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Abstract
High levels of stress in the parenting domain can lead to parental burnout, a condition that has severe consequences for both
parents and children. It is not yet clear, however, whether parental burnout varies by culture, and if so, why it might do so. In this
study, we examined the prevalence of parental burnout in 42 countries (17,409 parents; 71%mothers; Mage = 39.20) and showed
that the prevalence of parental burnout varies dramatically across countries. Analyses of cultural values revealed that individu-
alistic cultures, in particular, displayed a noticeably higher prevalence and mean level of parental burnout. Indeed, individualism
plays a larger role in parental burnout than either economic inequalities across countries, or any other individual and family
characteristic examined so far, including the number and age of children and the number of hours spent with them. These results
suggest that cultural values in Western countries may put parents under heightened levels of stress.

Keywords Exhaustion . Culture . Individualism . Collectivism . Prevalence

Introduction

At all times and in all cultures, the majority of adults become
parents. The experience is so mundane that, for centuries,
parenthood was considered deserving of little comment.
However, several major sociological changes over the past
few decades (including, but not limited to, the International
Child Convention, 1989, and increased state regulation; Daly,
2007) have profoundly changed parenting, leading to in-
creased parental involvement, more intensive parenting, and
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child overprotection and optimization (Bristow, 2014; Craig
et al., 2014). It is in this zeitgeist that the notion of parental
burnout has emerged—a condition characterized by intense
exhaustion related to parenting, emotional distancing from
one’s children, a loss of pleasure and efficacy in one’s parental
role, and a contrast between previous and current parental self
(Mikolajczak et al., 2019).

Recent work suggests that parental burnout can be
very damaging. As regards the parents themselves, pa-
rental burnout can give rise to suicidal and escape idea-
tions (Mikolajczak et al., 2019), which are much more
frequent in parental burnout than in job burnout or even
depression (Mikolajczak et al., 2020). This finding is not
surprising considering that one cannot resign from one’s
parenting role or be put on sick leave from one’s chil-
dren. In addition to increasing the desire to physically
escape from the parenting situation, parental burnout is
also related to psychological forms of escape such as
alcohol use (Mikolajczak et al., 2018). At the biological
level, parental burnout causes a dysregulation in the
hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis (Brianda et
al., 2020b), which is most likely causally involved in
the somatic complaints and sleep disorders reported by
burned out parents (Sarrionandia-Pena, 2019) and poten-
tially also in the increase in child-directed violence
(Martorell & Bugental, 2006; Moons et al., 2010).
Indeed, in addition to affecting the parents themselves,
parental burnout has serious repercussions on children
by leading previously good parents (Chen et al., 2019)
to become neglectful or even violent towards their off-
spring (Mikolajczak et al., 2018). All these effects are
causal because when parental burnout is treated via a
targeted psychological intervention, suicidal and escape
ideations and parental violence and neglect decrease pro-
portionally to the decrease in parental burnout, and HPA
axis activity normalizes (Brianda et al., 2020).

What makes parental burnout a worrying condition is not
only the gravity of its consequences but also its prevalence.
Lifelong prevalence data are not available, but studies con-
ducted in European and Anglo-Saxon countries (Belgium,
France, England, and USA) have shown that an alarming
number of parents have parental burnout. Conservative point
prevalence estimates (Roskam et al., 2018) suggest that at
least 5% of parents have burnout. However, in the absence
of cross-cultural studies including non-Western countries, it is
unclear whether this pattern is also evident in the rest of the
world. Given that parenting norms and practices dramatically
vary across cultures (Bornstein, 2013), it seems plausible that
the prevalence of parental burnout would also vary substan-
tially across the globe.

Preliminary studies conducted on parental burnout in vari-
ous parts of the world (i.e., Belgium, France, The Netherlands,
UK, Sweden, and Japan) suggest important variation in

parental burnout prevalence (with prevalence varying between
1 and 30%, see, e.g., Kawamoto et al., 2018; Lindhal-
Norberg, 2007; Lindhal-Norberg et al., 2014; Lindstrom
et al., 2010; Roskam et al., 2018; Roskam et al., 2017;
Sánchez-Rodríguez et al., 2019; Van Bakel et al., 2018).
Yet, this variation in prevalence is admittedly difficult to in-
terpret due to variation in the instruments used to measure
parental burnout, the varying cutoff scores adopted, and the
different target populations (e.g., community samples versus
parents with severely ill children). It therefore remains unclear
(i) whether the prevalence of parental burnout varies across
the globe and, if so, (ii) whether culture helps to explain these
differences in parental burnout. Based on the literature, we
expected that the prevalence of parental burnout would vary
across countries and that culture would help to explain this
variation.

To address these questions, we assessed parents from 42
countries using the same instrument. Countries were selected
to be geographically distributed across the five continents and
to differ on economic and cultural indicators (Forum., 2018;
Hofstede, 2001; Programme, 2018; see Table 1). To answer
the question (i), we examined the prevalence and the mean
level of parental burnout in each country. To address the ques-
tion (ii), we tested the association between parental burnout
and Hofstede’s six cultural values (Hofstede, 2001; i.e., Power
Distance, Individualism, Masculinity, Uncertainty
Avoidance, Long-Term Orientation, and Indulgence) as the
most widely used indicators of cross-cultural differences
(Bleidorn et al., 2016; Taras et al., 2010). Given that the par-
ents came from culturally, economically, and geographically
diverse settings, we controlled for a large set of
sociodemographic characteristics (age, sex, educational level,
number of biological children and children in the household,
age of the youngest and the oldest child, hours spent with
children per day, number of women and men living in the
household and caring for the children on a daily basis, work-
ing status, years spent in the country, ethnicity, family types,
and neighborhood profile).

Methods

Participants

A total of 17,409 parents (12,364 mothers and 5,045 fathers)
from 42 countries participated in the study. Data collection
started in January 2018 and ended in November 2019 in 40
countries. The two last countries, (i.e., Burundi and Egypt),
collected the data in February and March 2020. Note that all
the data collection took place before the lockdown periods
caused by the Covid-19 pandemic in all the countries in-
volved. The recruitment procedure (e.g., newspaper advertise-
ment, word of mouth, social networks, door-to-door) and the
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presentation of the survey (i.e., paper and pencil or online)
varied from country to country according to local practices.
A summary of the data collection procedures in each country
is provided in Table 2. Table 3 presents the sociodemographic
characteristics of respondents in each country. In order to
avoid (self-) selection bias, participants were not informed that
the study was about parental burnout. Instead, it was presented
as a study designed to better understand parental satisfaction
and exhaustion around the world. Parents were eligible to
participate only if they had (at least) one child, regardless of
their age, still living at home.

Procedure

The data were collected through the International
Investigation of Parental Burnout (IIPB) Consortium. The
IIPB Consortium was set up by the first and last authors of
the study (I.R. and M.M.) in 2017. The authors aimed to
include in the consortium as many countries as possible that
differed from each other in terms of their geographical posi-
tion, cultural values, and socioeconomic level. Thus, in a first
step, based on the foregoing criteria, the authors contacted a
number of collaborators to invite them to participate in the
project. Twenty-two countries, including Belgium as the co-
ordinating country, joined the consortium through this process
(Australia, Brazil, Cameroun, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba,
France, Italy, Lebanon, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
Rwanda, Spain, Switzerland, The Netherlands, Togo, UK,
USA, and Vietnam). In a second step, the first author
contacted well-known experts in parenting in order to supple-
ment this initial pool and to increase the diversity of cultural
values. Eight more countries were recruited through
this process (Algeria, Canada, China, Finland, Germany,
Japan, South Korea, and Sweden). In the last step, to further
extend the number of countries included in the study, when an
author from a non-participating country wrote to I.R. or M.M.
to inquire about parental burnout (e.g., about the Parental
Burnout Assessment-PBA; Roskam et al. , 2018),
they invited him/her to join the consortium. Twenty more
countries were invited to join the consortium through that
means (Argentina, Austria, Burundi, Colombia, Congo,
Ecuador, Egypt, Greece, Iran, Israel, Mexico, Morocco,
Norway, Pakistan, Russia, Serbia, Singapore, South Korea,
Thailand, and Uruguay).

