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Abstract This article outlines a paradigm for conceptualizing and researching joint influences of gender stereotypes and gender identity on children’s self-concepts. Illustrative data are presented. It is proposed that children incorporate gender stereotypes (personal, often idiosyncratic beliefs about sex differences) into their self-concepts to the extent that they identify with a gender collective. Participants were 305 third through eighth graders (M age = 10.8 years). Children’s gender stereotypes were assessed for 62 specific, contextually tagged social and academic behaviors; gender identity was assessed on multiple dimensions (e.g., gender contentedness, felt pressure to avoid other-gender behavior); and self-efficacy beliefs for the behaviors were assessed. Stereotypes and identity conjointly predicted self-efficacy patterns. Greater attention should be paid to children’s personal conceptions of what it means to be male or female.
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Gender Stereotypes and Gender Identity as Interacting Influences on Children’s Self-Concepts: A SelfSocialization Model of Gender Development Introduction The suggestion that children strive to incorporate into their self-concepts (and behavioral repertoires) attributes that they perceive to be appropriate for persons of their gender is an enduring one that is shared by researchers of diverse theoretical persuasions. Both cognitive-developmental theorists (e.g., Kagan, 1964; Kohlberg, 1966) and cognitive social-learning theorists (e.g., Bandura, 1986; Bussey & Perry, 1976) have advanced the hypothesis, albeit stressing different motivational mechanisms. Over the years, however, the hypothesis has received inconsistent support, owing perhaps to certain conceptual and methodological shortcomings in the ways the hypothesis has been framed and tested. We summarize prior literature on the hypothesis, highlighting these possible shortcomings, and offer a reformulated version of the hypothesis—a Gender Self-Socialization Model (GSSM)—that we believe overcomes many of the prior limitations. We provide data that illustrate the model. Prior Research on Gender Self-Socialization The hypothesis that children adopt (or shun) attributes that they perceive to be appropriate (or inappropriate) for an identity as male or female implies that children’s gender stereotypes and gender identity interact to predict attribute adoption. However, most studies testing this hypothesis have focused either on the impact of stereotypes on attribute adoption (and neglected the role of gender identity) or on the impact of gender identity on attribute adoption (and neglected the role of stereotypes). We summarize the two types of studies in turn. Gender stereotypes and attribute adoption. Gender stereotypes are children’s beliefs about how the sexes differ (“descriptive stereotypes”) or should differ (“prescriptive stereotypes”). When preschoolers first acquire gender stereotypes, they view them as moral imperatives (i.e., their gender stereotypes are prescriptive as well as descriptive; Huston, 1983; Ruble, Martin, & Berenbaum, in press). Once children attain gender constancy, around age 6 or 7 years, many (but not all) show decreased rigidity and increased flexibility in their stereotypes, that is, they come to believe that even if an activity is
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performed more frequently by persons of one sex, it is still permissible for persons of both sexes (Miller, Trautner, & Ruble, in press; Signorella, Bigler, & Liben, 1993; Taylor et al., 2005; Trautner et al., 2005). Do stereotypes predict attribute adoption? This question is usually addressed by relating individual differences in stereotype understanding to attribute adoption. In the typical study, researchers begin by compiling lists of male-typed and female-typed attributes; the lists are based either on real differences between the sexes or, more commonly, on people’s (either adults’ or children’s) ratings of the degree to which each attribute is more typical of (or desirable for) one sex than the other. Sometimes the lists mix attributes from different domains of sex typing (e.g., personality traits, recreational activities) or mix attributes that vary in social desirability, but sometimes more specialized sublists are constructed; for example, the male-typed and the female-typed lists might each be subdivided into occupations, activities, and traits (e.g., Liben & Bigler, 2002) or into desirable versus undesirable attributes (e.g., Aubry, Ruble, & Silverman, 1999). The lists (or sublists) are then presented to new participants, for whom stereotype “knowledge” and “flexibility” scores are calculated (for each list or sublist). Stereotype knowledge is the number of descriptive stereotypes known; participants are asked to indicate whether each attribute is more common to males or females, and the number of “correct” responses is the index of knowledge. Stereotype flexibility is assessed by asking participants to indicate whether each attribute is appropriate for only one sex or is acceptable for both sexes; the number of “both” responses is the index of flexibility. It is expected that children with greater stereotype knowledge, and children with less stereotype flexibility, will be more likely than other children to adopt same-gender attributes and to shun othergender ones. It is assumed that gender identity motivates this process, but biological sex is used as a proxy for gender identity, and individual differences in gender identity are not assessed. Several studies have found the expected associations between the stereotype measures and attribute adoption (e.g., Aubry et al., 1999; Liben & Bigler, 2002; Miller et al., in press; Serbin, Powlishta, & Gulko, 1993). However, the associations are often weak and inconsistent (Ruble et al., in press). One problem with the forgoing approach is that the stereotype measures as well as the adoption measures reflect aggregations across diverse attributes; this practice might mask a link that exists between
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a stereotype about a specific behavior (e.g., aggression, math) and adoption of that particular behavior (Liben & Bigler, 2002; Martin & Halverson, 1981; Ruble & Martin, 2002). Indeed, stronger evidence for the influence of stereotypes on adoption is found in studies in which a specific attribute is predicted from children’s stereotypes about that particular attribute. Fairly strong associations are found between (a) the degree to which children achieve in math, want to learn a particular musical instrument, prefer playmates of a particular sex, aspire to a particular occupation, self-report a particular personality trait, or play with a particular toy and (b) the degree to which children believe the behavior is more common or desirable for persons of their own sex than for the other (Crandall, 1978; Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998; Edelbrock & Sugawara, 1978; Harrison & O’Neill, 2003; Liben & Bigler, 2002; Martin, Eisenberg, & Rose, 1995; Martin, Fabes, Evans, & Wyman, 1999; Ruble & Martin, 2002). Additional evidence attesting to the power of specific stereotypes on specific behaviors comes from studies in which a stereotype is created experimentally, either through labeling (e.g., telling children that a novel toy is “for girls” or “for boys”; Martin, 2000) or modeling (e.g., showing children that persons of one sex like an object whereas persons of the other sex avoid it; Perry & Bussey, 1979). The typical strategy used to assess stereotypes also fails to allow for the possibility that some children hold idiosyncratic stereotypes that influence their behavior and development. In the typical study, the attributes studied are usually limited to ones shown in pretest to be sex-typed—observed or judged to vary with gender at the group level. Attributes that do not show a sex difference are called “neutral” and eliminated from study. However, an attribute need not be differentiated by sex at the group level in order to be gender stereotyped by an individual child. Participation in art or music, for example, may not be sex-typed at the group level (in either reality or perception), but individual children may hold a strong belief that the activity is more common or appropriate for one sex than the other and adopt or avoid it on this basis. Even when a behavior is strongly sex-typed at the group level, individual children may not share the stereotype or may even attribute the behavior to the other gender. Communal behavior, agentic behavior, and even physical aggression are sometimes attributed by children to a gender in a way counter to the usual stereotype (Giles & Heyman, 2005; Guimond, Chatard, Martinot, Crisp, &
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Redersdorff, 2006, JPSP; Powlishta, 1995; Powlishta, Sen, Serbin, Poulin-Dubois, & Eichstedt, 2001). That many children’s stereotypes are eccentric was also argued by Martin (2000), who pointed out that children’s cognitive networks of gender associations are likely to vary as a function of children’s unique experiences with family, media, peer groups, teachers and schools, racial/ethnic subculture, and other factors. Another shortcoming of stereotype assessments has been a lack of attention to contextual cues. Stereotypes may take the form of rules specifying how persons of each sex do or should behave in particular contexts, and these rules can influence behavior within these settings. A trend in the social psychology literature (and, increasingly, the developmental literature) is a growing awareness of the dependence of gendered cognition and conduct on context. Sex differences in social behavior do often hinge on contextual factors (e.g., group size, familiarity of interaction partner, public vs. private setting, mixed-sex vs. single-sex group, male vs. female interaction partner; Deaux & Major, 1987; Eagly, Wood, & Diekman, 2000; Hyde, 2005; Leaper & Smith, 2004; Maccoby, 1998; McHale, Kim, Whiteman, & Crouter, 2004; Zakriski, Wright, & Underwood, 2005). For example, a sex difference in assertion is larger in same-sex than in mixed-sex groups of children (Leaper & Smith, 2004). Children may internalize such context-behavior contingencies in the form of context-dependent expectations and scripts specifying how males and females behave under various circumstances (Deaux & LaFrance, 1998; Deaux & Major, 1987; Eagly et al., 2000; Martin, 2000; Miller et al., in press). Another problem arises when researchers try to predict attribute adoption from stereotype flexibility. The flexibility measure cannot be expected to be a strong predictor of children’s gender-based adoption because the rules that children hold about the gender conformity of other people are independent of the rules they hold about their own gender conformity (Bigler, 1997; Katz & Ksansnak, 1994; Liben & Bigler, 2002). Children may feel it is wrong to insist that others follow stereotypes yet become quite upset at the thought of violating the stereotypes themselves. Finally, using biological sex as a proxy for gender identity is problematic. Biological sex is correlated with factors other than identity (e.g., hormones) that may energize the adoption of attributes
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categorized as appropriate for a gender. Also, letting biological sex stand in for gender identity precludes evaluating the role that within-sex individual differences in gender identity might play in the adoption of attributes perceived as sex-typed. Gender identity and attribute adoption. Gender identity has been conceptualized in diverse ways. Kohlberg (1966) viewed gender identity as knowing that one is a member of one sex rather than the other. Kagan (1964) regarded gender identity as perceiving the self as conforming to cultural stereotypes for one’s gender. Bem (1981) saw gender identity as internalized societal pressure for gender conformity. Green (1974), Spence (1985), and Zucker et al. (1993) viewed gender identity as a fundamental sense of acceptance of, and belonging to, one’s gender. Building on this work, Egan and Perry (2001) advanced a multidimensional perspective on gender identity. In their model, gender identity has five components: (a) membership knowledge (knowledge of one’s gender); (b) gender typicality (perceived similarity to the same-gender collective); (c) gender contentedness (satisfaction with one’s gender); (d) felt pressure for gender conformity (pressure felt from parents, peers, and the self for conforming to gender stereotypes); and (e) intergroup bias (the belief that one’s own sex is superior). Thus, Egan and Perry’s model incorporates several of the other conceptualizations of gender identity and is consistent with arguments that collective identity is fruitfully conceptualized as multidimensional (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlinVolpe, 2004). Does gender identity predict adoption of attributes perceived as gender-typed? In studies on this issue, children’s gender stereotypes have generally not been directly assessed; it is simply assumed that most children possess commonly shared stereotypes and that gender identity motivates adoption of these stereotypes. The membership knowledge component of gender identity has been investigated in relation to attribute adoption in several studies. In Kohlberg’s original cognitive-developmental theory (1966, 1969), children were not expected to show much adoption of attributes perceived as gender-typed until they attained full gender constancy at around age 6 or 7 years. However, it appears that “basic gender identity” (answering correctly the question, “Are you a boy or a girl?”), which most children attain by age
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3 years, is sufficient to spur children toward gendered conduct, especially play with same-sex others but also some specific sex-typed behaviors, such as inhibition of aggression for girls (Fagot, Rodgers, & Leinbach, 2000; Maccoby, 1998; Martin, Ruble, & Szkrybalo, 2002, 2004). Achieving full gender constancy a few years later may not matter for gender self-socialization (Ruble et al., in press). In any case, because nearly all children achieve full understanding of their gender category membership in early childhood, this aspect of gender identity cannot account for within-sex individual differences in selfsocialization at later ages. Conceptualizations of gender identity addressing individual differences beyond early childhood (e.g., Kagan, 1964; Zucker et al., 1993) have rarely been used in tests of the self-socialization hypothesis. One influential conceptualization that has spawned work on the hypothesis, albeit primarily with adults, is that of Bem (1981, 1993). However, Bem’s assessment approach is problematic. Bem tried to measure people’s felt pressure for gender conformity by assessing the degree to which they lacked a balance of agentic and communal traits in the self-concept. Bem assumed that self-perceived agentic traits index overall felt masculinity, that self-perceived communal traits index overall felt femininity, and that an imbalance in these two kinds of self-perceptions reflects internalized societal pressure to adhere to one gender role at the expense of the other. However, overall masculinity and femininity cannot be inferred solely from self-perceived agentic and communal traits because self-perceived sex typing is multifactorial (e.g., agentic and communal traits are not highly correlated with male-typical or female-typical behavior in other domains of sex typing, such as toy and activity preferences, relationship partner preferences, academic pursuits, and occupational aspirations), and different people base their overall felt masculinity and femininity on different aspects of sex typing (Spence, 1993; Spence & Hall, 1996). It is thus not surprising that people’s self-perceptions of agentic and communal traits do not relate strongly to their self-ratings of how “masculine” and “feminine” they are (e.g., Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 1979). It is also unlikely that people’s overall sense of maleness or femaleness is strongly, if at all, correlated with the amount of pressure they feel for conforming to a particular gender role (Egan & Perry, 2001). Lastly, because
