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Abstract
Social role theory posits that binary gender gaps in agency and communion should be larger
in less egalitarian countries, reflecting these countries’ more pronounced sex-based power
divisions. Conversely, evolutionary and self-construal theorists suggest that gender gaps in
agency and communion should be larger in more egalitarian countries, reflecting the greater
autonomy support and flexible self-construction processes present in these countries. Using
data from 62 countries (N = 28,640) we examine binary gender gaps in agentic and
communal self-views as a function of country-level objective gender equality (the Global
Gender Gap Index) and subjective distributions of social power (the Power Distance Index).
Findings show that in more egalitarian countries, gender gaps in agency are smaller, and
gender gaps in communality are larger. These patterns are driven primarily by cross-country
differences in men’s self-views, and by the PDI more robustly than the GGGI. We consider

possible causes and implications of these findings.

Keywords: communality, agency, self-views, binary sex differences, egalitarianism, gender

equality



Gendered Self-Views Across 62 Countries: A Test of Competing Models

How do women’s and men’s gendered self-views differ across cultures? Different
perspectives offer competing answers to this question. On the one hand, social role theory
(Eagly & Steffen, 1984; Wood & Eagly, 2012) posits that binary gender gaps in self-views
should be larger in /ess egalitarian countries, reflecting these countries’ more pronounced
vertical and horizontal gender segregation of occupational and social roles (Eagly et al.,
2020). On the other hand, evolutionary theorists (cf. Schmitt et al., 2017) and self-construal
theorists (Guimond et al., 2007) suggest gender gaps in gendered self-views should be larger
in more egalitarian countries, reflecting the greater autonomy and flexible self-construction
processes enjoyed in these countries. Here, using data from 62 countries (N = 28,640), we test
these competing hypotheses by examining how binary gender gaps in communal and agentic
self-views vary with both objective and subjective country-level measures of egalitarianism
(the Global Gender Gap Index [GGGI; World Economic Forum, 2020], and the Power
Distance Index [PDI; Hofstede, 2010]).
Explaining Gendered Self-Views

Communality and agency are dimensions of human evaluation (cf. Bakan, 1966;
Fiske et al., 2002) underlying gender stereotypes and gendered self-views. Stereotypes
linking communality to women and agency to men are cross-culturally universal (Bosson et
al., 2022; Williams & Best, 1990), as are gender gaps in gendered self-views: Across
cultures, women generally rate themselves higher in communal traits than men, and men
generally rate themselves higher in agentic traits than women (Williams & Best, 1990). This
likely occurs because people derive self-views, in part, by internalizing qualities associated
with valued social groups (Tobin et al., 2010; Turner et al., 1987).

And yet, there are individual and cultural differences in the extent to which people

internalize gender stereotypes as stable self-views (Biernat et al., 1996; Wood & Eagly,



2012). Of interest here, cultural factors related to egalitarianism are theorized to covary with
the size of gender gaps in communal and agentic self-views.
Social Role Theory

According to social role theory (Eagly & Steffen, 1984) and its updates (i.e., biosocial
construction theory; Wood & Eagly, 2012), gender gaps in self-views stem distally from sex-
based power and labor divisions, mediated through gender socialization processes. To the
extent that cultures divide power and labor along gender lines, they should more assiduously
socialize girls and boys to adopt traits and preferences that will prepare them for sex-based
roles. For example, in contexts that segregate women and men into non-overlapping domestic
and breadwinner roles, respectively, girls are socialized to be more communal, and boys to be
more agentic. More rigid gender socialization, in turn, encourages internalization of gendered
tendencies, producing larger gender gaps in gendered self-views.

Two types of gender segregation may distally drive gender gaps in self-views.
Whereas vertical segregation is the underrepresentation of women in powerful and high-
status roles, horizontal segregation is the clustering of women and men in occupations of
similar status but differing demands (Charles, 1992; Wong & Charles, 2020). Importantly,
both vertical and horizontal segregation should drive gender gaps in self-views insofar as
both concentrate men in roles requiring agency and competitiveness and women in roles
requiring communality and social skills (Croft et al., 2015; Eagly et al., 2020). Here,
however, we focus exclusively on vertical segregation as a predictor, because this type of
segregation is captured by country-level indicators of gender equality — such as the GGGI —
via measures of women’s economic participation and political empowerment (World
Economic Forum, 2020). Specifically, because countries lower in gender equality tend to
have more traditional sex-based labor divisions (Glick et al., 2000; Wood & Eagly, 2012), we

should observe larger gender gaps in gendered self-views in these countries.



