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ontemporary analyses of work and unemployment
need to place psychological findings in the context of
society, culture, and gender in understanding the

meanings of paid and unpaid work for men and for women.
The Australian Psychological Society discussion paper (in
this issue) takes a comprehensive view of the literature and
places it in the contemporary Australian social context, but
fails to consider the extent to which socially constructed
gender roles affect individuals' relationships with work. This
paper complements the discussion paper by examining
men's relationships with work and unemployment from a
gendered perspective. Given the centrality of paid work to
men's sense of self, there is surprisingly little psychological
research on the extent to which patterns of paid and unpaid
work, and discrepancies between desired and actual
patterns of employment, interact with gender roles and
expectations to affect men's physical and emotional wellbe-
ing. This is particularly a concern, given structural changes in
patterns of employment. Increasingly, men need to juggle the
traditional view that a real man provides financially for his
family with contemporary definitions of masculinity that
emphasise egalitarianism and flexibility, in the context of
rapid changes to work and family structures. The challenge
for men is to find new ways of defining themselves and their
sense of self-worth, other than exclusively through paid work.

The discussion paper on the psychology of work and
unemployment in Australia (Winefield et al., 2002, in this
issue) makes a useful contribution to discussions about the
role of work, both paid and unpaid, in Australia today. The
paper makes a valuable addition to the literature by placing
the psychological evidence in its social and cultural context,
and in considering the working lives of women and the
interactions between paid and unpaid labour.

An issue of growing importance, and one which has
been relatively neglected in this otherwise extremely
thorough review, is that of the particular issues that arise for
men as a result of the gendered meanings associated with
paid work. As the authors have pointed out, structural
changes in employment patterns mean that men can
no longer expect a lifetime of full-time employment that
financially supports a wife and children. However, gendered
assumptions about masculinity have failed to keep pace
with these changes. We have argued elsewhere (Lee
& Owens, in press) that an increasing mismatch between
hegemonic models of masculinity on the one hand, and
social reality on the other, has negative impacts on men's
physical and emotional wellbeing. This paper complements

the work of Winefield et al. (2002) by considering evidence for
this point of view within the area of work and unemployment.

Men, Gender, and Employment
It is a natural consequence of capitalist ideology that a man
will be defined by what he does - his value as an economic
commodity - rather than who he is. A central tenet of
hegemonic masculinity is the assumption that a "real" man
will have a full-time, permanent job - probably involving
making something - that financially supports his family
(Price, Friedland, & Vinokur, 1998). He will see his career
as the most important aspect of his life, and will always be
prepared to sacrifice family activities for work and for
career advancement. As Coltrane (1989) expressed it, the
"essential nature of men is taken to be that of provider"
(p. 488). Men who are unemployed or underemployed, who
live in role-reversed or in same-sex relationships, or who
otherwise do not conform to the stereotype of the man
providing for wife and children, are stigmatised (e.g.,
Grbich, 1992). Irrespective of the desirability or otherwise
of such attitudes, the practical reality is that, for many men,
these objectives will be unattainable, and the discrepancy
between goals and reality will produce substantial distress.

Feminists have argued that capitalism, and the dominant
cultural discourses of patriarchal societies, position men and
women as essentially different, and that social institutions
- including law, government, employment, and childcare
systems - militate against women's freedom to make
optimal life choices (Riger, 1992). These arguments can
be extended to the position of men: many will, either
through choice or necessity, be unable to participate in the
benefits of patriarchy and thus become stigmatised. The few
who do conform to social expectations are also unable
to make genuinely unconstrained choices about their lives.