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Bem’s scales assess self-perceived adoption of agentic and communal traits, they are more appropriately viewed as tapping attribute adoption (the putative outcome of self-socialization) rather than gender identity (a putative motivator of the process). Despite these problems, Bem’s central hypothesis— strong felt pressure for gender conformity straightjackets development by causing people slavishly to adhere to same-gender norms and avoid cross-sex options—remains compelling and viable. Egan and Perry (2001) argued that gender identity should not be inferred from children’s selfperceptions of sex-typed attributes but rather should be assessed via questions that directly ask children how they feel about themselves in relation to gender categories. Work with their model has focused mainly on the implications of gender identity for children’s social adjustment and mental health. As hypothesized by Egan and Perry, low gender typicality, low gender contentedness, and high felt pressure predict (concurrently and prospectively) less than optimal adjustment (e.g., lower self-esteem, greater internalizing symptoms, peer rejection), at least for White preadolescent children (Carver, Yunger, & Perry, 2003; Corby, Hodges, & Perry, in press; Egan & Perry, 2001; Smith & Leaper, 2004; Yunger, Carver, & Perry, 2004). However, there exist in this work hints that gender identity might also affect children’s adoption of attributes perceived as sex-typed—if it is assumed that most children in the studies possessed commonly shared stereotypes. For example, in these studies, gender typicality was associated with agentic traits for boys but not girls; gender contentedness was associated with low self-efficacy for female-typed activities for boys but not girls; and felt pressure was associated with reduced agentic behavior for girls but not boys (Carver et al., 2003; Egan & Perry, 2001). In addition, a negative relation between felt pressure and self-esteem was stronger for girls than for boys (Carver et al., 2003; Egan & Perry, 2001). Perhaps many esteemenhancing behaviors (e.g., self-assertion, leadership, sports) are viewed by children of both sexes as more typical of boys than of girls, and therefore felt pressure discourages these behaviors and reduces selfesteem primarily for girls. Additional evidence that gender identity works in cahoots with gender stereotypes comes from Corby et al. (in press), who examined gender identity in Black, Hispanic, and White preadolescents and found several unexpected links to adjustment for minority children. For
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example, among Hispanic girls, high gender contentment was associated not only with reduced agentic behavior but also with internalizing symptoms (e.g., anxiety, self-deprecation). Perhaps for these girls gender identity had promoted the adoption of patriarchal stereotypes (i.e., a subservient, helpless role for females). In sum, children’s gender identity probably works in conjunction with their conceptions of what it means to be male or female to affect development. Despite the plausibility and ubiquity of this notion, however, we were able to locate only a single study in which gender stereotypes and gender identity were both assessed and their interactive influence evaluated. This was a study by Nosek, Banaji, and Greenwald (2002). This study, which was with adults, explored the adoption of a single attribute (perception of math in the self-concept) and used implicit (unconscious) assessments, but it yielded support for the hypothesis that self-perception is influenced by the interaction of stereotype and identity. The Gender Self-Socialization Model The GSSM assumes that, starting at an early age, children simultaneously develop components of gender identity and form beliefs about the attributes that embody gender (some idiosyncratic, some shared with others). At some point, these two sets of cognitions come together to form two interlocking cornerstones of a causal cognitive system that affects children’s adoption of specific attributes. Gender identity provides the motivational fuel for the adoption (and avoidance) of behaviors perceived by children as sex typed, but owing to the idiosyncratic nature of children’s stereotypes, the specific behaviors influenced by gender identity will vary among children of each sex. For example, gender contentedness might encourage one boy to adopt aggressive, macho, risk-taking behaviors but lead another to pursue science, math, or sports; felt pressure might cause one girl to avoid math and science but another to avoid assertive behavior, perhaps especially with males. The model is intended as a heuristic for exploring conjoint influences of gender identity and stereotypes on development. It makes essentially a single prediction—the stronger one’s gender identity, the more one brings self-perceptions (and behavior) into line with one’s stereotypes—but it can be tested
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using multiple dimensions of gender identity and multiple potentially stereotyped attributes (that exist at varying levels of contextual embeddedness). It is not the main purpose of the GSSM to explain sex differences in behavior. The model’s purpose is to specify the underlying processing dynamics common to children of both sexes that lead children to adopt (or to avoid) behaviors they personally view as relevant to gender. These cognitive processes involve gendered cognition, but they do not inevitably result in sex differences. The model predicts that high gender typicality, high gender contentedness, and strong felt pressure for gender conformity all encourage children to adopt the specific attributes that they perceive to be same-sex-typed. There is good basis, in both theory and prior findings, for expecting all of these gender identity variables to spur self-socialization. Perceived similarity to others of one’s gender (gender typicality) should be influential for several reasons, including logical inference and cognitive consistency strivings (e.g., “I am a typical boy, most boys can do this task, so I should be able to do it too”; Deaux & Major, 1987; Eagly et al., 2000; Eckes & Trautner, 2000; Kohlberg, 1969; Liben & Bigler, 2002; Martin, 2000). Indeed, perceived similarity to a class of model promotes adoption of attributes perceived as prototypical of the class (Bandura, 1969; Bussey & Perry, 1976; Martin, 2000; Perry & Bussey, 1979). Also, rating the self as high on the adjective “masculine” or “feminine” predicts gender-congruent conduct (Spence, 1993). High gender contentment should also promote self-socialization. The more people value a dimension of self-concept, the more they adopt behaviors they personally regard as relevant to the dimension (Cervone, 2004; Greenwald et al., 2002). Children diagnosed with gender identity disorder (who wish to be the other sex) display marked overt cross-gender behavior, and it is difficult to escape the conclusion that gender dysphoria is organizing their behavior (Bradley & Zucker, 1990; Green, 1987; Reker, 1985; Zucker, 1992). Felt pressure should encourage self-socialization too, given that outcome expectancies regulate behavior (Bussey & Bandura, 1999), that people are motivated to achieve success and avoid failure in domains in which they stake their self-esteem (Crocker & Park, 2004), and that people feel guilty or
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worthless when they perceive themselves to fall short of a gender standard to which they are committed (Bussey & Bandura, 1999; Sanchez & Crocker, 2005; Wood, Christensen, Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997). The Present Study The purpose of this study was to illustrate the GSSM. Although the model specifies causal influences, methodological limitations (especially the concurrent-correlational design) preclude causal conclusions. We assessed children’s stereotypes, identity, and attribute adoption (via self-efficacy perceptions) and explored interactive influences of the first two constructs on the third. We measured efficacy beliefs because these are influential determinants of children’s social and academic behaviors (Bandura, 1986; Egan, Monson, & Perry, 1998). We studied preadolescents and early adolescents (third through eighth graders) because this age span allowed us to see whether self-socialization operates similarly across middle childhood (we expected it would). Children were assessed for their gender stereotypes about 62 specific social and academic behaviors that children commonly enact and observe at school. The focus was on the peer context because several theoretical analyses emphasize the role of the peer group in shaping not only between-sex differences but also within-sex differentiation in social behavior, interests, competencies, personality, and adjustment (e.g., Harris, 1995; Maccoby, 1998; Thorne, 1994). We assessed only descriptive stereotypes. Descriptive stereotypes are important: simply knowing that a behavior is performed more often by persons of one sex can profoundly affect motivation. When people believe that a behavior is less common for persons of their own sex, they infer that people of their sex, including themselves, are less capable of the behavior than other-sex persons (Eagly et al., 2000). Many of the behavioral descriptors used in the stereotype assessments were ones shown in previous research to reveal a sex difference (e.g., intimacy with a friend, aggression). However, evidence of a significant sex difference (real or perceived) was not a criterion for inclusion. Many of the 62 behavioral descriptors bore a contextual tag (e.g., indicated a particular setting, the sex of the interaction partner, or an eliciting event).
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The procedure used to select behavioral descriptors differed from that commonly used by gender researchers. Cervone’s (2004) model of stimulus development was adopted. Cervone theorized that adults incorporate specific, contextually circumscribed behaviors into their self-concepts (in the form of efficacy beliefs) to the extent they see the behaviors as relevant to a self-perceived salient and valued disposition. He presented participants with a lengthy and diverse list of specific, contextually tagged behavioral descriptors (each of which could be viewed as relevant to many personality dispositions) and had them rate each behavior for its relevance to a self-nominated central and valued disposition (as well as to other dispositions). Participants differed markedly in which behaviors they viewed as relevant to the disposition they had named as central and valued (even when they had named the same disposition), but their self-efficacy was high for whichever behaviors they had rated as relevant to the disposition. Because this procedure worked well and seemed well suited to the assessment of context-specific personal gender stereotypes, we adapted it for this study. We assessed five dimensions of children’s gender identity: perceived similarity to the samegender collective (same-gender typicality), perceived similarity to the other-gender collective (othergender typicality), gender contentedness, felt pressure to enact same-gender behavior, and felt pressure to avoid other-gender behavior. The measures of other-gender typicality and of felt pressure to enact samegender behavior are new to this study. It has been suggested that adherence to same-sex stereotypes and avoidance of other-sex stereotypes may be separate processes (e.g., Bussey & Perry, 1982; Maccoby, 1998). The expanded set of gender identity variables might help evaluate this idea. All measures of gender identity except other-gender typicality were expected to energize adoption of attributes perceived as same-gender-typed and to discourage adoption of attributes seen as cross-gender-typed; other-gender typicality was expected to work in the opposite ways. To illustrate the GSSM’s ability to account for organization in the child’s self-concepts, we conducted two sets of analyses. The first tested a “bottom-up” conceptual approach—one that began by “getting inside the child’s head” to see which behaviors the child considered to be sex-typed, and then
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working forward to see if gender identity governed the extent to which these personally held (and possibly idiosyncratic) stereotypes translated into self-efficacy perceptions. The second set of analyses illustrated how the GSSM may be used to predict a particular behavior of interest to a researcher (e.g., aggression, math competence). These analyses tested a “top-down” conceptual approach—one that began with the authors specifying a behavior of interest, and then working backward to see if the behavior was predictable from the child’s stereotype for that particular behavior (in interaction with gender identity). Method Participants Participants were 305 third through eighth graders (142 boys, 163 girls; M age = 10.8 years) attending a state school serving an economically and racially diverse community. Approximately half the children were White; most of the rest were Black or Hispanic (about equally), but several were Asian. The participants represented 84% of all children in their grades. Procedure Children were individually tested in a single 50-minute session by one of several female graduate assistants who read the items of each instrument aloud to the child. Instruments assessing gender identity, gender stereotypes, and self-efficacy were administered (in that order). Gender Identity Questionnaire This questionnaire contained two parts. The first part assessed three dimensions of gender identity: same-gender typicality (8 items), other-gender typicality (6 items), and gender contentedness (8 items). The format of these items was that developed by Harter (1985) to minimize influences of response biases. Each item described two kinds of children—ones with high gender identity and ones with low gender identity. Children first chose which type of child they resembled more and then indicated whether that choice was “sort of true” or “very true” for them. Items were scored from 1 to 4, with higher scores indicating a higher level of the gender identity variable being assessed. Scale scores



