancipation. You can also track this change by the clues it leaves behind. Ever so slowly, the structure and rules of the world’s most influential institutions are starting to change, largely in response to women’s growing economic influence. At global consulting giant Deloitte, the “traditional” career path—work like crazy for fifty weeks a year, for forty-five years—no longer exists: Instead, the firm assumes every career will include periods of more or less intense work, sabbaticals, leave, part-time schedules, flex time, and other arrangements. The company didn’t change because it makes Deloitte’s executives feel good about themselves. The company needs to be flexible to retain top-quality women, or it will lose the battle for talent.


Likewise, Dove didn’t launch its game-changing ad series “Campaign for Real Beauty,” featuring women’s honest-to-goodness bodies, as an antidote to negative messages about women’s appearance: It wanted to sell soaps (and it did: Within two months of the U.S. campaign launch, sales of products featured in the series shot up 600 percent; six months after the campaign launched, sales were up by 700 percent in Europe!). Rwanda’s constitution doesn’t mandate that 30 percent of legislative seats go to women simply because equality is nice: More and more, decision makers of either gender see with increasing clarity that diverse points of view help countries and companies become more effective.


Overall, the easiest way to trace women’s ascendance is to track the signs. And if you’re a savvy tracker, those signs will show you not just where women have been, but where they are headed.


What’s at Stake?


Of course, it’s great news that women are pulling themselves out of lives of mere survival into independence and even, slowly, influence. But—aside from the obvious human benefits—so what? If my point were simply to call out the rather obvious evidence that women are starting to do better financially, you could close this book right now.


It turns out, though, that as women gain more and more control over money, the world is starting to look different. The difference isn’t just that more women are moving to middle-class neighborhoods and sending their kids to better schools: When women have more money, they use it differently than men do. They make different choices. They invest it differently. They spend it differently. And they feel differently about money.


By starting to understand how men and women relate differently to money, we begin to see why and how they make different choices when they have it. We also begin to see why the gradual, inexorable shift of the world’s money from “his” to “his and hers” will change ever more of the world’s institutions, norms, and policies to “ours.” Of course, there are barriers to these sweeping institutional transformations; paradigms rarely change overnight. Of course, this shift won’t happen at the same pace everywhere. Of course, there’s plenty that could go wrong. But if, as women, we’re aware of these changes, understand why they’re important, and continue to work to hasten change, the inevitable power shift will happen sooner, not later—and will benefit not just women but everyone.


Throughout this book, I’ll show precisely how women’s rising economic power has already started to affect specific institutions, including the family, the workplace, and politics. But for those transformations to make sense, we first need a better understanding of what a dollar means to a man and what it means to a woman.


Gender, Money, and Power: The Study


I’m not the first person ever to wonder about men, women, and money. Over the past decade, there have been many studies that have looked at gender and money, some led by academics trying to understand the progress women have made around the globe, others conducted by companies trying to sell more products to women.


But I wanted to go beyond the external records to get a psychological take on the issue. Surprisingly little has been done on the psychology behind women’s choices when handling money—though this seems the very crux of women’s economic progress. If a woman earns a million dollars a year, but is so terrified of losing it that she’s afraid to part with a penny, how far has she come, really? Or if a woman doesn’t negotiate for a bigger salary because she fears looking bitchy or unattractive, how much progress have we made?


To answer these questions, Age Wave, the company I cofounded with my husband, Ken Dychtwald, teamed up with financial services company Allianz and with Harris Interactive to launch an in-depth study of gender, money, and power. We started with a large, randomized survey of three thousand men and women around the United States. We asked how financially secure they felt, what they worried about, what money meant to them. We asked about their secret money lives: Did they have a stash their spouse didn’t know about? Did they fantasize about someone rescuing them financially? Did they feel confident or insecure about making investment choices?


While one should always be wary of overgeneralizing, it was astonishing to see distinct trends emerge from the data. Of course, one can never say, “All women feel this way and all men feel that way.” But in at least three critical areas, there was a clear gender split in attitudes and behaviors toward money—attitudes that have a direct impact on the choices men and women make with their money, their careers, and their families.