Countries that expressed interest received a “Call for
participation” explaining the background and aims of
the study, the larger goals of the IIPB Consortium, the
commitments of the IIPB members and coordinators,
and the deadlines that would need to be met for trans-
lating the instrument, obtaining ethical approval, and
collecting the data. Then, countries that confirmed their
wish to join the consortium (i.e., 46 countries out of the
50 countries who received the call; Congo, Israel,T
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Norway, and Singapore did not confirm their participa-
tion) received the English and French versions of the
study protocol which was approved by the Ethics
Committee of the Psychological Sciences Research
Institute at UCLouvain in Belgium (Reference 2017-
24; January 25, 2018). This protocol included the in-
formed consent, demographic questions, and a few
questionnaires (see the “Measures” section below) mea-
suring the variables of interest in this study. Countries
were free to add other measures at the end of the study
protocol if they wish. In the end, 42 countries out of
the 46 completed the data collection. Researchers from
Greece, Mexico, Morocco, and South Korea withdrew
from the consortium due to unforeseen personal or pro-
fessional circumstances.

Non-English speaking or non-French speaking countries first
translated (and back-translated) the study protocol. The “Call for
participation” recommended following the WHO standards for
the process of translation and adaptation of instruments (http://
www.who.int/substance_abuse/research_tools/translation/en/).
Translation and back-translations weremade once for each of the
21 different languages, (i.e., Arabic, Basque, Chinese, Dutch,
English, Finnish, French, German, Japanese, Persian, Polish,
Portuguese, Romanian, Russian, Serbian, Spanish, Swedish,
Thai, Turkey, Urdu, and Vietnamese). All countries submitted
the study to the local Ethics committee for approval except where
ethics approval was not mandatory (see Table 2) and started the
recruitment once the study was approved. As shown in Table 2,
the recruitment mode varied according to local practices: the
study was completed online in 19 countries, mostly online in 7
countries, exclusively on paper and pencil in 11 countries, mostly
on paper and pencil in 2 countries, and a mix of both in 3 coun-
tries. The majority of the countries in which the study was con-
ducted fully online included three attentional check questions to
enable researchers to identify people who did not respond seri-
ously to the study. These questions were randomly inserted in the
survey and the instruction had the same length as the other items.
They required participants to select, for instance, “every day” for
that particular question. Participants who failed to select the right
answer to the three attentional check questions were removed.

Measures

We measured the sociodemographic characteristics of the par-
ents. While reporting sex, age, or number of years in the country
seemed very simple, asking about household/family composi-
tion, occupational status, or ethnicity in a cross-cultural study
involving very diverse countries was much more difficult. In
order to formulate the best items, we used a twofold strategy.
First, we discussed with several consortiummembers to approve
this specific part of the IIPB protocol to ensure that the questions
captured the sociodemographic characteristics of respondents in
away that was valid in all countries. For example, working statusT
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was assessed by the notion of “paid professional activity,” be-
cause the meaning of “work” (i.e., what is considered a profes-
sional activity) varies considerably across cultures. Since we
wanted to focus on work as a source of financial support for
the family (i.e., the breadwinner function), we referred to the
notion of “paid work activity” rather than simply “work.” Next,
we consulted the literature. For example, the way we measured
ethnicity drew on previous research, particularly that of Jacobs
et al. (2009).

Beyond demographic measures, the common protocol in-
cluded several measures designed to address different research
questions and goals (e.g., comparing the prevalence of parental
burnout across countries; investigating the relations between
parental burnout and perceived ideal parental self-
discrepancies; examining the contribution of different parental
duties to parental burnout). Because these questions are too
diverse to be addressed in the same article, we describe below
only themeasures used in the current article. The full protocol is
available on Open Science Framework (OSF) at https://osf.io/
94w7u/?view_only=a6cf12803887476cb5e7f17cfb8b5ca2.

Demographic Questions Participants were first asked about
their sex (Are you a father/a mother?); age (How old are
you? [in years; e.g., 45; just write the number]); educational
level (What is your level of education? [number of successful-
ly completed school years from the age of 6; e.g., 5; just write
the number]); number of biological children (How many bio-
logical children do you have? [e.g., 2; just write the number]);
number of children living in the household (How many chil-
dren live in your household [your biological children and/or
children of your partner in case of a step-family and/or chil-
dren of relatives in case of a multigenerational family and/or
children of your spouse’s other partners in case of polyga-
my]? (e.g., 5; just write the number]); age of the youngest
child (How old is the youngest? [in years; e.g., 15; just write
the number; if the child is less than 12-month-old, write 0]);
age of the oldest child (How old is the oldest? [in years; e.g.,
15; just write the number; if the child is less than 12-month-
old, write 0]); number of hours spent with children per day
(On average, how many hours a day do you spend with your
child[ren] [without taking the night into account]? [in hours;
e.g., 5; just write the number]); number of women living in the
household/direct entourage and caring for the children on a
daily basis (How many women [e.g., co-wife, grandmother,
servant, etc.] live in your household/direct entourage and
care for the children on a daily basis [including yourself if
you are a woman]? (e.g., 3; just write the number]); number
of men living in the household/direct entourage and caring for
the children on a daily basis (Howmanymen [e.g., grandfather,
uncles, etc.] live in your household/direct entourage and care
for the children on a daily basis [including yourself if you are a
man]? [e.g., 3; just write the number]); working status (Do you
have a paid professional activity? Yes/No); years spent in the

country (How long have you lived in this country? [in years;
e.g., 25; just write the number]); ethnicity (Are you born in your
current country of residence? Yes/No; Are your parents born in
your current country of residence? Both my mother and my
father are born in my current country of residence/Either my
mother or my father is born in my country of residence/Neither
my mother nor my father are born in my country of residence);
family type (What type is your family? Two-parent [you are
raising your children with a partner who is the parent of the
children]/Single parent [you are raising your children alone]/
Step-family [you are raising your children with a partner who
is not necessarily the parent of the children and who may have
children from another union, whether living in your household
or not]/Homo-parental [you are raising your children with a
same-sex parent]/Multigenerational [parents, grandparents,
uncles or aunts and their children are living together]/
Polygamous [multiple partners with children in the same
household]/Other); and neighborhood profile (In what kind of
neighborhood is your home? In a relatively disadvantaged
neighborhood/In an average neighborhood/In a relatively
prosperous neighborhood).

Parental Burnout Parental burnout was assessed with the
Parental Burnout Assessment (PBA; Roskam et al., 2018), a
23-item questionnaire assessing the four core symptoms of
parental burnout: emotional exhaustion (9 items; e.g., I feel
completely run down by my role as a parent), Contrast with
previous parental self (6 items; e.g., I tell myself I’m no longer
the parent I used to be), loss of pleasure in one’s parental role
(5 items; e.g., I do not enjoy being with my children), and
emotional distancing from one’s children (3 items; e.g., I am
no longer able to showmy children that I love them) using a 7-
point frequency scale from 0 to 6 (never, a few times a year,
once a month or less, a few times a month, once a week, a few
times a week, every day). The parental burnout score is com-
puted by summing the item scores: higher scores reflect higher
parental burnout levels. The internal consistency (Cronbach’s
alpha) of the scale in each country is figured in Table 1 (range:
0.85 to 0.97).

Cultural Values Cultural values were assessed by the six di-
mensions identified by (Hofstede et al., 2016; Hofstede, 2001;
Taras et al., 2010). Cultural value scores range between 0 and
100 (retrieved from https://www.hofstede-insights.com/
product/compare-countries/). Power Distance expresses the
degree to which less powerful members of a society accept
and expect that power is distributed unequally. In the present
sample, power distance scores ranged between 11 (Austria)
and 93 (Russia). Individualism describes a preference for a
loosely knit social framework in which individuals are expect-
ed to take care of only themselves and their immediate fami-
lies (as opposed to Collectivism, which describes a preference
for a tightly knit framework in society in which individuals are
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integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups). In the present sam-
ple, Individualism scores ranged between 8 (Ecuador) and 90
(Australia). Masculinity describes a preference in society for
achievement, heroism, assertiveness, and material rewards for
success (as opposed to Femininity, which refers to a prefer-
ence for cooperation, modesty, caring for the weak, and qual-
ity of life). In the present sample, Masculinity scores ranged
between 5 (Sweden) and 95 (Japan). Uncertainty Avoidance
describes the degree to which the members of a society feel
uncomfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity. In the present
sample, Uncertainty Avoidance scores ranged between 29
(Sweden) and 99 (Uruguay). Long-Term Orientation relates
to how a society deals with the challenges of the present and
the future. In the present sample, Long-Term Orientation
scores ranged between 7 (Egypt) and 87 (China). Indulgence
describes a society that allows relatively free gratification of
basic and natural human drives related to enjoying life and
having fun. In the present sample, Indulgence scores ranged
between 0 (Pakistan) and 83 (Colombia).