Self-Socialization of Gender



15



were formed by averaging across items. A sample item (from the girls’ form of the other-gender typicality scale) is: Some girls have the same interests that boys have



Other girls don’t have the same BUT



interests that boys have.



Very true



Sort of true



Sort of true



Very true



for me



for me



for me



for me



The same-gender typicality scale contained Egan and Perry’s (2001) original items plus two new ones. The other-gender typicality scale was developed for the present study; its items paralleled items from the same-gender typicality scale but asked about similarity to the other sex instead of to the same sex. Several items of Egan and Perry’s gender contentedness scale that were open to alternative interpretation were deleted and new ones added. The second part of the questionnaire assessed felt pressure for same-gender behavior (12 items) and felt pressure against other-gender behavior (12 items). Each item required children to indicate on a 4-point scale how true a statement was for them. Scale scores were item averages, with higher scores indicating greater felt pressure. A sample item (from the boys’ form of the scale assessing felt pressure for same-gender behavior) is: I would be upset with myself if I



Not at all



didn’t act like other boys.



true for me



A little true for me



Pretty true



Very true



for me



for me



The scale assessing felt pressure for same-gender behavior scale was new but used a similar format. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the scales were: same-gender typicality, .79; other-gender typicality, .76; gender contentedness, .66; felt pressure for same-gender behavior, .77; and felt pressure against other-gender behavior, .80. Gender Stereotypes Task A card sorting task assessed each child’s gender stereotypes. Each of 62 behavioral descriptors was printed on a 3” X 5” index card and presented to the child (in a set order). The behavioral descriptors were fashioned after those used by Cervone (2004) and described common, contextually tagged, social
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and academic behaviors. Behaviors were heterogeneous and varied in social desirability; for some behaviors the interaction partner was indicated to be a girl, a boy, a friend, a teacher, “another kid”, or “your classmates”. No systematic attempt was made to include minimum or maximum behaviors of a particular type or to achieve balanced combinations of behavioral and contextual qualities. Items were developed by the authors, who generated an item pool, discussed the items, and retained 62 for clarity and representation of a broad spectrum of school-related behavior. The first five items were: (1) “Sit quietly in their seat and pay attention during school”; (2) “Tease or make fun of a girl who wears something funny to school”; (3) “Make a new boy at school feel welcome, by talking with him at lunch”; (4) “Tell a girl that a movie made them feel sad”; and (5) “Talk a boy into doing an activity that he doesn’t really want to do”. Children sorted each card into one of seven piles, labeled from “Girls do it MUCH, MUCH more than boys” (1) to “Girls and boys do it equally” (4) to “Boys do it MUCH, MUCH more than girls” (7). Children’s responses were coded so that higher scores always indicated greater attribution of an item to one’s own sex. Self-Efficacy Questionnaire Children rated their self-efficacy on a 4-point scale for each of the 62 behaviors used in the stereotypes task. Higher scores indicated greater self-efficacy. The item format was adapted from that developed by Wheeler and Ladd (1982) to assess self-efficacy. The wording of some behavioral descriptors was modified slightly to fit the self-efficacy format. A sample item (corresponding to the third sample behavioral descriptor above) is: There is a new boy at school. Talking with the boy at lunch to make him feel welcome is _________ for you. HARD!



hard



easy



EASY!