Note that this logic may pertain more to agentic than communal self-views (Eagly et
al., 2020). In less vertically gender segregated countries, women and men are more equally
distributed across high-status roles, which should result in more similar self-views on the
agentic traits predictive of success in such roles. In contrast, even in the most gender equal
countries, women remain visibly overrepresented in the domestic and caretaking roles that
presumably foster communal self-views (e.g., Charmes, 2019). As such, gender gaps in
communal self-views may associate relatively weakly with country-level gender equality.

Supporting social role approaches, increases in gender equality are associated with
smaller gender gaps in self-views (Donnelly & Twenge, 2017), job attribute preferences
(Konrad et al., 2000), sociosexual tendencies (Schmitt, 2005), and mate preferences (Eagly &
Wood, 1999; Zentner & Mitura, 2012).

Evolutionary Theories

According to evolutionary theorists (Buss & Schmitt, 1995; Schmitt, 2015), women
and men evolved different traits and preferences to solve different adaptive problems in
humans’ ancestral past. For instance, gender gaps in parental investment (Trivers, 1972)
presumably created sexual selection pressures that shaped men’s innately higher levels of
agentic traits and women’s innately higher levels of communal traits (Buss, 1997). Although
such gender gaps are universally observed, cultural contexts influence how freely these innate
tendencies can be expressed. Presumably, contemporary environments that more closely
match the hunter-gatherer environments of early humans should best allow adaptive, innate
sex differences to emerge, whereas those that differ markedly from ancestral environments
may impede the emergence of evolved sex differences (e.g., Crawford, 1998). Interestingly,
some propose that more developed countries — as opposed to more agricultural countries —
offer autonomy-supportive ecological and psychological conditions that more closely mimic

humans’ ancestral environments (Schmitt, 2005). Thus, according to some evolutionary



approaches, we should see larger gender gaps in gendered self-views in more egalitarian
countries, as these countries better allow the autonomous expression of women’s and men’s
innate psychological tendencies (Schmitt et al., 2008).

Consistent with this perspective, greater gender equality across cultures is associated
with larger gender gaps in personality traits (Costa et al., 2001; Schmitt et al., 2008),
behavior preferences (Falk & Hermle, 2018), emotional reactions (Niedenthal et al., 2006),
and academic STEM strengths (Stoet & Geary, 2019).

Self-Construal Theories

Combining ideas from social comparison and self-categorization (Turner et al., 1987)
theories, the self-construal approach proposes that people acquire self-views via social
comparisons to others. However, the groups against whom people compare (e.g., own gender
versus other gender) should influence their resulting self-views (Guimond et al., 2007;
Guimond et al., 2010). Moreover, the comparison group or standard that people use when
reporting their self-views varies with countries’ levels of egalitarianism — and more
specifically, power distance. In countries higher in power distance (which are less
egalitarian), people tend to view intergroup boundaries as stable and impermeable, and they
accept hierarchies as legitimate and inevitable; in such countries, people are unlikely to
derive self-views from other-gender social comparisons. Conversely, in countries lower in
power distance, people tend to reject hierarchies and social inequities; in such countries,
gendered self-views more likely arise from other-gender social comparisons.

Consistent with this perspective, lower power distance across five countries predicted
larger gender gaps in agentic and communal self-views (Guimond et al., 2007). Further,
gender gaps (favoring boys) in math performance are larger in countries lower in power
distance, suggesting that the greater self-stereotyping that arises from other-gender

comparisons can have consequences for academic outcomes (Hamamura, 2011).



The Present Research

Whereas social role theory (cf. Wood & Eagly, 2012) predicts larger gender gaps in
gendered self-views in less egalitarian countries, evolutionary approaches (cf. Schmitt, 2015)
and self-construal theorists (cf. Guimond et al., 2010) predict larger gender gaps in more
egalitarian countries. Here, we test these approaches by examining gender gaps in communal
and agentic self-views across 62 countries.