Statistical Analyses

Before merging samples, we conducted a number of checks
on the individual database of each country. In concrete terms,
when we received a database, we first checked whether people
responded seriously: participants who failed to select the right
answer to the three attentional check questions (see the
“Procedure” section) were removed from the database. We
then searched for the presence of outliers. For instance, the
level of education (i.e., number of successfully completed
school years from the age of 6) cannot be higher than the
participant’s age minus 6; the number of hours spent with
children per day cannot be greater than 24; the number of years
spent in the country cannot be greater than the age of the parent,
etc. Outlier values were removed. Then, missing data (identi-
fied as 99 or 999 in some countries) were all set to “system
missing.” Finally, in order to avoid mixing apples and oranges,
we ensured that all variables were coded according to the grid
provided by the consortium coordinator (I.R.). For instance, the
PBAhad to be coded from 0 to 6 and not from 1 to 7. Sex had to
be coded 1 for fathers and 2 for mothers. Family types had to be
coded the sameway even if some family types were removed in
some countries (see the “Measures” section). We made the
corrections when necessary.

After proceeding to these preliminary checks, we per-
formed the statistical analyses. All syntax is available
on OSF a t h t t p s : / / o s f . i o / 94w7u / ?v i ew_on ly=
a6cf12803887476cb5e7f17cfb8b5ca2.

We first examined the internal consistency of the PBA in
each country separately via Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.
One country had a very low internal consistency coefficient
(0.29), which led us to suspect a problem with the data, espe-
cially as all other countries had internal consistencies above

0.85 (which is well above the widely used threshold of 0.70).
The authors of the country in question asked us to disregard
this database and put another person in charge of the data
collection. We received a new database from this country
6 months later. The reliability of the PBA was 0.88, suggest-
ing that this database was indeed more reliable and could be
merged with the others. After ensuring that all variables were
encoded in the exact same way and that they were in the exact
same order in all the databases, we merged the data from all
countries.

Next, we tested the first-order four-factor model and the
higher-order factor structure of the PBA on the pooled sample,
in the mothers’ and the fathers’ subsamples, and in each of the
21 languages, through confirmatory factor analyses (CFA)
using structural equation modeling Lisrel software.
Skewness and kurtosis values indicated that several items
displayed deviations from normality. Conceptually, these de-
viations from normality make sense: like most mental health
indicators, burnout is expected to present an asymmetric dis-
tribution (i.e., to be positively skewed). The estimation meth-
od used was diagonally weighted least squares (DWLS) with
asymptotic covariance and polychoric correlation matrices.
We then tested the factorial invariance (including metric and
scalar invariance) of the PBA across sex and languages. We
used several goodness-of-fit indices to determine the accept-
ability of the models: Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square statis-
tics (S-Bχ2; Satorra & Bentler, 1994), the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), the standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR), the comparative fit index (CFI), and
the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI). For CFI and TLI, values close
to 0.90 or greater are acceptable to good. RMSEA and SRMR
should preferably be less than or equal to 0.08 (Hu & Bentler,
1999). For measurement invariance, we implemented a set of
nested models with gradually increasing parameters and con-
straints using a stepwise multiple group confirmatory factor
analysis or MG-CFA. In the first step, we tested the parental
burnout model for configural invariance as the basic level of
measurement invariance. In the second step, we assessed item
factor loadings in a metric invariance model. In the third step,
we tested scalar invariance with the intercepts set as equal
across groups. Finally, we verified the invariance of measure-
ment errors for a model in which all error variances were
constrained to be equal across groups. For measurement in-
variance, we reported change in S-Bχ2 and we applied a cri-
terion of a − 0.01 change in CFI, paired with a change in
RMSEA of 0.015 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Rutkowski &
Svetina, 2014).

We examined the mean level and prevalence of parental
burnout in each country. Comparing prevalence across coun-
tries requires a common cutoff score on the PBA. Since the
choice of diagnostic thresholds is always debatable, we
worked with two cutoff scores and we estimated parental
burnout prevalence twice. The first cutoff score was based
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on the response scale: parents were judged to have parental
burnout if their score was equal to or greater than 92 (i.e., if
they experience all 23 parental burnout symptoms at least
once a week or if they experience at least 16 symptoms daily).
The second cutoff score was derived from the combination of
several parental burnout indicators, based on a preregistered
multi-method and multi-informant analysis strategy (i.e., self-
reported measures [provided by participants], clinical judg-
ments [completed by external judges based on a 5-min speech
provided by participants on their parenting experience], and a
biological measure of stress [the analysis of cortisol levels
contained in participants’ hair]): parents were judged to have
parental burnout if their score was equal to or greater 86 (see
https://osf.io/ujfb3 for more details about the analysis strategy).
We then considered the most stringent cutoff, (i.e., the most
conservative prevalence scores), for subsequent analyses. The
idea to use the most conservative prevalence values stems from
our wish to avoid overdiagnosis of parental burnout.

Because country samples were unequal in size and in sex
distribution, we then reassessed prevalence rates after control-
ling for these inequities. We dealt with sample size inequity by
randomly selecting 200 parents in all samples with more than
299 subjects. To control for overrepresentation of mothers in
the survey (and the related risk of overestimating the preva-
lence of parental burnout in countries where mothers report
more burnout), we used a post-stratification weight by adding
a value to each case in the data file which indicates how much
each case will count in the statistical procedure. The value was
obtained by dividing the sex proportion in the general popu-
lation (i.e., the sex distribution in the population is 50% fe-
males) by the sex distribution in each sample (e.g., in the
Algerian sample, the sex distribution is 60% mothers). Thus,
the weight value of 0.50/0.60 = 0.83 was obtained for
Algerian mothers and the corresponding weight obtained for
fathers was 0.50/0.40 = 1.25. The prevalence rates were then
estimated using mothers’ and fathers’ weights in each country
with the SVY procedure in Stata15.

We examined the Pearson moment correlations between
both the prevalence andmean level of parental burnout in each
country and the six cultural values. We then performed mul-
tilevel random coefficient modeling analyses in Stata 15. We
first ran the unconditional model. After checking for the ab-
sence of multicollinearity, individual- and country-level vari-
ables were entered in three steps. In step 1 (conditional model
1), we controlled for sociodemographic variables (age, sex,
educational level, and type of neighborhood [disadvantaged,
average, prosperous], working status [having or not a paid
professional activity]; all of these being measured at the indi-
vidual level). In step 2 (conditional model 2), we introduced
variables influencing parental workload (number of children,
family type [single parent, two parents, multigenerational],
age of the youngest child, number of women taking care of
the children on a daily basis, number of men taking care of the

children on a daily basis, average number of hours spent with
the child[ren] on a daily basis; all these variables being mea-
sured at the individual level). In step 3 (conditional model 3),
we included the growth national product (GNP; database,
2019) and the six cultural values (i.e., Power Distance,
Individualism, Masculinity, Uncertainty Avoidance, Long-
TermOrientation, and Indulgence), all of these being obtained
at the country level. The multilevel random coefficient model-
ing analyses take into account that many covariates vary both
within and between countries. Thus, the effect of all
sociodemographic characteristics that we entered in the two
first steps was controlled for when we introduced cultural
values in the third model.

For the readability of the results, we translated the estimates

of the standard deviation between (
ffiffiffiffi

ψ
p

) and within (
ffiffiffi

θ
p

)
countries into R2 as the percentage of variance explained by
the covariates considered in each of the three steps. Following
the suggestion of Raudenbush and Bryk Raudenbush & Bryk,
(2002), we considered the proportional reduction in each of

the variance components separately. R2
2; referring to the per-

centage of explained variance between countries, was com-

puted with the formula R2
2 ¼ ψ0−ψ1

ψ0
, where ψ0 is the between

countries variance estimated under the unconditional model
and ψ1 is the between countries variance estimated under the

model of interest (i.e., conditional models 1 to 3). R2
1; referring

to the percentage of explained variance within countries, was

computed with the formula R2
1 ¼ θ0−θ1

θ0
, where θ0 is the within

countries variance estimated under the unconditional model
and θ1 is the within countries variance estimated under the
model of interest (i.e., conditional models 1 to 3). Greater
values indicate greater explanatory power.