Paid Work
There is no psychological literature that parallels the well-
articulated theories and extensive research on multiple roles
in women's lives (e.g., Baruch & Barnett, 1986; Repetti,
Matthews, & Waldron, 1989). Research on the physical and
emotional effects of paid work among women has focused
on the difficulties faced by women who combine paid work,
domestic labour, care of children, and caregiving for frail
or elderly family members (e.g., Doress-Worters, 1994;
Lundberg, 1996), but the extent to which men's social roles
might support or conflict with each other has generally been
ignored. In fact, researchers seem to accept uncritically the
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notion that men have only one role that matters - that of
paid worker - and that any other roles are essentially
optional and secondary. Yet rises in unemployment, under-
employment, and job insecurity (Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABS), 1995) render this problematic. Men must
also cope with the inherent conflicts between a traditionally
patriarchal society and the increased value placed on
feminist and egalitarian worldviews, and men who
subscribe to such values experience guilt or conflict over
continuing social inequity in both paid and unpaid work.
Similar problems may result from men's preferences for and
experiences of childcare and unpaid domestic labour in the
context of their working lives.

There is ample evidence that the "traditional" division
of labour benefits men economically (Apter, 1993).
Employed men are paid more than employed women, both
in absolute terms and on an hour-by-hour basis, and are
more likely to be in jobs that provide paid overtime, training
opportunities, commissions, and other economic incentives
(ABS, 1995). Men are more likely than women to attain
senior status and prestige (e.g., Cameron, Redman, Burrow,
& Young, 1995) and more likely to follow unbroken and
successful career trajectories (e.g., Leonard, 1996).

This inequity is largely maintained by the socially
constructed necessity for women to leave the workforce in
order to care for children. Girls are more successful than
boys at school (Social Trends, 1995) and are more likely to
complete undergraduate degrees (ABS, 1995). But by the
age of 30, men and women's career paths have clearly
diverged, with men moving into higher status positions and
women tending to move down or out of the paid labour
force (Rindfuss, Cooksey, & Sutterlin, 1999).

There is of course nothing inevitable about these
gender-based life trajectories; they are a consequence of
employment systems and government policies that make it
exceptionally difficult for both partners to maintain their
employment patterns when they become parents. Then,
gender-based expectations and economic conditions mean
that couples generally decide that the man will continue
employment once he becomes a father. In fact, new fathers
usually work longer paid hours (Bittman & Lovejoy, 1993).

It is certainly the case that the majority of men do have
full-time paid employment. Australian census data indicate
that 90% of married men with children participate in the
paid workforce (ABS, 1995), while the figure for married
women with children under 15 is 40%, and 80% for women
without children. However, while men are still more likely
than women to have full-time permanent work, a significant
proportion do not. The Australia Bureau of Statistics (1995)
found that 7% of all employed men worked part-time and
16% were in casual jobs. While this is significantly lower
than the figures of 39% and 31% respectively for women,
it still represents a substantial proportion of employed men.

The conflict between social expectations and the reality
of personal and family lives leads to stress and to stress-
related illness (e.g., Kahne, 1991; Lundberg, 1996). Men
who do not conform to the stereotype are stigmatised and
often find it difficult to avoid internalising a perception of
low self-esteem (e.g., Smith, 1998; Willott & Griffin, 1997);
while it is well acknowledged that the job market has
contracted, there still seems to be a widespread assumption
that men without full-time permanent employment are
somehow responsible for their circumstances. Pritchard
(1992) showed that suicide rates among young men in
Europe during the 1970s and 1980s were statistically associ-
ated with unemployment rates, and suggested that systemic
unemployment appeared to have a differentially powerful
effect on suicide among men of working age.

Social and government rhetoric still proclaims that
a "real" man will somehow go out and find a job whatever
the circumstances, shifting the blame for unemployment
to the individual, rather than exploring strategies for restruc-
turing the workforce in acknowledgment of global changes
in economic systems. In Australia, for example, a recent
survey showed that the total amount of unpaid overtime
worked by employees out of fear of job loss would,
if converted into paid jobs, more than compensate for the
total level of unemployment (Hamilton & Denniss, 2000).
Modern labour relations policies that reduce employment
security combine with social expectations to produce
a system in which full-time, permanent paid jobs are
increasingly scarce and increasingly demanding.