Aggregation of Measures Several composite scores were computed by averaging scores for subsets of stereotype or selfefficacy items. Certain composites were “child-driven” in that they were based on how the child
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perceives items as belonging together; others were “researcher-driven” because they reflected the authors’ grouping of items. Child-driven aggregation. For some analyses, the full ranges of children’s stereotype and selfefficacy ratings were utilized. However, for certain analyses, the child’s self-efficacy ratings for behaviors perceived by the child as same-sex-typed (i.e., rated a 5, 6, or 7 on the stereotype task) were averaged to form a same-sex-typing composite. Similarly, the child’s self-efficacy ratings for behaviors rated a 1, 2, or 3 on the stereotype task were averaged to form a cross-sex-typing composite. Researcher-driven aggregation. Composite stereotype and self-efficacy scores were created post hoc for six behavioral categories: unmitigated agency, agentic behavior, unmitigated communion, communal behavior, harsh treatment of girls, and harsh treatment of boys. The first four categories were mutually exclusive, but the last two included items from the first four. Items were assigned to the first four categories without regard to interaction partner identity, whereas items assigned to the last two categories were limited to those specifying a particular sex of target. Items were assigned to categories based on unanimous agreement among the authors, as follows: Unmitigated agency (9 items) encompassed self-serving behaviors that show disregard for others. The second and fifth sample behavioral descriptors given above qualified. Additional examples are “Get even with a friend they are mad at by keeping that friend out of their group” and “Let other kids know they are the boss and want respect”. Agentic behavior (10 items) included socially appropriate self-assertion and initiative. Examples: “Refuse to let a friend talk them into an activity that they don’t really want to do” and “Lead a group of classmates on a class project by making sure everyone does their job”. Unmitigated communion (10 items) captured behaviors that benefit others at the expense of selfsuppression. Examples: “Allow a friend to be mean to them, just to keep the friend” and “Let a girl have the final say in an argument, just to be polite”.
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Communal behavior (12 items) included prosocial behaviors that do not diminish the self. The third sample descriptor above qualified. Other examples are “Try to cheer up a girl who seems to be sad” and “Figure out a way to ‘patch things up’ with a friend after an argument”. Harsh treatment of girls (13 items) tapped negative acts toward girls (and reverse-scored positive acts toward girls). Examples are “Tell a girl they will stop liking her unless she does what they say”; “Try to cheer up a girl who seems to be sad” (reverse-scored); and the second sample descriptor above. Harsh treatment of boys (11 items) encompassed negative acts toward boys (and reverse-scored positive acts toward boys). Examples are the third sample descriptor (reverse-scored); the fifth example behavior; “Shove a boy who accidentally bumps into them”; and “Offer to help a boy with a school assignment that he is having trouble with” (reverse-scored). Some comments on the decision to form these composites are in order. The decision to form the first four composites was mainly a practical one. In fact, our conceptualization—which emphasizes that stereotypes and self-efficacy perceptions are behavior- and context-specific—would recommend against aggregation. However, presenting all of the results on an item-by-item basis would overwhelm the reader. Consequently, we formed composites representing behavioral categories that are important for children’s peer interactions (e.g., Salmivalli, Ojanen, Haanpaa, & Peets, 2005) and for which we had multiple exemplars. However, because behaviors even within these four categories were heterogeneous, and because we had not controlled the contextual features of the behavioral descriptors (e.g., target identity) within or across the behavioral categories, the groupings were crude.1 The decision to form the last two composites was more theory-based. In the GSSM, children’s stereotypes about a behavior can vary markedly as a function of contextual cues, especially sex of interaction partner. We wished to see whether children’s stereotype for a behavioral dimension (harsh vs. benign treatment of others) varies with gender of target and, if so, whether such a target-genderdifferentiated stereotype would predict (in interaction with gender identity) self-efficacy for the same behavior.
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Because of the heterogeneity of items within composites, we were surprised when the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the self-efficacy composites mostly fell in a range considered adequate for assessing multi-item dispositional constructs (for research purposes). We were not surprised, however, by the mostly low Cronbach’s alpha coefficients found for the stereotype composites. Coefficients for the selfefficacy (and stereotype) composites were: unmitigated agency, .74 (.40); agency, .70 (.25); unmitigated communion, .71 (.34); communion, .70 (.70); harsh treatment of girls, .61 (.67); and harsh treatment of boys, .53 (.39). That the coefficients generally were lower for the stereotype composites than for the selfefficacy composites may mean that children have a more coherent conception of their abilities than of the gender typing of attributes. It may also mean that children’s estimates of their abilities are less dependent on contextual cues than are their gender stereotypes. These coefficients are of interest because they provide information about how well the selfefficacy ratings (and the stereotype ratings) intercorrelate within a behavior category. However, they probably have little bearing on whether the composites should be used in subsequent analyses. Cronbach’s alpha is an index of internal reliability used to assess the adequacy of a scale whose items are intended as interchangeable signs of a unitary underlying entity (e.g., a behavioral disposition). We do not construe the stereotype ratings given to exemplars of a behavioral category in this way, and it is probably ill-advised to construe self-efficacy ratings in this way as well (Cervone, 2004; Mischel & Shoda, 1995). It is meaningful to conduct analyses using the composites even though the coefficients of internal consistency are low. A stereotype composite reflects the number of behaviors within a category that the child perceives to be gender-typed, and it is reasonable to expect that a child who views many instances of, say, agentic behavior as same-sex-typed will display more agentic qualities than a child who views few exemplars of the behavior as same-sex-typed (assuming strong gender identity).2 In addition to testing the main hypothesis with these composites, we also performed individualitem analyses for five academic activities for which there was only a single behavioral descriptor each. We did this because of the considerable interest in how gender influences academic competencies (e.g., Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998). These items were: math (“Learn a new kind of math problem
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quickly”); English (“Do well on English and language assignments”); reading (“Spend time alone reading books or magazines”); art (“Do well on an art assignment”); and music (“Learn to play a musical instrument well”). Results We address a series of questions relevant to evaluating the GSSM. We begin by asking whether the model’s assumption that children’s gender stereotypes are sometimes idiosyncratic receives support. We then ask whether gender stereotypes work in conjunction with gender identity to predict attribute adoption.