Results

The analyses first revealed that the measure of parental burnout
used in this research (i.e., the Parental Burnout Assessment
Roskam et al., (2018) has excellent reliability across all 42
countries (all Cronbach’s alphas > 0.85; see Table 1). Both
the original four-factor structure (Roskam et al., 2018) and the
second-order factor model fitted the data, not only in the pooled
sample, but also in fathers’ and mothers’ subsamples and in the
21 languages separately (see Table 4). Because we used the
total score of parental burnout in the current study, we tested
measurement invariance of the second-order factor model
across both sex and the 21 languages. As shown in Table 5,
adequate model fit indices,ΔRMSEA, andΔCFI indicated the
same number and pattern of dimensions across sex and lan-
guages. Metric and scalar invariances were supported as well,
and measurement errors in item responses were also equivalent
across sex and languages.
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Table 4 Model fit indices for the first-order and the second-order factor models of the PBA in the pooled sample, in fathers’ and mothers’ subsamples,
and in each language

First-order factor model Second-order factor model

S-Bχ2 (224) RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI S-Bχ2 (226) RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI

Pooled sample 17,112.04 0.066 0.040 0.99 0.99 17,498.05 0.067 0.041 0.99 0.99

Fathers 2955.05 0.050 0.036 0.99 0.99 2982.63 0.050 0.037 0.99 0.99

Mothers 14,350.72 0.072 0.043 0.99 0.99 14,768.63 0.073 0.044 0.99 0.99

Arabic 1095.04 0.073 0.056 0.99 0.99 1128.02 0.074 0.056 0.99 0.99

Basque 373.08 0.055 0.085 0.99 0.99 386.29 0.056 0.090 0.99 0.99

Chinese 514.98 0.042 0.042 1.00 0.99 519.52 0.042 0.042 1.00 1.00

Dutch 980.76 0.081 0.054 0.99 0.98 1000.73 0.082 0.055 0.99 0.98

English 1407.82 0.074 0.046 0.99 0.99 1435.99 0.074 0.046 0.99 0.99

Finnish 2559.54 0.078 0.048 0.99 0.98 2616.29 0.079 0.048 0.99 0.98

French 5826.92 0.078 0.047 0.99 0.98 5864.95 0.078 0.049 0.99 0.98

German 616.87 0.067 0.064 0.99 0.98 622.14 0.067 0.064 0.99 0.98

Japanese 428.98 0.043 0.037 1.00 1.00 432.80 0.043 0.037 1.00 1.00

Persian 729.47 0.077 0.076 0.99 0.98 733.33 0.077 0.076 0.99 0.98

Polish 984.56 0.086 0.056 0.98 0.98 1020.15 0.088 0.056 0.98 0.98

Portuguese 882.32 0.068 0.060 0.99 0.99 904.21 0.069 0.062 0.99 0.99

Romanian 979.58 0.099 0.059 0.98 0.98 1015.13 0.10 0.059 0.98 0.98

Russian 1025.38 0.071 0.051 0.99 0.98 1051.40 0.072 0.053 0.99 0.99

Serbian 559.55 0.081 0.082 0.98 0.98 582.40 0.083 0.085 0.98 0.98

Spanish 3098.03 0.074 0.051 0.99 0.99 3300.00 0.076 0.058 0.99 0.98

Swedish 782.65 0.056 0.046 0.99 0.99 797.42 0.057 0.046 0.99 0.99

Thai 379.47 0.043 0.077 1.00 1.00 383.47 0.043 0.079 1.00 1.00

Turkey 575.76 0.060 0.074 0.99 0.99 583.36 0.060 0.074 0.99 0.99

Urdu 842.07 0.110 0.110 0.95 0.95 902.46 0.12 0.12 0.95 0.94

Vietnamese 326.51 0.042 0.050 1.00 1.00 329.06 0.042 0.050 1.00 1.00

Table 5 Measurement invariance
of the Parental Burnout
Assessment across samples

Model S-Bχ2 (df) RMSEA CFI Δ S-Bχ2(Δ df) ΔRMSEA ΔCFI

Across languages

Configural 17,654.51 (4662) 0.058 0.992 – – –

Metric 21,804.88 (4746) 0.066 0.989 4150.37 (84) 0.008 0.003

Scalar 33,829.65 (5206) 0.082 0.982 12,824.77 (460) 0.016 0.007

Error 34,264.78 (5742) 0.078 0.982 435.13 (536) − 0.004 0.000

Across sex

Baseline 14,899.43 (444) 0.062 0.992

Metric 17,671.10 (452) 0.067 0.990 2771.67 (8) 0.005 0.002

Scalar 27,570.08 (475) 0.082 0.984 9898.98 (23) 0.015 0.006

Error 31,879.86 (498) 0.086 0.982 4309.78 (23) 0.004 0.002

Note. Baseline invariance model tests equivalence form of all the relationships by imposing configural invariance,
(i.e., the same indictors loading on the latent variables for each group). Metric model is a model where only the
factor loadings are equal across groups but the intercepts are allowed to differ between groups. This is called
metric invariance and tests whether respondents across groups attribute the same meaning to the latent construct
under study. Scalar model is a model where the loadings and intercepts are constrained to be equal. This is called
scalar invariance and implies that the meaning of the construct (the factor loadings), and the levels of the
underlying items (intercepts) are equal in both groups. Error model is the most restrictive invariance measurement.
This is achieved when both loadings and the error variances are invariant across groups. It is considered as the
ideal level
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This allowed us to examine the mean level and prevalence
of parental burnout in each country (cutoff scores: 92 and 86
on a scale from 0 to 138). The resulting prevalence rates
corrected for inequities in sample size and sex, respectively,
are figured in the penultimate and last column of Table 1. As
shown in Fig. 1 and Table 1, the prevalence of parental burn-
out greatly varies from country to country. This is true even
when we control for sample size or sex imbalance (see
Table 1). These differences between countries are also
reflected in the mean level of parental burnout in each country
(see Table 1). There is a difference of 33 points between the
country with the lowest mean level (i.e., Thailand) and the
country with the highest mean level of parental burnout (i.e.,
Poland).

Figure 1 Percentage of parents who have parental burnout
(i.e., scoring 92 or above on the Parental Burnout Assessment)
in each country

The size of the differences in parental burnout between
countries suggested that cultural factors might be operative.
To investigate whether cultural values are associated with pa-
rental burnout, and knowing that there is no cultural indicator
specifically related to parenting that would be available for the
majority of the countries included in this study, we obtained
the position of each country on the six cultural values defined
by (Hofstede, 2001; i.e., Power Distance, Individualism,
Masculinity, Uncertainty Avoidance, Long-Term
Orientation, and Indulgence). The correlations between each
cultural value and both the prevalence and mean level of

Fig. 1 Prevalence of parental burnout across countries

Table 6 Bivariate correlations between Hofstede’s cultural values and parental burnout

Prevalence of parental
burnout

Mean level of parental
burnout

Individualism Masculinity Uncertainty
Avoidance

Long-Term
Avoidance

Indulgence

Mean level of parental
burnout

0.83*** –

Power Distance − 0.03 − 0.22 − 0.58*** − 0.04 0.38* − 0.03 − 0.60***

Individualism 0.53*** 0.50*** – 0.16 − 0.33 0.21 0.49**

Masculinity 0.09 0.03 – − 0.07 0.24 − 0.09
Uncertainty

Avoidance
0.02 0.10 – − 0.07 − 0.26

Long-Term
Orientation

0.07 0.00 – − 0.10

Indulgence 0.12 0.14 –

Note. Correlations are computed at the country level. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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parental burnout in each country are displayed in Table 6.
Individualism was the sole value to be significantly associated
with both the mean level and prevalence of parental burnout.
We represented the association between Individualism and the
mean level of parental burnout on the scatter plot depicted in
Fig. 2. As shown in this figure, the higher the individualism of
a given country, the higher the mean level of parental burnout
in that same country. The effect size is large (d = 1.16) accord-
ing to Cohen’s norms. As also shown in Fig. 2, the over-
whelming majority of individualistic countries are Euro-
American countries.

Figure 2 Correlation between the level of parental burnout
in a country and the position of that country on the level of
individualism. Five countries Algeria, Cameroon, Cuba,
Rwanda, Togo are not represented in Fig. 2 because the level
of individualism in these countries has not been reported by
Hofstede Individualistic countries exhibit much higher levels
of parental burnout.