The few studies that have acknowledged the unreality
of traditional male stereotypes (e.g., Duxbury & Higgins,
1994; Milkie & Peltola, 1999) found that men do indeed
experience role conflicts between paid work and domestic
responsibilities, particularly if they are fathers. Generally,
the level of conflict is lower than that experienced
by women and tends to arise at a higher level of responsibil-
ity and commitment in the paid job (e.g., Greenglass,
Pantony, & Burke, 1988). Extent of job control and decision
latitude ameliorates role conflicts among both men and
women (e.g., Piechowski, 1992; Rosenfield, 1989). For the
minority of men who attain senior career positions with
a high level of self-determination, the ability to reconcile
such conflicts may be easier, but the majority of men will
never reach senior positions or have discretion over their
employment conditions.

The research suggests that men do indeed find it diffi-
cult to deal with a life in which their reason for existence
is not full-time work outside the home, and this problem
is compounded by findings that the women from whom they
might expect social support also seem to internalise
these stereotypes, and that their negative reactions serve
to exacerbate men's distress (Davis, 1993; Dixon, 1998).

Dixon (1998), for example, in a study of the effects
of systemic unemployment among African Americans,
found that women, whether employed or unemployed
themselves, expressed an expectation that a "real man"
would have a paid job, and tended to regard their un-
employed husbands and friends as lazy, rather than
as victims of the economic environment. Dixon also found
that men found it more difficult than women to cope with the
same levels of unemployment and financial uncertainty,
at least in part because men seem to internalise an assump-
tion that there is a necessary relationship between masculin-
ity and paid employment. As in other research, the men
experienced a sense of loss of identity without a paid job,
while the women identified themselves in terms of their
relationships with family members and were better able
to find a sense of identity other than in paid work.

Lobo and Watkins (1995) examined unemployment
among middle-aged and older Australian men, and found
that even when wives were supportive, unemployed
husbands generally found the role change hard to accept,
especially if their wives had paid work. Women had also
frequently internalised expectations about male- and
female-appropriate work, many actively resisting their
husbands' attempts to alter longstanding gender-based
divisions of domestic labour by taking on "women's work"
within the home, and reporting a sense of resentment that
their husbands were no longer living up to what they
regarded as "their side of the bargain". The longer the
period of unemployment the more wives became critical,
children became embarrassed, and men's sense of self-
blame increased and family relationships deteriorated.
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The negative effects of men's unemployment on their
emotional health and on their intimate relationships appear
to be mediated both by men's gender-based expectations
for themselves, and by women's gender-based expectations
for the men in their lives. This suggests a need for a radical
realignment of the expectations of both men and women.
The acceptance at an individual level of a wider range
of options in men's relationships with the paid workforce, and
at a structural level of more flexibility and variation in work
practices, could have a significant impact on men's emotional
health and on the quality of their intimate relationships.

Domestic Labour
The assumption that unpaid domestic labour is naturally
women's work and that it is inferior to men's work
is clearly not beneficial to women, who take on a higher
burden of unpaid domestic work regardless of their paid
employment status (Baxter & Bittman, 1995). But it should
not be assumed that cultural practices that are harmful
to women are necessarily beneficial to all, or indeed any,
men. The nineteenth-century concept of "separate spheres",
that men are naturally and essentially fit for public life and
paid employment while women are equally naturally
designed for the private world of home and family (Cott,
1977), continues to restrict the choices of both men and
women. In a society in which men cannot necessarily expect
to find or maintain paid employment, and in which wives'
and mothers' incomes are needed to provide adequate living
standards in many families, these patriarchal assumptions
about paid and unpaid labour conflict with economic and
social reality.

The psychological literature tends to be predicated
on the assumption that women will necessarily take on paid
work in addition to full responsibility for care of children
and management of a home (Apter, 1993). There is no
parallel body of work that examines men's health and its
relationship with their unpaid work commitments. Role
conflicts are seen as a "women's problem", and the social
and cultural arrangements that support their asymmetry
along gender lines are rendered invisible.