Are Some Children’s Gender Stereotypes Idiosyncratic? Of the 62 behavioral descriptors, 52 were perceived by the children as a group to be gender stereotyped (i.e., for each of these items, the mean stereotype rating, computed before recoding, significantly differed from 4 by a one-sample t test, indicating attribution to one sex more than to the other). Of these 52 descriptors, 18 were male-typed and 34 were female-typed, perhaps indicating that behaviors at school are generally viewed by children as more female-typed than male-typed (or, equally likely, perhaps reflecting the authors’ bias to generate female-typed items to represent school-situated behavior). However, the standard deviations of the ratings were sizeable, ranging from 1.2 to 2.1. Moreover, at each grade level, each of the 62 items was rated a 1 by at least one boy and one girl and was rated a 7 by at least one boy and one girl. These data confirm that different children can hold different conceptions of what being male or female entails. Even children with similar gender identity can view male typicality or female typicality in different ways. For example, two older girls had very similar same-gender typicality scores, yet one viewed acts of unmitigated agency as “MUCH, MUCH more” typical of boys and viewed art and music as “MUCH, MUCH more” typical of girls, whereas the other viewed these activities as equally extremely sex-typed but in the opposite directions. The girls’ extreme ratings suggest that the girls were confident of their stereotypes.
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Table 1 shows the correlations among the five gender identity measures and the 11 stereotype composites (after recoding, so that high scores indicate greater attribution to one’s own sex for both boys and girls). Clearly, children’s gender stereotypes are not strongly related to their gender identity. Of the 55 correlations, only two for girls and four for boys are significant. Associations among the stereotype measures (also in Table 1) are informative as well. Many of these correlations were significant for both boys and girls, but they generally were not large. The patterns suggest some tendency for children to stereotype positive behaviors (e.g., communal behaviors, academic competencies) in similar directions and also to stereotype negative behaviors (e.g., unmitigated agency, harsh behavior toward girls) in similar directions. Some of these associations might reflect individual differences in intergroup bias (Egan & Perry, 2001; Powlishta, 1995). Finally, the power of context to influence stereotypes is apparent in these data: how children stereotype harsh treatment of girls is independent of how they stereotype harsh treatment of boys; this was true for both sexes. Means and standard deviations of all measures are given in Table 2. This table also indicates significant effects of sex and age on mean levels of the measures. Does the GSSM Predict Adoption of Attributes Perceived by Children as Gender-Typed? To answer this question, we examined whether gender identity predicted children’s adoption of attributes they personally perceived to be sex-typed. Three “personal sex-typing” scores were computed for each child—an overall sex-typing score, a same-sex-typing score, and a cross-sex-typing score. The latter two measures were described earlier. An overall sex-typing score was calculated by correlating, for each child individually, the child’s profile of stereotype ratings across the 62 items with the child’s profile of self-efficacy ratings across the items. The higher this within-child correlation, the more the child’s self-efficacy is stronger for activities perceived as same-sex-typed than for activities viewed as cross-sextyped behaviors; the lower this correlation, the less this is true, with a negative correlation in fact indicating that the child perceives the self to be more efficacious at cross-sex activities than at same-sex ones. These overall sex-typing scores ranged from -.34 to .64 (M = .16; SD = .18), indicating considerable individual differences in overall sex-typing. As would be expected, the overall sex-typing
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measure correlated in opposite ways with the same-sex-typing measure, r = .46, and the cross-sex-typing measure, r = -.49. The overall sex-typing score places the child on a single continuum of sex typing ranging from very cross-sex-typed at one end to very same-sex-typed at the other. Use of a single-dimensional assessment of sex typing may seem obsolete. Beginning with Bem (1981), it has become fashionable to construe same-sex-typing and cross-sex-typing as orthogonal dimensions (of self-perception and behavioral adoption). Bem based her argument that same-sex-typing and cross-sex-typing are independent on the fact that self-perceived agentic traits and self-perceived communal traits tend not to be correlated. However, as noted, gendered attributes are not limited to agentic and communal ones, especially when the child’s own view on gender is taken into account. Moreover, children and adults generally construe overall male typicality and overall female typicality not as orthogonal dimensions but rather as negatively correlated (Berndt & Heller, 1986; Biernat, 1991; O’Hara & Orlofsky, 1990; Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 1979; Storms, 1979). We included a single-dimension overall assessment of sex-typing because such a conceptualization remains viable. However, our goal in this research was not to argue for, or to demonstrate, the relative superiority of a single-dimensional or a bi-dimensional approach to conceptualizing sex-typing. It was to show that the GSSM can account for sex-typing conceptualized and assessed in different ways relevant to evaluating the model. The GSSM predicts that gender identity strengthens associations between children’s gender stereotypes and their adoption/avoidance of stereotyped attributes. This hypothesis was tested simply by correlating each gender identity variable with the overall sex-typing measure. The first column of Table 3 gives these associations for the total sample (with age and sex controlled; associations were not significantly moderated by sex or age in regression analyses). As may be seen, three of the five gender identity measures (all but the two felt pressure measures) predicted children’s overall sex typing in the ways expected. To see if gender identity predicts sex-typing when same-sex-typing and cross-sex-typing are treated as separate entities, we examined correlations between the gender identity variables and the two
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composite sex-typing variables. Because the same-sex-typing and cross-sex-typing measures were correlated, r = .44, indicating a likely response bias (children tended to view themselves as generally high or low in efficacy across behaviors), analyses that examined the relations of one of these sex-typing measures to gender identity controlled for the other sex-typing measure. The second and third columns of Table 3 show the associations. Gender identity predicted same-sex-typing much in the same way it had predicted overall sex-typing (except that same-gender typicality predicted same-sex-typing only for boys, β = .26, p < .001; for girls, β = .04, ns). Gender identity also predicted cross-sex-typing: other-gender typicality, gender contentedness, and felt pressure to avoid other-gender behavior all predicted cross-sextyping in the expected ways. These results confirm the GSSM’s hypothesis that gender identity predicts children’s self-perception of whatever attributes they personally view as sex-typed. Does the GSSM Predict Adoption of Researcher-Specified Attributes? This question was addressed by examining whether self-efficacy for each of 11 behaviors (unmitigated agency, agentic behavior, unmitigated communion, communal behavior, harsh treatment of girls, harsh treatment of boys, math, English, reading, art, and music) varied as a function of the interaction of children’s stereotype for the activity and gender identity. Thus, 55 hierarchical regression analyses were run, one for each combination of 11 behaviors and 5 gender identity variables. Before presenting these results, it is useful to summarize main-effect influences of stereotypes and of gender identity on self-efficacy (i.e., the relations of stereotypes to self-efficacy without regard to gender identity, and the relations of gender identity to self-efficacy without regard to stereotypes). This information is provided in Tables 4 and 5 for girls and boys, respectively. One would expect modest associations between stereotypes and self-efficacy (independent of gender identity), and indeed this was found, especially for boys: the correlation between stereotype and self-efficacy was significant (p < .05) for all 11 behaviors for boys, with the associations ranging between .17 and .32. For girls, there were fewer associations: 5 of 11 were significant, ranging from .20 to .30 (the five behaviors for which there was a significant relation for girls were unmitigated agency, agentic behavior, harsh treatment of boys, math, and music).3
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Although these results indicate that stereotypes often predict self-efficacy even when the role of gender identity is not explicitly taken into account, it would be a mistake to think that gender identity plays no role in creating these associations. Most children do identify more with their own gender than with the other (see gender identity means in Table 2). Thus, gender identity may well be motivating the matching of self-efficacy to stereotypes indicated by these associations. That boys more consistently match to stereotypes than do girls is also consistent with the fact that boys, on average, identify with their gender more than girls identify with theirs (again, see Table 2). However, stronger evidence that gender identity and gender stereotypes work together to effect matching to stereotypes would come from directly demonstrating an interaction effect. Relations between the gender identity measures and the self-efficacy measures are also given in Tables 4 and 5. In the GSSM, the role of gender identity is to motivate children to adopt whatever stereotypes they personally have internalized. Because stereotypes are expected to be somewhat idiosyncratic, and because the associations in Tables 4 and 5 between gender identity and self-efficacy ignore children’s stereotypes, it is unsurprising that fairly few of the associations are significant. Of 55 possible correlations, only 11 for boys and 6 for girls reach significance. Nevertheless, the associations that do attain significance provide important clues about the possible impact of gender identity on children’s self-efficacy. Same-gender typicality, other-gender typicality, and gender contentedness appear to bestow mixed blessings on children. Boys who feel they are typical boys report high selfefficacy for agentic behavior and for math but also say it is easy to perform acts of unmitigated agency. Same-gender typicality does not predict self-efficacy for girls. Boys who feel similar to girls report low self-efficacy for agentic behavior and say it is difficult to treat girls harshly. Girls who feel similar to boys report low self-efficacy for English. Boys who are content with being a boy report high self-efficacy for agentic behavior but confess it is easy to treat girls badly. Girls satisfied with being a girl have high self-efficacy for English and for reading. The correlates of the two felt-pressure measures are uniformly less salutary. Boys who feel pressure to enact same-gender behavior say it is difficult to enact communal behavior and easy to mistreat girls. Girls who feel pressure to be girl-like report high self-efficacy for
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unmitigated communion. Boys who feel pressure to avoid other-gender behavior report little difficulty enacting unmitigated agency or with mistreating girls. Girls who feel they must avoid acting like boys feel incapable of agentic behavior and say they have little difficulty treating boys badly. It seems highly unlikely that these associations between gender identity and self-efficacy are the work of gender identity alone. It is likely that the associations are joint products of gender identity and gender stereotypes. Although the GSSM predicts that some stereotypes of some children are likely to be idiosyncratic, the model does not deny that certain culturally shared gender stereotypes are widely held, and thus gender identity will act in conjunction with stereotypes even when the stereotypes are unmeasured. However, these associations provide only indirect evidence for the prediction that stereotypes and identity interact to effect self-socialization, and they are open to alternative interpretations (e.g., environments that pressure children to conform to stereotypes might cause children both to feel more pressure for gender conformity and to adopt the stereotyped behaviors). Better evidence for the GSSM would come from demonstrating directly that stereotypes and identity interact to predict attribute adoption. We therefore return to the question of whether stereotypes and identity interactively predict selfefficacy. In each of the 55 multiple regression analyses examining this issue, self-efficacy for a behavior was always the dependent variable (correlations among the self-efficacy dependent variables are given in Table 6). Age and sex were entered on the first step, the stereotype rating for the behavior and one gender identity variable were entered on the second step, and the focal interaction of stereotype x gender identity was evaluated on the third step. Supplementary analyses were run to see whether child sex or age moderated the focal two-way interaction (e.g., the three-way interaction of sex x stereotype x gender identity was evaluated with relevant main effects and two-way interactions in the model; similar analyses substituting age for sex were also run). Because of the reduced power of regression analyses to detect interactions between continuous variables, and because the focal two-way interaction of stereotype x identity had been predicted, we adopted p < .10 as the criterion of significance for this effect (see Jaccard & Wan, 1995; McClelland & Judd, 1993). A three-way interaction was considered significant only if p 
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.05. In 17 of the 55 analyses, either the focal two-way interaction or a three-way interaction subsuming it was significant. Significant interactions were followed up using the procedures recommended by Aiken and West (1991). All of the significant interactions provided evidence consistent with the GSSM prediction that stronger gender identity is associated with stronger matching of self-efficacy to stereotype. In a few cases, however, this was evident only for children of a particular sex or age, with children of the other sex or age sometimes showing an unanticipated pattern. We first summarize the theory-consistent results, considering each gender identity variable in turn. We then summarize anomalous results. Same-gender typicality. The more that children perceived themselves to be similar to others of their gender, the more their self-efficacy for reading and for art matched their stereotypes for these activities, stereotype x identity interaction F for reading = 6.45, p < .02, and for art = 7.18, p < .008. Table 7 gives the relation of stereotype to self-efficacy for each of these activities (in the form of a standardized beta coefficient) at each of three levels of same-gender typicality (-1, 0, and +1 SD). It is apparent that, for both activities, stereotype increasingly predicts self-efficacy as children’s same-gender typicality moves from low to medium to high. The three-way interaction of age x stereotype x identity was significant in the analysis predicting self-efficacy for unmitigated agency, F = 6.97, p < .009. The predicted pattern was apparent for younger children (third through fifth graders considered together) but not for older children (sixth through eighth graders); see Table 7. The three-way interaction of sex x stereotype x identity was significant for self-efficacy for agentic behavior, F = 7.78, p < .006; only for boys did greater same-gender typicality predict stronger matching to stereotype (Table 7). Other-gender typicality. The GSSM predicts that other-gender typicality operates inversely to same-gender typicality: the more children deny (rather than acknowledge) other-gender similarity, the more their self-efficacy should match same-gender stereotypes. This was indeed the case for four behaviors. The interaction of stereotype x identity was significant for three self-efficacy measures: unmitigated agency, F = 3.39, p < .07; harsh treatment of girls, F = 7.13, p < .008; and English, F = 9.99, p < .002; it is apparent from Table 7 that, for all of these behaviors, matching to stereotype increases as felt similarity to the other gender decreases. Also, the three-way interaction of age x stereotype x identity