To examine whether individualism predicted parental
burnout over and above sociodemographic variables, parental
workload, economic inequalities across countries, and the oth-
er cultural values (i.e., Power Distance, Masculinity,
Uncertainty Avoidance, Long-Term Orientation, and
Indulgence), we used the multilevel random coefficient
modeling analyses. We found significant effects for several
sociodemographic variables. In particular, parental burnout
was higher among younger parents, mothers, parents in dis-
advantaged neighborhoods, non-working parents, parents
with more children, parents with younger children, parents
in two-parent families (compared to those inmultigenerational
families), single parents (compared to those in both two-parent
and multigenerational families), and parents in step families
(compared to those in both two-parent and multigenerational

families). The findings (Table 7) confirm that individualism is
significantly predictive of parental burnout beyond
sociodemographic variables, parental workload, economic in-
equalities across countries, and the five other cultural values
(B = 0.24, p < 0.001).

Discussion

The results of this study demonstrate that the prevalence of
parental burnout varies across the globe and that parental
burnout is linearly related to individualism. This relation held
even when sociodemographic variables (i.e., age, sex, educa-
tional level, type of neighborhood, and working status), pa-
rental workload (i.e., number of children, family type, age of
the youngest child, number of women and men taking care of
the children on a daily basis, and hours spent with the chil-
d[ren]), economic inequalities across countries, and the other
cultural values (i.e., Power Distance, Masculinity, Uncertainty
Avoidance, Long-Term Orientation, and Indulgence) were
controlled for in the multilevel random coefficient modeling
analyses. The strength of this study follows from the use of
data on a large number of parents (N = 17,409) from cultural-
ly, economically, and geographically diverse settings includ-
ingmany diverse non-Western countries. This study is the first
ever to examine the role played by culture in parental burnout
and, as such, constitutes an important extension of previous
studies focused on individual and family predictors
(Mikolajczak & Roskam, 2018).

The findings suggest that culture has a major impact on
parental burnout and that parents from individualistic coun-
tries seem particularly exposed. The mechanisms that link
individualism and parental burnout remain to be studied. But

R = 0.503
R2 = 0.254

Fig. 2 Parental burnout and
individualism across countries
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the current results dovetail with sociologists’ observation that
parenting norms in Euro-American countries, (i.e., the most
individualistic ones), have become increasingly demanding
over the last 50 years (Geinger et al., 2014; Nelson, 2010),
resulting in intensification of parental investment (Faircloth,
2014; Glausiusz, 2016; Hays, 1996; Nelson, 2010) and grow-
ing psychological pressure on parents (Rizzo et al., 2013).
Whereas parenting is the subject of relatively little social or
political discourse in some parts of the world, in Euro-
American countries, parenting has become a matter of increas-
ing public interest and normative prescriptions (Faircloth,
2014). What parents feed their children, how they discipline

them, where they put them to bed, how they play with them:
all of these have become politically and morally charged ques-
tions (Faircloth, 2014, p. 27). The expectations towards par-
ents have drastically evolved over the last 50 years, to such an
extent that parents who would have been considered as good
and attentive parents 50 years ago would now be viewed as
neglectful at best (Nelson, 2010). According tomany scholars,
Euro-American countries have entered the era of what Hays
called “intensive motherhood/parenting,” a child-centered, ex-
pert-guided, emotionally absorbing, labor-intensive, and fi-
nancially expensive view of parenting (Hays, 1996, p. 8).
Parents are expected to both reduce the slightest risks to

Table 7 Multilevel unconditional and conditional models predicting parental burnout

Unconditional model Conditional model 1 Conditional model 2 Conditional model 3

Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Fixed part

Intercept 21.79*** 1.23 16.84*** 2.09 14.92*** 2.82 − 0.12.01*** 10.28

Individual level

Age − 0.20*** 0.02 − 0.10* 0.04 − 0.08 0.05

Sex 6.83*** 0.45 7.42*** 0.57 7.58*** 0.64

Educational level 0.01 0.05 − 0.01 0.07 0.12 0.08

Neighborhood − 2.06*** 0.38 − 2.75*** 0.46 − 3.04*** 0.53

Working status 4.78 0.51 5.01*** 0.68 5.26*** 0.75

Number of children 0.72* 0.21 0.69* 0.29

Family type 0.74*** 0.21 0.73** 0.24

Age youngest child − 0.36*** 0.06 − 0.45*** 0.06

Number of women in household 0.03 0.34 0.11 0.40

Number of men in household − 0.43 0.40 − 0.97 0.49

Number of hours with children 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.06

Country level

Growth National Product (GNP) 0.00 0.00

Power Distance 0.12 0.09

Masculinity 0.04 0.06

Uncertainty Avoidance 0.06 0.06

Long-Term Orientation 0.01 0.09

Indulgence − 0.01 0.05

Individualism 0.24*** 0.06

Random part
ffiffiffiffi

ψ
p

(between countries)
ffiffiffi

θ
p

(within countries)
7.86
24.44

7.25
24.15

7.49
24.93

5.47
25.40

Derived estimates

R2
2 (between countries) 15% 9% 52%

R2
1 (within countries) 2% − 4% − 8%

ρ 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.04

Note. The first model is the unconditional model with no predictor. This baseline model is useful to estimate the reduction in prediction error variance
comparing the model without covariates (unconditional model) with the model of interest (i.e., conditional models 1 to 3). Since many covariates vary

both within and between countries, the estimate of the standard deviation between countries (
ffiffiffiffi

ψ
p

) and within counties (
ffiffiffi

θ
p

) in a conditional model can
increase by the addition of some covariates resulting in a negative R2 . R2

2 refers to the percentage of explained variance between countries; R
2
1 refers to

the percentage of explained variance within countries. ρ refers to intraclass correlations
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offspring and to optimize their children’s physical, intellectu-
al, social, and emotional development. The distinction be-
tween what children need and what might enhance their de-
velopment has disappeared, and anything less than optimal
parenting is framed as perilous (Wolf, 2011, p. XV).

Implication for Science and Practice

The current results have important implications for both science
and practice. Regarding science, these findings illustrate the
richness and importance of large-scale cross-cultural studies
which go beyond the largely “Western” samples. This is im-
portant in all domains of psychological science, and also in the
parenting domain, where 90% of the studies have been con-
ducted on US parents (Arnett, 2008; Bornstein, 2013; Mistry &
Dutta, 2015; see Keller et al., 2006; Super&Harkness, 1986 for
notable exceptions). Regarding the implications for practice,
our findings show the limits of individualism and invite reflec-
tion on solutions to counter its adverse effects on parents. The
much lower prevalence of parental burnout in collectivistic
countries—even when socioeconomic inequalities and other
factors are controlled—suggests that strengthening the social
network of mutual aid and solidarity around families might well
help to decrease the prevalence of parental burnout in individ-
ualistic countries. This accords with recent findings obtained in
Poland (a rather individualistic country) showing that the avail-
ability of social support is a very strong protective factor vis-a-
vis parental burnout (Szczygiel et al., 2020). This is clearly not
the only potential pathway, and further studies are needed to
clarify why parents in more individualistic countries are more
exposed to parental burnout than those from less individualistic
countries. Such research will provide much-needed prevention
or treatment avenues that can be tailored to specific individual
and cultural contexts.

Limitations

In interpreting our findings, several limitations bear noting.
First, sample sizes vary across countries from 95 (Colombia)
to 1,730 (Finland). However, when prevalence rates were
reassessed on samples of approximately 200 randomly select-
ed parents in all samples with more than 299 participants, the
resulting prevalence remained essentially unchanged. Second,
mothers were overrepresented in the survey in almost all
countries. Again, when prevalence rates were reassessed
weighting for sex frequencies in each country, the resulting
prevalence remained essentially unchanged. Third, although
we adjusted for several potential confounding factors, residual
confounding by unmeasured factors cannot be ruled out.
Finally, we cannot rule out the possibility that the measure
of parental burnout used in this study captures a type of par-
enting that is more relevant to individualistic cultures than to
collectivistic cultures. However, this would not fully explain

the correlation found between parental burnout and
individualism.