Perhaps the most well-established research finding
on gender and labour is that unpaid domestic labour
is predominantly a female activity. When people move into
domestic relationships, men's domestic labour tends
to decrease while women's increases (Bittman & Lovejoy,
1993; Gupta, 1999), a finding replicated internationally
(Baxter, 1997) and across social classes (Wright, Shire,
Hwang, Dolan, & Baxter 1992). This is despite major
differences between countries at the public policy level, for
example in conditions for parental leave. A comparison
of data from Indonesia, the Philippines, Taiwan, South
Korea, and the US (Sanchez, 1993), surprisingly, also found
few differences in the distribution of domestic labour.
Material conditions, national development, and public
policy appear to have a limited impact on inequity at the
level of domestic labour (Baxter, 1997; Sanchez, 1993).

Despite egalitarian attitudes to domestic labour among
most working couples (Bittman & Lovejoy, 1993), both the
magnitude and the specifics of actual workload are strongly
affected by social expectations about gender-appropriate
responsibilities (Greenglass, 1991; Perry-Jenkins, 1993),
and studies (e.g, Bittman, 1992; Blair & Lichter, 1991;
Social Trends, 1995; South & Spitze, 1994) are consistent
in showing that women carry out more unpaid domestic
labour than men. Even when wives spend more hours in
paid work than their husbands, they still do far more unpaid
domestic work than men (Ishii-Kuntz & Coltrane, 1992).

Consistent with men's self-image as financial provider
is a view that other forms of support are not part of their
role as husband and father (Perry-Jenkins & Crouter, 1990).
Women, by contrast, are socialised to view caring for others
and maintaining a household as at least as valuable
as is providing financially (Perry-Jenkins, 1993). Women
tend to see domestic labour as their responsibility, while
men are more likely to see their contributions to domestic
labour as "helping out" (Gunter & Gunter, 1990).

There is ample evidence from several countries that
perceived equity in division of domestic labour is an impor-
tant predictor of relationship satisfaction, and both men and
women seem to regard domestic labour as primarily women's
responsibility (e.g., Wilkie, Ferree, & Ratcliff, 1998).

As for paid labour, the majority of gender-based
research on unpaid domestic labour focuses on women and
their perspectives; men's attitudes and the extent to which
they perceive inequities have not received the same atten-
tion. Women are, in general, more contented with
inequitable division of labour than might be expected.

Kroska (1997) has argued that widespread satisfaction
with apparent inequities in domestic labour needs
to be understood in the context of "doing gender". Members
of a relationship prefer to contribute to that relationship
in ways that reflect their personal and gender identity. Men
will often find it easier to leave the majority of domestic
work to be done by their partner, perhaps justifying this
by invocation of cultural stereotypes of men's domestic
incapacity or women's higher standards of domestic
hygiene, than to find ways of making a greater contribution
to their households (Bittman, 1992).

Gender-based inequities in workloads are often
explained solely by individual attitudes and choices.
Research such as that of Grbich (1992, 1995) with role-
reversed households demonstrates that it is possible for
individual couples to come to their own idiosyncratic
arrangements for the allocation of household labour.
However, structural aspects of society and of paid work put
constraints on the organisation of most individuals' time. In
Britain, for example, 62% of couples said that housework
should be divided equally, but only 27% actually achieved
this (Social Trends, 1995). Thus, it can be argued that
efforts to deal with the problem of women's workloads will
be unsuccessful if they focus only on individual men
and women, and assume that their choices about time use
and the division of labour are always made freely and
on an individual basis.