These startling results are why I found myself on a sunny day in Los Angeles observing focus groups of women talking about their relationships with money. I wanted to dig deeper, to put faces and names and hearts to the numerical trends we found. As women of all ages, income levels, and ethnic backgrounds talked about their feelings around money, I was struck by the passion they felt about the issues, and by their willingness to share, very frankly, their conflicts, challenges, and secrets. We convened more focus groups, in Chicago and Atlanta, and interviewed groups of men, too. The more I heard both genders talk about their different psychological relationships to money, the more I could make sense of changes I was already seeing all around me, at the grocery store, the office, the polling place. Three clear trends quickly emerged from our research—trends that were largely, on the surface, already supported by previous studies, but that hadn’t been probed as deeply before. We saw what was happening with women and their money, and with men and their money, but also began to understand why—and what it means for the future.


Finding One: Money Means Security to Women, Freedom to Men


By a significant margin, the men we surveyed said the best thing about having money was having the freedom to do what they want; for women, it was the security that came with it. A startling two-thirds of women said security was the top benefit of money.


It’s no surprise to learn that women want economic security. Most studies and secondary research support this finding. But additional questions helped us deepen our knowledge about this gender difference. We wanted to know why women value security so very highly. What we found was that women’s fears of poverty run deep, at every income level. Those fears didn’t go away when women had money. In fact, women who earned $100,000 or more were slightly more likely to fear losing it all. Sandy Lawrence, one of our San Francisco discussion group participants, called this phenomenon “delusions of poverty” and mentioned they’d haunted her for a long time. She’s the smart, savvy former CEO of a biotech company, but she was very familiar with the fear of landing out on the street—although years of exercising her own earning power eventually helped her escape these delusions.


Because women value security so highly (their value of security far outweighs their next two priorities, caring for family and financial freedom), financial insecurity can take a high toll. Fully a third of the women we surveyed did not feel financially secure at all; just 10 percent said they felt extremely secure. And, overall, women were far less optimistic and confident than men about money. In fact, men were fully twice as likely to describe themselves as optimistic. Men were also more confident about money than women: About 56 percent of men scored high on confidence (rating themselves as “confident,” “responsible,” and “not passive regarding money”), compared with 49 percent of women who rated themselves highly on these attributes.


These differences in security, optimism, and confidence had a clear influence on the choices women made about their money. Example: One in five women in our study said she had a secret stash of money her partner didn’t know about—that’s twice the number of men with a secret stash. Some 70 percent of the women with a stash said it was as a hedge against economic disaster—specifically, against financial emergency (52 percent) or desertion by her partner (18 percent). Said one focus group participant: “My mom was always hiding money in the back of the closet, and even though my husband is very generous, I find myself doing the same exact thing.” As women’s wealth and economic power grow, will these trends change? Will fear, delusions of poverty, and economic self-doubt continue to affect the way women influence the world? Or as women have more money, will their confidence grow? The answers to these questions will have a big impact on the way women use their economic independence and influence in the future.


Finding Two: What a Difference an “A” Makes: Warriors vs. Worriers


“Men are out there hunting with their money,” one of our focus group participants said. “Women are gathering it.” Her comment pointed to another gender divide reflected in our survey. Men saw themselves as warriors, women as worriers. Men were almost twice as likely as women to say they would take significant financial risks. And they were far less likely to describe themselves as worriers than women were.


Many financial advisors we spoke with thought this risk-taking was a good thing and that women should behave less conservatively—in short, be more like men. “If women don’t take some risk with their money, there’s a danger that they’ll outlive their savings,” says Mary Claire Allvine, a financial planner in Atlanta.


At the same time, women’s worrying can lead to some positive results. Women are more likely to enroll in defined contribution retirement plans and make larger contributions than men. And they’re more likely to buy and hold investments, rather than churn them: As a result, women’s investments often do better than men’s in the long run.


Again, it was no surprise to find that men take more money risks than women. It’s a finding that holds true across many studies. But seeing the numbers fall out so clearly provoked new questions for me. Would traits that seem to be gender-linked change as women accumulate more wealth? Will women become warriors and leave the worry behind? Some evidence suggests women do become more confident with money as they gain more experience managing it. For instance, one study found that as a woman’s contribution to family income increases, so does her financial involvement.


For Sandy Lawrence, running a business and earning money for a long period of time helped banish her “delusions of poverty.” The confidence she gained with her money as a business owner continued to empower her even after the 2008 recession dealt her a major financial setback. “After the markets went bear, I thought about what I’d do if I won the lottery. I’d walk down the street and give $100 bills to homeless people. Then I realized, even if I couldn’t be Bill Gates, I could make a difference. Instead of giving $25 or $50 here and there to charity, I’d get more strategic about what I supported.” Instead of making lots of small donations, she started making a few larger donations, of $500 or so, and getting more involved in a few causes. “I realized I can make a difference with what little I do have in a way that is meaningful to me.” Having money and learning to use it more confidently have changed her worldview and helped her have more influence with the groups she supports.


