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Abstract

Due to inherence of sex and cultural construction of gender. Men and women
usualy voluntarily or compulsorily choose jobs embedded to gender-stereotype.
Those choices has not only enforced the gender-stereotype in labor force market but
also created occupational segregation Nowadays, there are more and more people
participating jobs against gender-stereotype: not only for women's selection on men's
job, inverse trend also sparkled in recent years. In the past, most related studies
focused on female workers experiences of entering men's work. This thesis
discusses the contrary path: men goes into women's work. A case study of
cosmetician is presented. Three questions are answered by this thesis: (1) How male
cosmeticians influence the content of the job? (2) Would the entrance of male
cosmeticians create more hierarchic positions and occupy the higher position? (3)
What are the challenges and adaptive strategies for male cosmeticians?

This issue discuses former topics by qualitative research method. And we try to
understand the options that males females corporations and customers have. We
mainly use “in-deep interview” and use “second data” as the collection method.

The Result shows that the change of the conservative notion and the
enlightenment of the community. Furthermore there are more and more styles of
cosmetics came from Europe and America. That not only increases the working
opportunities for males but also makes more males entering the cosmetic occupation.
Because male cosmeticians just emerge these years, it doesn’ t cause notable effects on
the cosmetic ecological field. And there are no signs show that males entering the

cosmetic occupation can raise the occupational prestige or make occupation



revaluation. But this phenomenon still causes two effects. One is de-femininity. That
reverses the idea of occupational sex labeling; another is good competition. That
offers the stimulations to females.

Besides, there are three motivations for males to devote themselves to the job.
First, interest—the main reason male cosmeticians entry the work. Second, personal
characteristic—which the condition they wants. Last but not least, the change of
occupational structure and older social opinions. After entering the cosmetics
occupation, males don’ t get better treatment not only on their job content but wage.
But, the gender makes them catch customers attention easily. Entirely, customers
accept the male cosmeticiars easily but it differences by area or age. At the same time,
we saw the male cosmeticians have followers. This differs from female. There ill are
some embarrassing situations. For instance, female feels embarrass because of their
service. Although the gender brings some advantages or shortcomings, they still work
on it by “job satisfaction” and “fulfillment”. Totally, effects of structural factors and
occupational achievements on the cosmetic occupation aren’ t very large; the personal

characteristic is the main factor.

Keywords gender-stereotype sex occupational segregation the choice of

nonttraditional occupations cosmeticians
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