These limitations do not diminish the robustness of our
main finding that individualism is associated with a much
higher risk of exhaustion in the parental role. Raising a child
in Euro-American countries, (i.e., the most individualistic
countries), represents a risk factor for parental burnout. This
42-country study provides the first window onto the role of
culture in parental burnout. It points to the importance of con-
sidering parental burnout not only at the level of the individual
but also at the level of the culture, highlighting its relevance to
world psychiatry.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary
material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s42761-020-00028-4.

Authors’ Contribution Original idea of the study: I.R. Study design: I.R.,
M.M., and M.V.P. Data collection: all authors. Data management and
data analysis: I.R. and D.M.. Writing of the first draft of the paper:
M.M., I.R., and J.J.G. Comments and approval of final version: all
authors.

Data Availability The full protocol, database, and syntaxes are available
on OSF https://osf.io/94w7u/?view_only=a6cf12803887476cb5e7
f17cfb8b5ca2.

Additional Information

Conflict of Interest The authors declare no competing financial interests
or funding source that could have influenced the data collection, analysis,
or conclusions. M.M. and I.R. have now founded a training institute
(name currently masked for blind review) which delivers training on
parental burnout to professionals. The institute did not participate in the
funding of this study nor did it influence the process, the results, or their
interpretation in any manner.

References

Arnett, J. J. (2008). The neglected 95%: Why American psychology
needs to become less American. American Psychologist, 63(7),
602–614. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.63.7.602.

Bleidorn, W., Arslan, R. C., Denissen, J. J., Rentfrow, P. J., Gebauer, J.
E., Potter, J., & Gosling, S. D. (2016). Age and sex differences in
self-esteem—A cross-cultural window. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 11(3), 396.

Bornstein, M. H. (2013). Parenting and child mental health: A cross-
cultural perspective. World Psychiatry, 12(3), 258–265. https://doi.
org/10.1002/wps.20071.

Brianda, M. E., Roskam, I., Gross, J. J., Franssen, A., Kapala, F., Gérard,
F., & Mikolajczak, M. (2020). Treating parental burnout: Impact of
two treatment modalities on burnout symptoms, emotions, hair cor-
tisol, and parental neglect and violence. Psychotherapy and
Psychosomatics. https://doi.org/10.1159/000506354.

Brianda, M. E., Roskam, I., & Mikolajczak, M. (2020). Hair cortisol
concen t r a t i on as a b iomarke r o f pa ren t a l bu rnou t .
Psychoneuroendocrinology, 117, 104681. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.psyneuen.2020.104681.

Bristow, J. (2014). The double bind of parenting culture: Helicopter par-
ents and cotton wool kids. In E. Lee, J. Bristow, C. Faircloth, & J.

75Affective Science  (2021) 2:58–79

https://osf.io/94w7u/?view_only=a6cf12803887476cb5e7f17cfb8b5ca2
https://osf.io/94w7u/?view_only=a6cf12803887476cb5e7f17cfb8b5ca2
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.63.7.602
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20071
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20071
https://doi.org/10.1159/000506354
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2020.104681
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2020.104681


Macvarish (Eds.), Parenting culture studies (Vol. 63, pp. 200–215).
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.12299.

Chen, Y., Haines, J., Charlton, B. M., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2019).
Positive parenting improves multiple aspects of health and well-
being in young adulthood. Nature Human Behaviour, 3(7), 684–
691. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0602-x.

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit
indexes for testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 9(2), 233–255. https://doi.
org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5.

Craig, L., Powell, A., & Smynth, C. (2014). Towards intensive parenting?
Changes in the composition and determinants of mothers’ and fa-
thers’ time with children 1992–2006. British Journal of Sociology,
65, 555–579. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.12035.

Daly, M. (2007). Parenting in contemporary Europe. A positive
approach. Strasbourg: Council of Europe Publishing.

Faircloth, C. (2014). Intensive parenting and the expansion of parenting.
In E. Lee, J. Bristow, C. Faircloth, & J. Macvarish (Eds.), Parenting
culture studies (Vol. 63, pp. 25, 524–50, 526). Palgrave Macmillan.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.12299.

Geinger, F., Vandenbroeck, M., & Roets, G. (2014). Parenting as a per-
formance: Parents as consumers and (de) constructors of mythic
parenting and childhood ideals. Childhood, 21, 488–501. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0907568213496657.

Glausiusz, J. (2016). Child development: A cognitive case for un-parent-
ing. Nature, 536(7614), 27–28. https://doi.org/10.1038/536027a.

Hays, S. (1996). The cultural contradictions of motherhood. Yale
University Press., 76, 1159–1160. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/76.3.
1159.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behav-
iors, institutions and organizations across nations. London: Sage
publications.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covari-
ance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alterna-
tives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 1–55. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10705519909540118.

International Monetary Fund (World Economic Outlook database). (2019).
Gross domestic product, current prices, U.S. dollars. International
Monetary Fund. Retrieved online at https://www.imf.org/external/
pubs/ft/weo/2019/01/weodata/. Accessed 18 Nov 2019.

Jacobs, D., Swyngedouw, M., Hanquinet, L., Vandezande, V.,
Andersson, R., Horta, A. P. B., Berger, M., Diani, M., Ferrer, A.
G., Giugni, M., Morariu, M., Pilati, K., & Statham, P. (2009). The
challenge of measuring immigrant origin and immigration-related
ethnicity in Europe. Journal of International Migration and
Integration / Revue de l'integration et de la migration
internationale, 10(1), 67–88. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12134-009-
0091-2.

Kawamoto, T., Furutani, K., & Alimardani, M. (2018). Preliminary val-
idation of Japanese version of the parental burnout inventory and its
relationship with perfectionism. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 970.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00970.

Keller, H., Lamm, B., Abels, M., Yovsi, R., Borke, J., Jensen, H.,
Papaligoura, Z., Holub, C., Lo, W., Tomiyama, A. J., Su, Y.,
Wang, Y., & Chaudhary, N. (2006). Cultural models, socialization
goals, and parenting ethnotheories: Amulticultural analysis. Journal
of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 37(2), 155–172. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0022022105284494.

Lindhal-Norberg, A. (2007). Burnout in mothers and fathers of children
surviving brain tumour. Journal of Clinical Psychology in Medical
Settings, 14(2), 130–137. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10880-007-9063-
x.

Lindhal-Norberg, A., Mellgren, K., Winiarski, J., & Forinder, U. (2014).
Relationship between problems related to child late effects and par-
ent burnout after pediatric hematopoietic stem cell transplantation.

Pediatric Transplantation, 18, 302–309. https://doi.org/10.1111/
petr.12228.

Lindstrom, C., Aman, J., & Lindhal-Norberg, A. (2010). Increased prev-
alence of burnout symptoms in parents of chronically ill children.
Acta Paediatrica, 99(3), 427–432. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-
2227.2009.01586.x.

Martorell, G. A., & Bugental, D. B. (2006). Maternal variations in stress
reactivity: Implications for harsh parenting practices with very
young children. Journal of Family Psychology, 20, 641–647.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.20.4.641.

Mikolajczak, M., Brianda, M. E., Avalosse, H., & Roskam, I. (2018).
Consequences of parental burnout: A preliminary investigation of
escape and suicidal ideations, sleep disorders, addictions, marital
conflicts, child abuse and neglect. Child Abuse and Neglect, 80,
134–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.03.025.

Mikolajczak, M., Gross, J. J., & Roskam, I. (2019). Parental burnout:
What is it, and why does it matter? Clinical Psychological
Sc ience , 7 (6 ) , 1319–1329 . h t tps : / /do i .o rg /10 .1177 /
2167702619858430.

Mikolajczak, M., Gross, J. J., Stinglhamber, F., Lindahl Norberg, A., &
Roskam, I. (2020). Is parental burnout distinct from job burnout and
depressive symptomatology? Clinical Psychological Science, 8(4),
673–689.

Mikolajczak, M., & Roskam, I. (2018). A theoretical and clinical frame-
work for parental burnout: The balance between risks and resources
(BR2). Frontiers in Psychology, 9(886). https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2018.00886.

Mistry, J., & Dutta, R. (2015). Human development and culture. In
Handbook of child psychology and developmental science: Theory
and method (Vol. 1, 7th ed., pp. 369–406).Wiley. https://doi.org/10.
1002/9781118963418.childpsy110.

Moons, W. G., Eisenberger, N. I., & Taylor, S. E. (2010). Anger and fear
responses to stress have different biological profiles. Brain,
Behavior, and Immunity, 24, 215–219. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
bbi.2009.08.009.