Likewise, when women have money, they change the role they play in family investments. Where women are the primary earners, 40 percent take the lead in investing (that’s twice the number of women who handle the family investments when women earn less than their husbands). But will women take the same risks that men do financially? Should they? After all, women are already taking significant financial risks just by being women—by living longer, by working part-time or not at all, by taking years out of the workforce for caregiving, and by disproportionately choosing careers in helping professions like health care, teaching, and the nonprofit sector, which pay less than other industries. Should women become more like men? Or is there a new model of investing that makes more sense for women? Or should each gender try to become a bit more like the other? The answers will shape the future of the financial services industry, as well as the financial future of women themselves.


Finding Three: Women Put the Financial Needs of Others Ahead of Their Own


Women’s time out of the workforce, the time they spend caring for their families, their choice of helping careers—all these things point toward another gender divide that our survey confirmed. Women are more likely than men to put others’ financial needs ahead of their own. In the study, both genders valued three top priorities—security, freedom, and caring for family and friends—far, far above money values like “feeling I’ve made it” or “gaining respect from others.” But for women, caring for family was second only to security—for men, it was their third priority.


When we probed deeper, asking specifically if women were more likely than men to put family and friends’ financial needs ahead of their own, about 41 percent of women agreed with this statement.


Of course, what people say and what they do are different things. So we also asked a group of financial advisors about men’s and women’s behaviors with money. Many agreed women were more likely to put others first. “If they won the lottery, most men would buy expensive toys and women would help their kids and relatives,” one advisor told us. Meanwhile, economic development experts say that women are far more likely than men to invest their income in the well-being of their children and family.


The tendency to care for others before self is a double-edged sword for women. Since women live longer and are less likely to work full-time jobs throughout their careers, their retirement savings already significantly lag behind men’s. A survey by Hewitt Associates found the average balance in women’s retirement plans was $56,000 compared with nearly twice that for men. (Even though women are more likely to open retirement accounts and make bigger contributions, it’s not enough to offset the fact that, on average, women earn less than men and spend fewer years in the workforce.) But while women may well be hurting themselves and their financial well-being, there’s clearly a social benefit when women choose to use their earnings to pay for college, support their children, or help care for aging parents. Many women feel torn between the desire to do what’s best for their family and what’s best for their own financial future. “My child is on the verge of going to kindergarten,” said Jennifer Heyman, a single mother who attended one of our San Francisco discussion groups. “Do I compromise her education so that we will survive on my income? I cannot commit to being able to afford twelve years of private school.” Or should she get a new job? Or put aside her own retirement planning? “How do I make those kinds of decisions?” she asks.


In the chapters ahead, we’ll see how this focus on others above self influences women’s money choices at home, at work, and in the political realm, and leads them to use their economic influence differently from men. In the coming years, those differences will add up to a huge positive change for our economy (not to mention major upheavals in our families, our workplaces, and our government, as I’ll explain in the chapters ahead). Until recently, women’s economic influence on the world has been a tiny breeze amid the gale force of men’s financial power. So any significant gender differences in money choices, feelings, or behavior had little chance to shift direction of the wind. But as women’s income and wealth grow around the world, as women’s control of world assets moves from $14 trillion today to $22 trillion a decade from now, you can be sure the weather will change. Whatever the cause, we worry more. We save more. We spend differently and influence differently. And these tendencies will soon create a permanent change in the economic climate.


From Alpha Females to Uncertain Searchers: Women’s Five Money Profiles


Our research provoked more and more questions in my mind. I wanted to know what makes women more confident, when women’s tendencies and trends help in their progress toward emancipation, and when they hurt. We focused a section of our research on women’s specific behaviors around money.


FINANCIAL PERSONALITY TYPES


[image: Financial Personality Types]


We looked at women’s responses in our survey and in the focus groups, trying to understand specific groups of women and how they fit into, and what they foretold about, the changing world. As we examined the data we’d collected, five profiles of women and money emerged. So we went back and asked women which profile fit each of them best.