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was significant for unmitigated communion, F = 4.80, p < .03, with the expected pattern present only for older children: the more that older children deny similarity to the other gender, the more their selfefficacy for unmitigated communion matches their belief that this is same-gender behavior (see Table 7). Gender contentedness. The more that children are content with their gender, the more their selfefficacy for harsh treatment of girls matches their belief that this is same-gender-typical behavior, twoway interaction F = 6.60, p < .02; see Table 7. Also, the more that boys (but not girls) express satisfaction with their gender, the more their self-efficacy for math as well as for English matches their belief that the activity is same-gender-typical (Table 7); three-way interaction F for math = 12.96, p < .001, and for English = 4.71, p < .04. Felt pressure for same-gender behavior. Children who feel strong pressure to conform to samegender standards show a stronger match between stereotype and self-efficacy for art, two-way interaction F = 4.97, p < .03. Also, the more that younger (but not older) children feel pressure for same-gender conformity, the more their self-efficacy for unmitigated agency and for harsh treatment of girls matches the corresponding stereotype; three-way interaction F for unmitigated agency = 7.73, p < .006, and for harsh treatment of girls = 5.20, p < .03. See Table 7 for the patterns. Felt pressure against other-gender behavior. The focal two-way interaction was significant for art, F = 5.62, p < .02, and for harsh treatment of girls, F = 3.42, p < .07. Follow-up analyses (Table 7) indicated that, as predicted, the more compelled children feel to avoid other-gender behavior, the more their self-efficacy adheres to a same-gender stereotype for these behaviors. Also, younger (but not older) children who feel pressure to avoid cross-gender behavior show stronger matching of self-efficacy to a perception that unmitigated agency is same-gender-typed, three-way interaction F = 5.76, p < .02; see Table 7. Unexpected findings. As just described, when a three-way interaction was significant, the sample was split into two subgroups (by either sex or age), and the interaction of stereotype x identity was examined for each subgroup. When the interaction was the predicted one, it was counted as modelconsistent (and summarized above and in Table 7). However, in three cases, the stereotype x identity
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interaction was significant (p < .05) for a subgroup but the pattern was opposite to that expected: matching to stereotype was significantly weaker for high-gender-identity children than for low-genderidentity children. First, for girls, same-gender typicality was associated with less rather than more matching to a belief that agentic behavior is girl-typical: as girls’ same-gender typicality moved from low to medium to high, the relation between stereotype and self-efficacy became weaker, respective betas = .22, p < .001; .14, p < .01; and .06, ns. Second, again for girls, high gender contentedness was associated with less rather than more matching to a math-is-for-girls stereotype. As gender contentedness progressed from low to medium to high, the respective betas weakened: .41, p < .001; .21, p < .05; and .01, ns. Finally, for older children, high felt pressure for same-gender conformity was associated with less rather than more matching to a belief that unmitigated agency is a same-gender activity: the betas for low, medium, and high felt pressure, respectively, were .16, p < .05; .04, ns; and -.08, ns. These curious findings raise the possibility that strong gender identity sometimes leads children to repudiate rather than to adopt attributes they view as characteristic of their own sex. Discussion The results offer promising but preliminary support for the proposed GSSM. By middle childhood, there clearly exist individual differences among children of each sex in both (a) the specific content of gender stereotypes and (b) the quality and strength of identification with gender collectives. Moreover, the data accord with the view that these two sets of cognitions join forces to affect children’s perceptions of self-efficacy for a wide variety of social and academic behaviors. Most (but not all) of the conjoint influences were of the sort predicted, with stronger gender identity associated with greater matching of self-efficacy to same-gender stereotypes. Strong confirmation of the model, however, awaits more rigorous tests of the causal hypotheses. The associations we found may reflect the operation of causal processes operating in directions reverse to those specified by the model. For example, the correlations between gender identity and personal sextyping may reflect the latter influencing the former, and links between stereotypes and self-efficacy may reflect the latter influencing the former. Several theorists have in fact suggested such effects (Greenwald
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et al., 2002; Liben & Bigler, 2002; Spence & Hall, 1996; but see also Guimond et al., 2006, who found that a stereotype-to-behavior pathway is far more likely than a behavior-to-stereotype pathway). Future tests of the GSSM using longitudinal or experimental methods would be worthwhile. Longitudinal designs not only permit evaluating alternative models of causality but are especially useful when all the measures of interest are self-reported (as is the case here). This is because longitudinal designs permit controlling for the Time-1 level of the dependent variable, thereby removing variance associated with response biases and other sources of shared method variance (Harold & Conger, 1997; Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992). Experimental studies that create stereotypes for children, via labeling (Martin, 2000) or modeling (Perry & Bussey, 1979), and test whether gender identity moderates adoption of the stereotyped behavior would also be valuable. In this study, measures were administered in a single session in a standard order (gender identity, gender stereotypes, self-efficacy). It could be argued that children’s responses to an earlier measure framed their responses to a later one. This is possible, but two considerations suggest that priming, cognitive consistency strivings, and similar mechanisms are unlikely to be satisfactory explanations of the results. First, such explanations suggest that effects should be stronger for older than for younger children (given the memory advantages of older children), yet there was no systematic tendency for effects to be stronger for older children (in fact, when age effects occurred, relations usually were stronger for younger children). Second, it is unlikely that priming can account for the complex interactions found. Although it might have been preferable to have counterbalanced order of administration of test instruments (and to have analyzed for order effects) or to have administered different instruments in different sessions, even these precautions would have resulted in interpretative ambiguities. Longitudinal (and experimental) investigation would be superior. Interactive influences of stereotypes and identity on self-efficacy were quite broad, in that they were not limited to socially desirable (or undesirable) behaviors and were evident for all measures of gender identity. The failure of felt pressure to predict the measures of personal sex-typing (Table 3) warrants comment. Although we expected felt pressure to be positively correlated with personal sex-
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typing, it is likely that for some children felt pressure is a consequence of low sex-typing. For example, children with low sex-typing may experience teasing and other social reactions that lead them to experience strong pressure for gender conformity. These opposing trends (for high felt pressure to motivate sex-typing, but for low sex-typing to prompt felt pressure) may yield the net near-zero concurrent correlations we found. These possibilities could be tested in a longitudinal study: one would expect felt pressure to predict gains in sex-typing over time but expect sex-typing to predict felt pressure inversely over time. The results suggest that Egan and Perry’s (2001) model of gender-identity influences on adjustment requires qualification. In Egan and Perry’s model, gender identity is expected to have fairly direct influences on mental health. However, the present data suggest that the implications of gender identity for children’s adjustment depend on the particular gender stereotypes a child has internalized (see also Corby et al., in press). For example, although Egan and Perry suggested that feelings of same-gender typicality and gender contentedness are benign (e.g., associated with self-esteem), the present data suggest some risk for children who feel very same-gender typical or very gender-contented: if these children believe that antisocial conduct (e.g., unmitigated agency, harsh treatment of girls) is typical of their gender, they may be likely to cultivate the antisocial competencies themselves (this appears to be especially likely for younger children). Moreover, even though identity-driven emulation of antisocial stereotypes may foster high self-esteem, the self-esteem may be insecure or fragile (e.g., narcissistic, contingent, or at odds with evaluations by others), thereby enhancing the risk for antisocial conduct even further (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996; Kernis, Brown, & Brody, 2000). This study illustrates that children’s gender stereotypes can be context-specific. The low internal reliabilities of the stereotype ratings (for the composites) are probably attributable to the diversity of the contextual tags. Because sex of interaction partner often governs social behavior, results involving the harsh-treatment-of-girls and harsh-treatment-of-boys measures are of particular interest. That children’s stereotyping of harsh treatment of girls was independent of their stereotyping of harsh treatment of boys is especially noteworthy, as it illustrates the dependence of a socially significant stereotype on gender of
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interaction partner. Furthermore, several gender identity variables moderated the relation of the mistreatment-of-girls stereotype to self-efficacy for mistreatment of girls. It is not clear why parallel results were not obtained for harsh treatment of boys. Nevertheless, the possibility that strong gender identity encourages children who believe that mistreating girls is a same-sex activity to develop selfefficacy for this behavior is important. Such a process may underlie some boys’ sustained disparagement and maltreatment of girls, but it may also lead some girls to be predisposed to turn on members of their own sex. Our results clearly accord with the gender-in-context perspective (Deaux & LaFrance, 1998; Deaux & Major, 1987), which holds that people possess context-dependent gendered expectations and scripts that are activated by contextual cues, especially for people whose gender identity is chronically salient or is made salient by the situation. The GSSM carries implications for the assessment of sex-typing (children’s possession or selfperception of sex-typed attributes). Two issues warrant consideration. First, from whose perspective should sex-typing be defined? The tradition is to define sex-typed attributes as those that are sexdifferentiated (in either reality or consensus). This practice has its roots in the sex-differences approach to investigating gender. The GSSM, however, draws attention to the fact that sex-typing can also be defined from the perspective of the individual child. Our three measures of personal sex-typing reflect this definition, because they capture the child’s matching of efficacy perceptions to personally held (and sometimes eccentric) beliefs about gender differences. Defining sex-typing from the child’s perspective may be necessary when testing theoretical models that accord causal status to the child’s personal and unique perspective on gender, as the GSSM does. Focusing on the child’s definition of sex-typing also allows for the possibility that some children construe an attribute to be gendered when the attribute is not agreed on by a panel of judges to be sex-typed. Artistic endeavor might not be judged as gender-typed, for instance, yet it is viewed by many individual children as highly gender-typed. Moreover, children’s stereotype for art interacted with gender identity to predict art self-efficacy (Table 7). A second issue concerns the level of specificity at which sex-typing should be assessed. Owing to mounting evidence that sex-typing is only modestly correlated across different domains (e.g.,
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recreational activities, academic interests, personality traits), researchers increasingly are resorting to domain-specific assessments (e.g., Liben & Bigler, 2002). The GSSM likewise emphasizes narrow assessments of sex-typing, given that the model assumes stereotypes to be behavior- and context-specific and thus to influence behavior only in specific contexts. Given this emphasis, it may seem odd that in the present study considerable aggregating (into composite scores) was undertaken. Aggregation of two sorts was performed in this study, each for a specific (and different) purpose. First, we aggregated to form the three personal sex-typing scores. This was done only to test the theory-driven hypothesis that gender identity prompts children to adopt or avoid attributes that they perceive as gender-typed no matter what the specific content of these stereotypes may be. Our goal was simply to show that gender identity works in conjunction with stereotypes to organize efficacy perceptions in the self-concept.4 Second, we aggregated stereotype and self-efficacy ratings to form the six social-behavioral composites. This was done for a practical reason—to reduce results to a reportable level. However, one goal of future research should be to develop multiple-item, temporally stable assessments of stereotypes and efficacy beliefs for specific, contextually-situated, socially significant behaviors (e.g., punishing girls who refuse to comply with orders, complying with unreasonable demands of boys) and seeing if gender identity interacts with the stereotypes to predict self-efficacy (and also the actual behaviors, specifically in the contexts specified by the stereotypes). The study of gender selfsocialization would profit from taking seriously the message of gender-in-context theorists that gender identity, context-specific gender stereotypes, and contextual cues work together to shape socially significant interpersonal transactions.