The equation of domestic labour with femininity
is culturally reinforced at many levels. Grbich (1992) found
that Australian men who took on the primary caregiver role
experienced strong negative reactions from their peers, who
conveyed a sense that the role was simply not appropriate
and that, by transgressing an important social precept, these
men were "letting their mates down". This gender-role
stereotyping is apparent from an early age: even children are
allocated household tasks along gender lines, and, at all
ages, girls have more household tasks than boys (Blair,
1992; Mauldin & Meeks, 1990). Analyses of media images
of families and households, and particularly advertisements
for household products, childcare products, and food and
cooking products, have demonstrated an equation of domes-
tic labour with femininity in both Western and Asian
cultures (Coltrane & Allan, 1994); Furnham, Mak,
& Tanidjojo, 2000). If men are ever portrayed engaging
in domestic labour, they are generally doing it badly, with
a bad grace, or at the very least with an elegant sense
of irony. Men who are competent in household management
or childcare are overwhelmingly portrayed as outside the
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mainstream, and not to be taken seriously as models
of "appropriate" masculine behaviour.

Domestic labour is an area in which traditional and
contemporary concepts of masculinity conflict. The sociali-
sation processes that discourage men from developing skills
or interest in domestic labour are contradicted by the value
which is placed on a nonsexist and egalitarian approach
to relationships, leaving men (and women) in the uncom-
fortable situation in which they must negotiate individual
household arrangements, but in which the conflicting nature
of cultural prescriptions means that any choice will be
in some sense wrong. Research (e.g., Bittman & Lovejoy,
1993) shows that many couples deal with this ambiguity by
maintaining unequal work practices despite a verbal
commitment to equity. While a small number of couples
do appear able to divide housework and childcare equitably
(Risman & Johnson-Sumerford, 1998), this is by no means
easy, and a much larger number of couples live with less
equity than they claim they would prefer (e.g., Voydanoff
& Donnelly, 1999). It is of limited value to attribute this
to individual men's intransigence or women's gullibility,
and it is more useful to consider this as a creative strategy
by which couples deal with the conflicting demands placed
on them by cultural expectations.

Men, Women, Work, and Relationships
Evidence (e.g., Bird, 1999) that inequities in household
labour go some way to explaining higher levels of depres-
sion among women suggests that men might benefit
in a more equitable system if their partners were happier.
Such a position would be opposed by any zero-sum model
of human happiness, suggesting that benefits that accrue
to women from equitable family circumstances must be
at the expense of men. At first glance, the research might
appear to support such a zero-sum model. For example,
Rosenfield (1992) found that women's paid employment
had a negative effect on their husbands' mental health, and
that this effect was correlated with the extent that it reduced
income disparity and increased the men's unpaid domestic
workloads - two factors that contribute positively
to women's mental health. Data from the 1970s and 1980s
in the US and Canada (Burr, McCall, & Powell-Griner,
1997; Krull & Trovato, 1994) have even suggested that
changes from traditional gender-based work patterns and
increased participation of mothers in the paid workforce
may have been positively related to male suicide, although
more recent evidence (e.g., Burr et al., 1997) shows that this
effect has disappeared, suggesting that it may have been the
process of change that was disturbing for men, rather than
women's paid work per se.

It has also been argued that increases in wives' incomes
may increase marital discord by shifting the power balance
within relationships. However, Rodgers (1999) has demon-
strated that any association is more likely to be the reverse,
an effect of marital discord on women's employment
patterns. Women in unsatisfactory relationships are more
likely to seek paid work, either in search of personal satis-
faction or out of a concern to maintain a level of indepen-
dence and choice for their future lives.

It is not necessary, therefore, to take this as evidence for
the view that men must suffer if women are to receive fair
treatment. Rather, it may be more useful to interpret these
findings as arising from the fact that employment continues
to be structured on the assumption that a worker will have
an unpaid domestic assistant, so that men whose female
partners are in paid work find it difficult to manage their
time. Such an interpretation leads logically to the view that

changes in employment structures might be beneficial to the
health and wellbeing of both men and women.

Psychological research has generally failed to explore
the cultural basis of these data, and continues to be based
on outdated and increasingly untenable social assumptions.
For example, Olds, Schwartz, Eisen, and Betcher (1993),
in a paper that purported to examine the effects of part-time
employment and shared childcare on parents' wellbeing,
in fact studied couples in which the woman worked part-
time and the man full-time. The implicit assumption is that
men do not work part-time. This example is typical of a large
body of literature that fails to examine the assumptions
we make, both about the work involvement of men and
women, and about the structure of work environments.