We discovered that what determines a woman’s financial personality is, in fact, very much how she feels about money, how much she defers to someone else to get the job done, what she wants money to do for her, what she wants to do with her money, and most important, how confident she is in her relationship with money. While these profiles are snapshots of one moment in time, it was immediately clear that some financial personalities will help women’s economic emancipation—and others won’t. And, unfortunately, those that won’t are still alarmingly common.


Since conducting the study, as I’ve traveled about giving presentations on our findings, I’ve been astonished by the eagerness with which women of all stripes want to identify with one of the personalities. I’ve hardly been able to walk into a room where our results are known without being besieged by women who want to tell me which personality they are. This eagerness tells me that the money personalities we identified make sense to women. It also shows that women are hungry for a language with which to discuss their evolving relationships with money.


FINANCIAL CONFIDENCE INDEX


[image: Financial Confidence Index]


1. Alpha Female


Cheryl Fahrenholz, president of Preferred Healthcare Solutions in Bellbrook, Ohio, runs a small company advising health systems about medical records and reimbursements. She earns three times what her husband, a contractor, takes home, and manages 100 percent of the family finances. “He’s on a budget,” she says. “He doesn’t know all the details of the finances. I have a trust for our child because I have certain things that can’t go to my husband, like an ownership in my family’s farm. I’ve arranged it so that if I die, my husband will be able to live here until he gets married, but if he remarries, they can’t take half my kid’s portion.” Fahrenholz made it clear from the start of her marriage that she wanted to run the couple’s finances. This caused some friction at first, she says, but now her husband’s on board. “I’m good at it and interested in it,” she says.


Fahrenholz is a perfect fit for the Alpha Female profile, the most confident of the five types. The Alpha Female tends to act more like society expects a confident man to behave with his money. Eighteen percent of women surveyed identified themselves in this group. The Alpha Female is the most optimistic, risk-tolerant, and aggressive of the personalities. She’s a quick decision maker, self-reliant, and able to learn from her mistakes; she’s far less interested in the details than in the results. She is great at delegating and uses outside help whenever possible to boost her decision making, although sometimes she’s so gung ho she’ll make decisions quickly before she has all the facts. Most important, the Alpha Female feels financially and psychologically independent and in charge. It’s also worth noting that she feels financially responsible in part because she’s often had to be.


2. Perceptive Planner


Naagla El Dawy, thirty-four, is head of the Human Rights Association for Community Development in Assiut, Egypt. She’s been saving and budgeting since she was twelve years old. “I used to save up for Mother’s Day gifts,” she told me. “I see money as a source of economic security and freedom.” She identified with the Perceptive Planner profile, the largest group in the study by far, accounting for 35 percent of all women surveyed.


The Perceptive Planner is not quite as confident as the Alpha Female, but she’s highly analytical, responsible, disciplined, and optimistic. She’s detail-oriented, thinks in the long term, and thoroughly researches purchases, investments, and financial commitments. The Perceptive Planner is extremely hands-on. Unlike the Alpha Female, she’s motivated primarily by the desire for security and stability. Also, unlike the Alpha Female, the Perceptive Planner would never move forward without having all the facts under her belt. She’s the opposite of a delegator, liking to mull things over carefully on her own before taking action. Perceptive planners can be married or single. In either case, she is insistent about doing all the research in advance and mulling things over; but, if married, she can either make final decisions with her partner or, if he’s not interested, take charge for the two of them.


3. Power Partner


Linda Descano, president and chief operating officer of Women & Co., Citigroup’s financial planning network for women, is the textbook example of a Power Partner. “My husband and I have lengthy conversations about money and clear ground rules about how we do things,” she says. Some money goes into joint accounts; some money they keep separate for each partner to invest as he or she desires. “We do a formal review of all our money twice a year,” she says. “It’s a great partnership.” Their investing styles are complementary. Hers is “more steady. I want my long-term plan,” while he’s more willing to chase a stock tip or sell off in a panic. The key to their financial partnership is that they understand each other’s strengths and weaknesses and work together. “Every couple has to find a balance that works for them.”


The Power Partner was the second most common group in our survey, scoring a 6.0 on the confidence index and accounting for 23 percent of the women we studied. A Power Partner is less interested in money for its own sake and more in what it can do for her loved ones and herself. She’s collaborative and willing to strike compromises, believing that two heads are better than one. Like the Perceptive Planner, she’s driven primarily by her desire for stability. Pragmatic and responsible, the Power Partner is also very concerned that her partner’s needs are met as well as her own.
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