This study yielded several anomalous findings. For girls,



stronger gender identity was sometimes associated with weaker rather than stronger adoption of an attribute they viewed as girl-typical: a stronger sense of same-gender typicality was associated with less rather than more matching to a belief that agentic behavior is girl-typical, and stronger gender contentedness was linked with less rather than more matching to a belief that girls are better at math. These results are important because they suggest that strong gender identity may sometimes hold girls back from developing competencies even though they perceive the competencies to be typical of their
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own sex. A possible explanation is that many girls with strong gender identity perceive (accurately or inaccurately) that girls are more likely than boys to assume leadership roles, be self-assertive, excel at math and science, participate in sports, and exercise agency in other ways yet are put off by such behaviors and by the girls who engage in them, perhaps experiencing such girls as rough, brazen, and disagreeable. In fact, girls with agentic competencies do tend to be disliked by other girls (Egan & Perry, 2001). Perhaps many girls with strong gender identity identify with a conception of the female role as one of passivity, of “sugar and spice and everything nice,” and find girls who violate this ideal to be disagreeable (even though the girls believe that the “disagreeable” behaviors are more common to girls than to boys). This analysis suggests that girls may be classifying their female peers into subtypes and stereotyping the subtypes, much in the same way that adults pigeonhole females into stereotyped subgroups of housewife, career woman, sexy woman, feminist, and so on (Zemore, Fiske, & Kim, 2000). Strong gender identity may lead girls to identify with a same-gender subtype that they prefer and to reject disliked ones. It is thus possible that gender identity plays as strong a role in within-gender differentiation as it does in between-gender differentiation. In sum, it is quite possible that many girls with strong gender identity reject math and agentic behavior not because they see these activities as more characteristic of boys but because they see them as characteristic of a highly visible group of girls whom they find objectionable (or threatening).5 The other anomalous finding—for older children, high pressure for same-gender conformity was associated with weaker rather than stronger matching to a belief that unmitigated agency is same-gendertypical—may reflect a process similar to that just described. As children get older, they may increasingly be put off by same-sex peers who engage in aggressive, domineering, and other self-serving behaviors even though they believe these acts are more typical of their own sex than of the other. Strong gender identity may lead them to “disidentify” with an obnoxious same-gender subgroup stereotype while simultaneously strengthening their tendency to emulate prototypical characteristics of a subgroup that they do favor.
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The overall pattern of age effects found in this study raises the possibility that gender identity functions differently at different ages. In most cases where age moderated a self-socialization effect (i.e., a stereotype x identity interaction), the expected pattern was present for younger children but not for older ones. Perhaps for younger children gender identity operates mainly as a motive for differentiating the self from the other gender (between-gender differentiation). However, as children get older, gender identity may increasingly function to motivate children to emulate a particular, preferred same-gender subtype over alternatives (within-gender differentiation). More theory and research on how gender self-socialization operates at crucial developmental junctures would be worthwhile. For example, how might children’s gender identity and stereotypes conjointly affect their transition into the dating arena? Does gender identity govern the activation of dating scripts? Is it true, as suggested by Glick and Hilt (2000), that children with negative stereotypes about the other sex transform these attitudes into less overt but still troublesome “ambivalent sexism” (a superficially benign, but essentially disparaging, stance toward the other sex) when they realize they need the other sex for romance? Does gender self-socialization function similarly or differently for children with different sexual orientations (Carver, Egan, & Perry, 2004)? In this study, only descriptive stereotypes were assessed. It is likely, however, that gender identity is even more influential in the adoption of prescriptive stereotypes. We have suggested that children stereotype subgroups of children within each gender and form strong attitudes about these subtypes (i.e., give subgroup stereotypes a prescriptive flavor), with gender identity promoting allegiance to one subtype over another. Consequently, it will be important to develop instruments to assess children’s categorization of same-sex and other-sex children into subtypes, their stereotypes about the subtypes, and their attitudes toward them. Also, work with adults indicates that prescriptive stereotypes sometimes become integrated into broader belief systems or ideologies, such as traditional attitudes toward women (Spence & Helmreich, 1972), ambivalent sexism (Fiske & Glick, 1995), masculine (“macho”) ideology (Levant & Pollack, 1995; Pleck, Sonenstein, & Ku, 1993), and body image ideology (the belief that a perfect body is a crucial same-gender desideratum; Keel, Fulkerson, & Leon, 1997;
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Ricciardelli & McCabe, 2004). These ideologies almost certainly have precursors that could be assessed in childhood and studied (along with gender identity) for a possible impact on children’s well-being and development. For example, eating disorders occur as early as elementary school (Keel et al., 1997), suggesting that body image ideology may be a detrimental force even in preadolescence. Does gender identity promote the adoption of body-image and other ideologies? Exploring the predictive limits of the GSSM may help researchers and clinicians alike appreciate the many ways that gender can invade a child’s psyche, sometimes for better, but sometimes for worse.
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Footnotes 1



Although target identity was not deliberately controlled, it happened that sex of target was



roughly equivalent within each of these four composites. The numbers of items specifying a girl (boy) as the interaction partner were: unmitigated agency, 4 (3); agentic behavior, 2 (2); unmitigated communion, 3 (3); and communal behavior, 3 (4). The targets of the remaining items were heterogeneous. 2



That exemplars of a construct may be aggregated into composites and predict outcomes even



when intercorrelations among the exemplars are low is illustrated in other areas of research. For example, the number of stressors a person experiences may predict depression even though the stressors may be relatively independent (i.e., do not intercorrelate to form an internally reliable scale). 3



In general, children’s stereotypes about one behavior did not predict self-efficacy for a different



behavior, though Tables 4 and 5 indicate there were some exceptions to this rule (e.g., the more boys viewed unmitigated agency as male-typical, the lower was their self-efficacy for communal behavior). 4



We hope it is clear that we do not intend the personal sex-typing measures to capture underlying



trait-like personality dispositions to behave in sex-typed ways across situations. However, the overall personal sex-typing measure does reflect the degree to which gender has participated in organizing the child’s self-concept and thus might be considered an index of gender salience or centrality. 5



Girls with low gender typicality or low gender contentedness may often be those who reject the



passive subtype role for girls. Although this may cause them some loss of peer acceptance (as well as self-esteem), at least temporarily, the more they are successful at constructing and identifying with an agentic female subtype, the better off they may be in the long run.
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Table 2 Means and Standard Deviations of Measures Girls Younger Measure
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Sex F



Age F



.58 .63 .62 .59 .58 .66 1.55 1.14 1.64 1.36 1.59



4.19 4.01 4.01 3.54 4.12 4.17 3.84 3.39 3.44 3.84 3.16



.74 .60 .53 .56 .73 .72 1.64 1.23 1.47 1.05 1.73



24.71** .50 24.76** 253.88** 145.96** .03 3.25 109.85** 68.61** 40.14** 112.20**



5.49* 3.87* 3.42 .08 .81 .14 7.86** 1.45 .42 .57 2.00



Gender stereotype a Unmitigated agency Agentic behavior Unmitigated communion Communal behavior Harsh treatment of girls Harsh treatment of boys Math English Reading Music Art



3.59 4.22 4.20 4.70 3.25 4.14 4.67 5.02 4.88 4.88 5.44



.77 .62 .62 .56 .60 .62 1.56 1.35 1.46 1.38 1.59



4.09 4.19 4.38 4.95 3.54 3.99 4.05 5.03 5.29 4.70 4.96



.65 .61 .54 .63 .63 .61 1.50 1.14 1.34 1.17 1.42



4.28 4.31 3.89 3.90 4.49 3.92 4.27 3.73 3.91 3.94 3.40



Gender identity Same-gender typicality Other-gender typicality Gender contentedness Felt pressure for same-gender behavior Felt pressure against other-gender behavior