Nelson, M. K. (2010). Parenting out of control: Anxious parents in un-
certain times. New York: New York University Press.

Raudenbush, S., & Bryk, A. (2002). Hierarchical linear models:
Applications and data analysis methods (2nd ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rutkowski, L., & Svetina, D. (2014). Assessing the hypothesis of mea-
surement invariance in the context of large-scale international sur-
veys. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 74, 31–57.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164413498257.

Rizzo, K. M., Schiffrin, H. H., & Liss, M. (2013). Insight into the parent-
hood paradox: Mental health outcomes of intensive mothering.
Journal of Child and Family Studies, 22(5), 614–620. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10826-012-9615-z.

Roskam, I., Brianda, M. E., &Mikolajczak, M. (2018). A step forward in
the conceptualization and measurement of parental burnout: The
parental burnout assessment (PBA). Frontiers in Psychology,
9(758). https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00758.

Roskam, I., Raes, M.-E., & Mikolajczak, M. (2017). Exhausted parents:
Development and preliminary validation of the parental burnout
inventory. Frontiers in Psychology, 8(163). https://doi.org/10.
3389/fpsyg.2017.00163.

Sánchez-Rodríguez, R., Orsini, É., Laflaquière, E., Callahan, S., &
Séjourné, N. (2019). Depression, anxiety, and guilt in mothers with
burnout of preschool and school-aged children: Insight from a clus-
ter analysis. Journal of Affective Disorders, 259, 244–250. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2019.08.031.

Sarrionandia-Pena, A. (2019). Effect size of parental burnout on somatic
symptoms and sleep disorders. Psychotherapy and Psychosomatics,
88(Suppl. 1), 111–112. https://doi.org/10.1159/000502467.

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (1994). Corrections to test statistics and
standard errors in covariance structure analysis. In A. von Eye &

76 Affective Science  (2021) 2:58–79

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.12299
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0602-x
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-4446.12035
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.12299
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568213496657
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568213496657
https://doi.org/10.1038/536027a
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/76.3.1159
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/76.3.1159
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2019/01/weodata/
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2019/01/weodata/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12134-009-0091-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12134-009-0091-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00970
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022105284494
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022105284494
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10880-007-9063-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10880-007-9063-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/petr.12228
https://doi.org/10.1111/petr.12228
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2009.01586.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2009.01586.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.20.4.641
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.03.025
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702619858430
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702619858430
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00886
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00886
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118963418.childpsy110
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118963418.childpsy110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2009.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2009.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164413498257
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9615-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9615-z
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00758
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00163
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00163
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2019.08.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2019.08.031
https://doi.org/10.1159/000502467


C. C. Clogg (Eds.), Latent variables analysis: Applications for de-
velopmental research (pp. 399–419). Inc: Sage Publications.

Super, C. M., & Harkness, S. (1986). The developmental niche: A con-
ceptualization at the interface of child and culture. International
Journal of Behavioral Development, 9(4), 545–569. https://doi.
org/10.1177/016502548600900409.

Szczygiel, D., Sekulowicz, M., Kwiatkowski, P., Roskam, I., &
Mikolajczak, M. (2020). Validation of the Polish version of the
parental burnout assessment (PBA). New Directions in Child and
Adolescent Development. https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20385.

Taras, V., Kirkman, B. L., & Steel, P. (2010). Examining the impact of
culture’s consequences: A three-decade, multilevel, meta-analytic
review of Hofstede’s cultural value dimensions. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 95(3), 405–439. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0018938.

United Nations Development Programme. (2018). Human development
reports. United Nations Development Programme. Retrieved online
on http://hdr.undp.org/en/2018-update. Accessed 18 Nov 2019.

Van Bakel, H. J. A., Van Engen, M. L., & Peters, P. (2018). Validity of
the parental burnout inventory among Dutch employees. Frontiers
in Psychology, 9. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00697.

Wolf, J. (2011). Is breast best? Taking on the breastfeeding experts and
the new high stakes of motherhood. New York: New York
University Press.

World Economic Forum. (2018). The global sex gap report. Retrieved
online at http://hdr.undp.org/en/2018-update. Accessed 18 Nov
2019.

Affiliations

Isabelle Roskam1
& Joyce Aguiar2 & Ege Akgun3

& Gizem Arikan4
&Mariana Artavia5 & Hervé Avalosse6

&

Kaisa Aunola7 &Michel Bader8 & Claire Bahati9 & Elizabeth J. Barham10
& Eliane Besson11

&Wim Beyers12 &

Emilie Boujut13 &Maria Elena Brianda1 &Anna Brytek-Matera14 &Noémie Carbonneau15
&Filipa César2 &Bin-Bin Chen16

&

Géraldine Dorard13
& Luciana Carla dos Santos Elias17 & Sandra Dunsmuir18 & Natalia Egorova19 & Nicolas Favez20 &

Anne-Marie Fontaine2
& Heather Foran21

& Julia Fricke22 & Kaichiro Furutani23 & Laura Gallée1
& Myrna Gannagé11

&

Maria Gaspar24 & Lucie Godbout15 & Amit Goldenberg25
& James J. Gross26 & Maria Ancuta Gurza27 & Ruby Hall28 &

Muhammad Aamir Hashmi29 & Ogma Hatta1 & Mai Helmy30 & Thi Vân Hoang31
& Mai Trang Huynh31

&

Emerence Kaneza32 & Taishi Kawamoto33
& Goran Knezevic34 & Bassantéa Lodegaèna Kpassagou35

&

Ljiljana B. Lazarevic34 & Sarah Le Vigouroux36 & Astrid Lebert-Charron13
& Vanessa Leme37 & Gao-Xian Lin1

&

Carolyn MacCann38
& Denisse Manrique-Millones39 & Marisa Matias2 & María Isabel Miranda-Orrego40

&

Marina Miscioscia41 & Clara Morgades-Bamba42
& Seyyedeh Fatemeh Mousavi43 & Badra Moutassem-Mimouni44 &

Ana Muntean45
& Hugh Murphy21 & Alexis Ndayizigiye32

& Josué Ngnombouowo Tenkue46
& Sally Olderbak47 &

Sophie Ornawka15 & FatumoOsman48
& Daniela Oyarce-Cadiz49 & Pablo A. Pérez-Díaz18,50 & Konstantinos V. Petrides18 &

Claudia Pineda-Marin51
& Katharina Prandstetter21 & Alena Prikhidko52

& Ricardo T. Ricci53 & Fernando Salinas-Quiroz54 &

Raquel Sánchez-Rodríguez55 & Ainize Sarrionandia56 & Céline Scola57 & Vincent Sezibera58 & Paola Silva59 &

Alessandra Simonelli60 & Bart Soenens12 & Emma Sorbring61
& Matilda Sorkkila7 & Charlotte Schrooyen12

&

Elena Stănculescu62
& Elena Starchenkova63 & Dorota Szczygiel64 & Javier Tapia65 & Thi Minh Thuy Tri31 &

Mélissa Tremblay15 & A. Meltem Ustundag-Budak66 & Maday Valdés Pacheco67
& Hedwig van Bakel28 &

Lesley Verhofstadt12 & Jaqueline Wendland13
& Saengduean Yotanyamaneewong68

& Moïra Mikolajczak1

1 Psychological Sciences Research Institute, UCLouvain, Place

Cardinal Mercier 10, B-1348 Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium

2 Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences, Center for

Psychology, University of Porto, Rua Alfredo Allen, s/n, 4200-

135 Porto, Portugal

3 Department of Preschool Education, Egitim Bilimleri Fakultesi

Cebeci, Ankara University, 06590 Ankara, Turkey

4 Department of Psychology, Ozyegin University, Nisantepe Mah

Orman Sok, Cekmekoy, 34794 Istanbul, Turkey

5 Costa Rican Institute of Technology, Calle 15, Avenida 14. Km 1 sur

de la Basílica de los Ángeles, Cartago 30101, Costa Rica

6 Mutualités Chrétiennes, Research and Development Department,

Chaussée de Haecht 579, 1031 Brussels, Belgium

7 Department of Psychology, University of Jyväskylä, P.O. Box 35,

40014 Jyväskylä, Finland

8 Department DP CHUV, University of Lausanne (UNIL), Avenue

Pierre-Decker 5, 1011 Lausanne, CH, Switzerland

9 Department of Psychology, University of Rwanda, Huye

Campus, Southern Province, Rwanda

10 Department of Psychology, Federal University in São Carlos,

Rodovia Washington Luís km 235, São Carlos 13564-180, Brazil

11 Department of Psychology, Saint-Joseph University, Rue de

Damas, B.P. 17-5208- Mar Mikhael, Beyrouth 11042020, Lebanon

12 Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences, Ghent University,

Henri Dunantlaan 2, 9000 Gent, Belgium

13 Laboratoire de Psychopathologie et Processus de Santé, Université

de Paris, F-92100 Boulogne Billancourt, France

14 Institute of Psychology, University of Wroclaw, Dawida 1, 50-

527 Wroclaw, Poland

77Affective Science  (2021) 2:58–79

https://doi.org/10.1177/016502548600900409
https://doi.org/10.1177/016502548600900409
https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20385
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018938
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018938
http://hdr.undp.org/en/2018-update
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00697
http://hdr.undp.org/en/2018-update
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1449-1133