Childcare
Some researchers separate childcare from other unpaid
domestic labour in analysing the relative contributions
of men and women. People generally find childcare more
enjoyable than housework, and fathers who do contribute
to household labour are more likely to involve themselves
with childcare than with other tasks (e.g., Deutsch, Lussier,
& Servis, 1993). Two Australian studies (Baxter & Bittman,
1995; Baxter, Gibson, & Lynch-Blosse, 1991) have shown
that, despite this preference, men still spent significantly
less time than women in childcare, with average weekly
involvement being between 13 and 18 hours for mothers
and between 3 and 8 hours for fathers. Australian men
in role-reversed households (Grbich, 1995) reported that
they enjoyed childcare but disliked housework, seeing
the latter as boring, repetitive, and unfulfilling. While
women in these households did very little housework,
averaging little more than men in traditional households,
they were still most likely to take on the cleaning of floors,
bathrooms, and toilets.

The assumption that men are fundamentally less able
than women to look after children (e.g., Hojat, 1990) can
be traced to essentialist views about the nature of men and
of women and the widely believed myth of the "mothering
instinct". There is, however, no evidence that men are
unable to provide adequate childcare. Feminist writers
(e.g., Wearing, 1984) have pointed out that the assumption
that only women can care for children has the effect
of restricting women's economic and social power.
Simultaneously, it denies the validity of men's interest
in their own children and excludes men from emotional
closeness and caring activities within their families
(Carrigan, Connell, & Lee, 1985), and in a time when men
may be less able to construct identities through paid work,
it reduces their capacity to construct a positive identity
through fatherhood.

There is evidence that men's active involvement
in family life tends to lead to better relationships with their
partners and children (e.g., Bailey, 1994; Hawkins, Christiansen,
Sargent, & Hill, 1993), and in particular to better emotional
outcomes for their sons (Brody, 1999). However, even fathers
with a strong personal commitment to parenting seem
to become involved only when their partners' employment
schedules require it. Both broader social structures and
individual gender socialisation make an equitable approach
to parenting and to household labour extremely difficult
to put into practice (Smith, 1998). As a result, many parents,
both fathers and mothers, internalise traditional notions
about fatherhood and motherhood, endorsing the view that
women should play the major parenting roles and that
men should provide supervised assistance when asked
(Dempsey, 2000).
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The psychological literature perpetuates the assumption
that childcare is self-evidently women's work. For example,
a survey of infant care in dual-earner couples examined the
circumstances under which mothers would engage
in "substituting fathers for paid child-care providers"
(Glass, 1998, p. 821), the wording suggesting a worldview
that categorises the notion of fathers caring for their own
children as deviant, as less appropriate than paying to have
them cared for by a stranger, and as therefore in need
of investigation.

In some families where childcare is shared by both
parents, the parents carry out psychological work in order
to maintain the man's sense of himself as the breadwinner.
Deutsch and Saxon (1998) conducted in-depth interviews
with US working-class couples who worked alternate shifts
and shared the care of their children. These couples
managed to maintain traditional gender beliefs, despite
living an egalitarian lifestyle, by maintaining the perception
that the father was the breadwinner and the one with the
"real" job; the mother was still the central caregiver, and
worked only because of financial pressures, which were
frequently viewed as temporary. In this way, these couples
actively constructed a view of their family life that
conflicted with their material circumstances but not with
traditional, essentialist concepts of appropriate male and
female behaviour.

This example demonstrates the strength of cultural
stereotypes, the psychological discomfort involved
in challenging them at an individual level, and the lengths
to which people will go to reduce this discomfort. It also
provides an interesting contrast with the evidence presented
earlier (e.g., Bittman & Lovejoy, 1993), describing couples
who maintain a verbal commitment to egalitarian household
management while dividing actual household labour
inequitably. Both these arrangements can be seen as strate-
gies for reconciling inconsistent cultural prescriptions
on men and women, to be simultaneously traditional
and egalitarian.