2.60 2.24 3.27



.63 .69 .50



2.69 2.39 3.15



.61 .50 .40



2.84 1.63 3.65



.58 .50 .40



3.15 1.66 3.52



.64 .46 .25



25.64** 10.49** 110.53** .73 64.32** 5.98*



2.32



.54



2.23



.49



2.64



.56



2.78



.61



47.39**



.12



2.24



.52



2.17



.54



2.82



.54



3.04



.60



132.06**



1.41



Self-efficacy Unmitigated agency 2.01 .53 2.23 .52 2.15 .69 2.30 .54 2.71 Agentic behavior 2.81 .59 3.11 .41 2.93 .57 3.02 .45 .16 Unmitigated communion 2.43 .56 2.24 .47 2.38 .59 2.50 .47 2.99 Communal behavior 2.98 .45 3.04 .39 2.93 .49 2.96 .40 1.81 Harsh treatment of girls 2.14 .35 2.32 .32 2.42 .50 2.18 .45 2.11 Harsh treatment of boys 2.32 .40 2.53 .39 2.20 .43 2.46 .35 4.05* Math 2.67 1.07 2.70 1.01 3.06 1.03 2.93 1.03 6.55* English 3.22 .94 3.29 .86 3.00 1.09 3.29 .88 .87 Reading 3.21 .98 2.90 .99 3.40 .89 2.97 1.11 1.03 Music 2.74 1.06 2.69 1.12 2.40 1.10 2.83 1.08 .59 Art 3.35 .97 3.08 .96 3.15 1.00 2.71 1.15 6.41* Note. Younger children are in grades 3-5; older children are in grades 6-8. Sex and age Fs tell the



6.16* 9.89** .84 1.72 .96 32.36** .24 2.13 6.73** 2.38 5.15*



significance of sex and age differences (with the other variable controlled). a



Gender stereotype scores are coded so that for both boys and girls higher scores represent greater same-sex



attribution. * p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Table 3 Relations of Gender Identity Measures to “Personal Sex-Typing” Measures Personal sex-typing measure Gender identity measure



Overall sex-typing



Same-sex-typing a



Cross-sex-typing



Same-gender typicality



.14*



.16**



Other-gender typicality



-.22***



-.21***



.15*



Gender contentedness



.27***



.21***



-.18**



Felt pressure for same gender behavior



.01



.00



-.02



Felt pressure against other gender behavior



.10



.10



-.11†



.01



Note. Table entries are standardized betas for the total sample with sex and age controlled. Entries for same-sex-typing also control for cross-sex-typing, and entries for cross-sex-typing also control for samesex-typing. a



This relation was significant for boys but not girls, as noted in the text.



† p < .05 (one-tailed). * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.



.04 -.06 -.16* .20** .10 .03 .07 -.01 -.13 -.03



2. Agentic behavior



3. Unmitigated communion



4. Communal behavior



5. Harsh treatment of girls



6. Harsh treatment of boys



7. Math



8. English



9. Reading



10. Music



11. Art



.00 -.10 .07 .09



Other-gender typicality



Gender contentedness



Felt pressure for same-gender behavior



Felt pressure against other-gender behavior



-.17*



-.15



-.02



.08



-.04



.08



-.002



-.02



.12



.04



.12



.03



.07



.03



.26**



.16*



2



-.04



.18*



-.11



.01



-.01



.05



.07



.04



-.02



.06



-.13



-.09



.02



.06



-.04



-.06



3



* p < .05. ** p < .01.



4



-.12



-.01



.04



.04



.02



.02



.12



-.01



-.03



.03



-.05



.06



.13



-.03



.15



.09



Note. Entries are for girls only and are partial correlations with age controlled.



.03



Same-gender typicality



Gender identity



.20**



1
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-.01



-.13



-.14



.05



-.07



.06



-.05



-.08



.11



.09



.15



.13



-.03



-.01



.09



.15



5



.15



-.06



.08



-.07



.05



.00



-.05



-.07



.09



.13



.34**



.07



-.14



-.06



.17*



.21**



6



-.06



.07



.02



-.03



.15



.10



.08



.08



-.07



.20**



.09



-.01



.00



-.09



.04



-.03



7



Self-efficacy measure



Relations of Gender Stereotype and Gender Identity Measures to Self-Efficacy Measures (Girls)



Table 4



Self-Socialization of Gender



-.01



-.02



.27**



-.22



.10



-.04



.09



.02



.07



.03



.02



-.03



.02



.04



.17*



.01



8



-.11



.00



.16*



-.07



.02



-.07



.07



-.03



-.12



-.06



.15



.07



-.04



-.22**



.11



.05



9



-.02



.00



.15



-.15



.03



-.03



.23**



.06



-.04



.01



.08



-.01



.01



-.04



.08



.04



10



-.10



.02



-.05



.02



.01



-.05



-.01



.07



-.26**



-.05



-.04



.03



-.06



.03



-.07



-.07



11



.17* -.02 .00 .02 .14 .03 .04 -.08 -.13 .00



2. Agentic behavior



3. Unmitigated communion



4. Communal behavior



5. Harsh treatment of girls



6. Harsh treatment of boys



7. Math



8. English



9. Reading



10. Music



11. Art



-.15 -.02 .16 .28**



Other-gender typicality



Gender contentedness



Felt pressure for same-gender behavior



Felt pressure against other-gender behavior



.06



-.09



.25**



-.23**



.22**



-.07



.02



-.03



.03



.04



-.01



.04



.06



-.09



.19*



-.02



2



-.07



-.08



-.03



-.03



.13



-.09



-.08



-.02



-.11



-.07



-.09



-.15



.05



.18*



-.16



-.07



3



* p < .05. ** p < .01.



4



-.03



-.17*



.08



-.01



.13



-.10



.06



-.08



-.06



-.05



-.09



-.14



.23**



-.08



.00



-.25**



Note. Entries are for boys only and are partial correlations with age controlled.



.21*



Same-gender typicality



Gender identity



.17*



1
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.25**



.19*



.18*



-.26**



.07



.01



-.04



-.02



.08



-.16



-.03



.31**



-.04



-.15



.15



.10



5



.19*



.10



-.04



.04



.09



.07



-.25**



-.13



.02



-.01



.27**



.03



.13



-.06



.20*



.24**



6



-.01



.13



.15



.00



.17*



-.02



-.05



-.09



.12



.28**



-.09



.17*



-.04



-.06



.19*



.00



7



Self-efficacy measure



Relations of Gender Stereotype and Gender Identity Measures to Self-Efficacy Measures (Boys)



Table 5



Self-Socialization of Gender



-.04



-.11



.10



.13



.02



-.02



-.05



-.12



.20*



-.03



.00



-.05



-.02



-.08



.12



-.16



8



-.03



.02



.04



.06



.01



.07



.23**



.18*



.13



.21*



-.11



.15



.17*



-.01



.21*



-.08



9



-.06



.00



-.01



-.11



.07



-.06



.24**



.05



.14



.15



.12



-.03



.12



-.09



.11



-.10



10



.04



.05



.14



-.01



.10



.20*



.07



.08



-.07



.08



-.05



.06



-.04



-.07



.04



-.10



11



.09 .09 .59** .48** -.03 -.01 -.15 .03 .00



3. Unmitigated communion



4. Communal behavior



5. Harsh treatment of girls



6. Harsh treatment of boys



7. Math



8. English



9. Reading



10. Music



11. Art



.06



.22**



.01



.29**



.20*



.04



.17*



.49**



.20*



—



2 .19*



.14



.10



.03



.01



.00



-.53**



-.40**



.42**



—



.26**



3 .20*



.17*



.14



.15



.24**



.12



-.32**



-.26**



—



.28**



.49**



4 -.07



-.11



-.02



-.28**



-.02



-.02



.54**



—



-.38**



-.32**



.06



5 .58**



-.06



.04



-.12



.04



.10



—



.36**



-.30**



-.29**



.05



6 .14



.12



.23**



.06



.10



—



.04



-.11



.07



.18*



. 29**



7 -.01
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.15



.22**



.16*



—



.30**



.01



-.15



.10



-.08



.32**



8 -.15



.17*



.09



—



.20*



.17*



-.26**



-.01



.20*



.02



.23*



9 -.10



.15



—



.11



.17*



.13



.04



.00



.15



.08



.34**



10 .07



* p < .05. ** p < .01.



diagonal.



Note. Entries are partial correlations with age controlled. Correlations for boys are above the diagonal; correlations for girls are below the



.15



1 —



2. Agentic behavior



Self-efficacy measure 1. Unmitigated agency



Correlations Among Self-Efficacy Measures



Table 6



Self-Socialization of Gender



—



.10



.20*



.23**



.16



-.10



.04



.17*



.08



.13



11 .04
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Table 7 Relations of Stereotypes to Self-Efficacy as a Function of Level of Gender Identity Level of gender identity Combination of identity and stereotype measures



Low (-1 SD)



Medium (0 SD)



High (+1 SD)



Same-gender typicality X Reading



-.06



.08



.22**



Art



-.05



.10



.25**



Unmitigated agency (younger only)



.08



.20***



.32***



Agentic behavior (boys only)



.04



.11*



.17**



Unmitigated agency



.17***



.12***



.06



Harsh treatment of girls



.48***



.33***



.17



English



.28***



.11



-.07



Unmitigated communion (older only)



.12*



.06



.00



Harsh treatment of girls



.18



.33***



.49***



Math (boys only)



.09



.29***



.49***



English (boys only)



.04



.22**



.40***



Art



-.03



.09



.22*



Unmitigated agency (younger only)



.11



.18***



.26***



Harsh treatment of girls (younger only)



.14



.35***



.56***



Art



-.07



.08



.23**



Harsh treatment of girls



.25**



.36***



.47***



Unmitigated agency (younger only)



.11



.20***



.29***



Other-gender typicality X



Gender contentedness X



Felt pressure for same-gender behavior X



Felt pressure against other-gender behavior X



Note. Entries are unstandardized betas and are for the total sample unless otherwise indicated in parentheses. Betas control for the same variables controlled in the initial regression analyses. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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