15 Département de Psychologie, Université du Québec à Trois-

Rivières, 3351 Boulevard Des Forges, Trois-Rivières, Québec,

Canada

16 Department of Psychology, Fudan University, 220 Handan Road,

Shanghai 200433, China

17 Department of Psychology, University of São Paulo, Avenue. Dr.

Renato Pagano 416-A, Cravinhos, SP, Brazil

18 Division of Psychology and Language Sciences, University College

London, 26 Bedford Way, London WC1H 0AP, UK

19 EPSM de l’Agglomération Lilloise, Psychiatrie adulte, 1 Rue de

Lommelet, 59350 Saint-André-lez-Lille, France

20 Department of Psychology, University of Geneva, Uni Mail, 40

Bvd du Pont d’Arve, 1205 Geneva, Switzerland

21 Abteilung für Gesundheitspsychologie, Alpen-Adria-Universität

Klagenfurt, Universitätsstraße 65-67, 9020 Klagenfurt, Austria

22 Institute for Social Medicine, Epidemiology and Health Economics,

Charité-Universitätsmedizin Berlin, Luisenstr. 57,

10117 Berlin, Germany

23 Faculty of Business Administration, Hokkai-gakuen University, 4-

1-40, Asahimachi, Toyohiraku, Sapporo, Japan

24 Centre for Social Studies, Faculty of Psychology and Educational

Sciences, University of Coimbra, Rua do Colégio Novo, Ap.6153,

3000-115 Coimbra, Portugal

25 Harvard Business School, Harvard University, Soldiers Field,

Boston, MA 02163, USA

26 Department of Psychology, Stanford University,

Stanford, CA 94305-2130, USA

27 DGASPC Timis, Department of Psychology, Pta Regina Maria

Nr.3, Timisoara, Romania

28 Departement Tranzo, Tilburg University, Professor

Cobbenhagenlaan 125, 5037, DB Tilburg, The Netherlands

29 Institute of Education and Research, University of the Punjab,

Lahore, Pakistan

30 Psychology Department, Faculty of Arts, Menoufia University,

Gamal abdel naser street, Shebin El Kom, Menoufia Governorate,

Egypt

31 Faculty of Psychology, University of Social Sciences and

Humanities, HoChiMinh National University, 10 -12 Dinh Tien

Hoang, Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam

32 Clinique de l’Education et de la Psychothérapie, Robero I,

6136 Bujumbura, Burundi

33 College of Humanities, Department of Psychology, Chubu

University, 1200 Matsumoto-cho, Kasugai, Aichi 487-8501, Japan

34 Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade, Cika Ljubina 18-20,

Belgrade 11000, Serbia

35 Department of Applied Psychology, Université de Lomé, Rue

Doumassessé 01, BP, 1515 Lomé, Togo

36 Université de Nîmes, APSY-V, F-30021, Nîmes Cedex 1, France

37 Department of Psychology, Rio de Janeiro State University, Place

Edmundo March 20, flat 201, Boa Viagem, Niterói, Rio de

Janeiro, Brazil

38 School of Psychology, The University of Sydney, Manning Road,

Sydney, Australia

39 Psychology Research Institute, Universidad San Martín de Porres,

Av. Tomás Marsano 242, 34 Lima, Peru

40 Faculty of Psychology, Pontificia Universidad Católica del

Ecuador, Av. 12 de Octubre 1076 y Roca, Quito, Ecuador

41 Department of Women’s and Children’s Health, University of

Padua, Via Giustiniani 3, 35128 Padua, Italy

42 Departamento de Psicología Social y de las Organizaciones,

Universidad Nacional de Educación a Distancia (UNED), Juan del

Rosal, 10, 28040 Madrid, Spain

43 Research Group of Psychology, Women Research Center, Alzahra

University, North Sheikh Bahaee St., Deh-e Vanak,

Tehran 1993891176, Iran

44 Department of Psychology, Université Mohamed Benahmed

Oran2, 109 rue de Mostaganem, Oran, Algeria

45 SocialWork Department,West University in Timisoara, Bul. Vasile

Parvan nr.4, Timisoara, Romania

46 Department of Psychology, Université de Yaoundé 1, BP.

8056 Yaounde, Cameroon

47 Institute of Psychology and Education, Ulm University, Albert-

Einstein-Allee 47, 89081 Ulm, Germany

48 School of Education, Health and Social Studies, Dalarna University,

Högskolan Dalarna, 79188 Falun, Sweden

49 Department of Psychology, Universidad Santo Tomás, Avenida

Carlos Schorr 255, Talca, Region del Maule, Chile

50 Institute of Psychology, Austral University of Chile, Los Pinos

Avenue, W/N, Pelluco, Puerto Montt, Chile

51 Department of Psychology, Konrad Lorenz University Foundation,

Cra. 9 Bis #62-43, 110231 Bogotá, Colombia

52 Counseling, Recreation and School Psychology, Florida

International University, 11200 SW 8 Str, Miami, FL, USA

53 Facultad de Medicina, Universidad Nacional de Tucumán, 429

7mo. B, Las Heras, Argentina

54 Estudios Psicológicos en Educación y Bienestar, National

Pedagogic University, Academic Area 3, Carretera al Ajusco 24,

Héroes de Padierna, Tlalpan, 14200 Mexico City, Mexico

55 Centre d’Etudes et de Recherches en Psychopathologie et

Psychologie de la Santé (CERPPS), Université Toulouse 2 - Jean

78 Affective Science  (2021) 2:58–79



Jaurès, UT2J, Maison de la Recherche, 5 allées Antonio Machado,

31058 Toulouse Cedex 9, France

56 Department of Personality, Evaluation and Psychological

Treatments, University of the Basque Country, Tolosa Hiribidea 70,

Donostia 20018, Gipuzkoa, Basque Country, Spain

57 PSYCLE, Aix Marseille Univ, Aix en Provence, France

58 Department of Clinical Psychology, University of Rwanda, Kigali,

Gikondo-Street, KK737, P.O. Box 4285, Kigali, Rwanda

59 Department of Psychology, Universidad de la República Uruguay,

Edificio Central, Tristán Narvaja, 1674 Montevideo, Uruguay

60 Department of Developmental and Social Psychology, University

of Padova, Via Venezia 8, 35141 Padova, Italy

61 Department of Social and Behavioral Studies, University West, 461

86 Trollhättan, Sweden

62 Teacher Training Department, University of Bucharest, Panduri

Street, 90 Bucharest, Romania

63 Department of Psychological Ensuring of Professional Activity,

Saint Petersburg State University, 7-9 Universitetskaya Emb, St

Petersburg 199034, Russia

64 Faculty of Psychology in Sopot, Department of Psychology, SWPS

University of Social Sciences and Humanities, ul. Polna 16/20, 81–

745 Sopot, Poland

65 Instituto de Investigaciones Psicológicas, Universidad de Costa

Rica, San José 11501-2060, Costa Rica

66 Department of Psychology, Bahcesehir University, Guney

Yerleskesi, Besiktas, Istanbul, Turkey

67 Faculty of Psychology, University of Habana, San Rafael # 1168 e/.

Mazón y Baserrate Plaza, Ciudad de La Habana, Cuba

68 Department of Psychology, Chiang Mai University, 239 Suthep,

Muang Chiang Mai, Chiang Mai 50200, Thailand

79Affective Science  (2021) 2:58–79


	Parental Burnout Around the Globe: a 42-Country Study
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Statistical Analyses

	Results
	Discussion
	Implication for Science and Practice
	Limitations

	References