Non-traditional Household Structures
The small amount of psychological research that has
focused on the health outcomes associated with paid and
unpaid work for men generally assumes that all men
are heterosexual and live in partnerships with women.
The strategies that gay men, and men living in other non-
traditional circumstances, use to negotiate paid and unpaid
labour would provide information on alternative social and
personal arrangements. Men who do not live in traditional
nuclear families are forced to make active decisions about
many aspects of their lives, including the allocation
of unpaid domestic labour.

The experiences of these men are of interest in their
own right, but may also provide models of more egalitarian
relationship structures for other men. There is, however,
very little research that surveys same-sex households
without problematising them; an exception is the work
of Kurdek (1993), who found that members of same-sex
households had more equitable division of labour than did
heterosexual couples. While such research is of value
in that it legitimises non-traditional household structures,
there is a need for work that explores the conflicts and
compromises made by men who live in non-traditional
household relationships in the negotiation of responsibility
for domestic labour.

It is estimated that 2% of US households are completely
role-reversed, with a woman in full-time paid work and
a man taking care of unpaid domestic work (US Bureau

of the Census, 1993). Smith (1998), in a qualitative study
of 11 Australian fathers in role-reversed relationships, found
that the men found their role difficult, both to define and
to carry out. The men lacked confidence in their ability
to carry out domestic tasks, particularly childcare, and
appeared to believe that being male made them necessarily
less capable parents than the "other mothers". They
described difficulties in establishing the legitimacy of their
role; for example, mothers at creche assumed that fathers
were temporarily in charge while the "real" carer was other-
wise engaged. Their daily lives were also made more diffi-
cult by material and structural manifestations of the gender
order, such as the positioning of baby change rooms
in women's toilets and the provision of social events for
parents that explicitly excluded fathers (ladies' tennis,
mothers' groups). Some men reported that simply being
a man alone with a baby was enough to elicit concerned
reactions from strangers.

These men used a number of strategies to cope with
their lifestyle, which had usually arisen unintentionally
because they had been unable to find paid work. They felt
that the situation had pushed them to re-evaluate previously
accepted notions of masculinity, specifically, to reject tradi-
tional views of essential differences between the sexes, and
were generally positive about undergoing what they saw
as a significant developmental process, but still reported
an overall sense of isolation, difficulty, and role illegiti-
macy. In the light of such observations, it is unsurprising
that few men adopt such a lifestyle as a matter of choice.

Similarly, the work of Grbich (1992), also with role-
reversed parents in Australia, indicated that fathers had
to deal with strong negative reactions from their social
group, and a sense that the role of primary caregiver was not
an appropriate one for men. These men reported that, over
time, their own attitudes and behaviours and those of their
wives shifted towards a more egalitarian view of roles and
responsibilities, and again they generally described these
changes in positive terms (Grbich, 1995).

Conclusion
Men are socialised to see paid work as of central importance
in their lives, in their definitions of themselves, and in their
sense of self-worth. Given the centrality of employment
in men's sense of self, there is surprisingly little psychologi-
cal research on the extent to which patterns of paid and
unpaid work, and discrepancies between desired and actual
patterns of employment, interact with gender roles and
expectations to affect men's physical and emotional health.
This is particularly a concern given structural changes
in patterns of employment. Increasingly, men need to juggle
the traditional view that a real man provides financially for
his family with contemporary definitions of masculinity that
emphasise egalitarianism and flexibility, in the context
of rapid changes to work and family structures. The challenge
for men is to find new ways of defining themselves and their
sense of self-worth other than exclusively through paid work.
The challenge for society is to recognise the unreality
of masculine stereotypes and to move towards a recognition
of men as individuals with an identity and existence beyond
that indicated by their paid employment. The concepts
discussed in this paper complement the perspective presented
by Winefield et al. (2002).
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