This project adds to the literature in several ways. First, the inclusion of data from 62
countries makes this the most comprehensive cross-cultural study of gendered self-views to
date; prior studies examined between 25 (Williams & Best, 1990) and 55 (Schmitt et al.,
2008) countries. Second, the recency of our data collection (2018-2020) allows for an
updated test of the universality of gender gaps in communion and agency. Third, we
examined the measurement invariance of agency and communion across world regions, thus
allowing for meaningful cross-cultural comparison of these constructs’ relations with other
variables. Note that Hsu et al.’s (2021) recent meta-analysis showed no effect of national
gender equality on gender gaps in agency, and a small positive association of national gender
equality with gender gaps in communion. However, these researchers did not demonstrate the
measurement invariance of communality and agency given their reliance on study-level data.
Fourth, we examined gender gaps as a function of both objective and subjective country-level
egalitarianism: The GGGI (World Economic Forum, 2020), which captures vertical
segregation by indexing objective gender-based disparities in access to resources and power,
and the PDI (Hofstede, 2010), which reflects subjective perceptions of general societal power
distributions.

These two measures of egalitarianism may, of course, associate differently with
gender gaps in self-views insofar as they measure different constructs: Whereas the GGGI

indexes objective outcomes that are gender-specific, the PDI indexes subjective beliefs about



power distributions in general. Thus, both social role and evolutionary theories may posit the
GGGI as a more direct predictor of women’s and men’s self-views, given these theories’
emphasis on gender as a primary source of difference. Nonetheless, the GGGI and PDI
overlap. For instance, countries higher in PDI are also higher in traditional gender ideologies
(Glick et al., 2000, 2005), and these in turn function to maintain the stability of country-level
gender hierarchies. More broadly, results of a factor analysis of 85 cultural variables showed
that GGGI and PDI both load strongly — though in opposite directions — on the same cultural
“superfactor” (Fog, 2021), reflecting cultural development and empowerment. Hence, GGGI
and PDI both reflect aspects of cultural orientations related to human development. Thus,
using both of these variables allows us to test the generalizability and consistency of our
effects across both perceived (PDI) and actual (GGGI) country-level egalitarianism.

The hypotheses listed here are pre-registered as confirmatory and exploratory (see
OSF: https://osf.i0/583ct ). First, across cultures, men will rate themselves higher on agency
than women (Hypothesis 1), and women will rate themselves higher on communality than
men (Hypothesis 2). Next, we ask whether objective and subjective indices of egalitarianism
(GGGI and PDI) correlate negatively or positively with the size of gender gaps in
communality and agency (Exploratory Question 1). Because gender equality and economic
growth are bidirectionally associated (Holter, 2014; Inglehart et al, 2003), we also examine
whether patterns observed with the GGGI and PDI remain significant when controlling for
country-level wealth (Gross National Income [GNI]; United Nations Development
Programme, 2019) (Exploratory Question 2). We also controlled for age in analyses, given

different levels of variance in age across the samples.



Method
Participants and Procedure
Data were collected between January 2018 and February 2020 as part of a large cross-

cultural project (see OSF: https.//osf.io/fgd4p). Participants were undergraduate students who

volunteered their time and (in most countries) received no compensation. IRB approval was
obtained at each institution when required, and all participants gave informed consent.
Participants completed a set of scales that measured more variables than those described here
(see https://osf.i0/7tza3). Order of measures was randomized and data were collected via
SurveyMonkey or Qualtrics (in rare cases, participants completed paper surveys). From the
initial sample (N = 34,023), we removed records from 5,185 individuals who failed more than 1
of 3 attention checks or provided incomplete data. This yielded a final sample of N = 28,640
respondents (37% self-identified men) from 62 countries. Information on sample composition

appears in Table 1.

Measures

Bilingual scholars used the back-translation procedure (Van de Vijver & Leung, 2021) to
create 29 language versions of the surveys below.
Agency and Communality

Participants indicated the extent to which 12 agentic traits and 12 communal traits
described them on scales of 1 (does not describe me at all) to 7 (describes me well). Traits were

selected from a pool of 472 prescriptive gender stereotypes (see supplementary material, Table

S1 and https://osf.io/7tza3 ) (cf. Prentice & Carranza, 2002; Rudman et al., 2009; Williams &
Best, 1990).
Global Gender Gap Index (GGGI)

The GGGI (World Economic Forum, 2020) benchmarks women’s disadvantage,

relative to men’s, in economic, education, health, and political arenas. Thus, GGGI reflects



cross-cultural variation in vertical segregation (Wong & Charles, 2020), with scores ranging
from 0 (gender disparity) to 1 (gender parity).
Power Distance Index (PDI)

The PDI (Hofstede, 2011) measures the extent to which less powerful members of
institutions and organizations within a country expect and accept unequal power
distributions. It is measured with a scale that runs roughly from 0 to 100.
Gross National Income (GNI)

Gross National Income (GNI; United Nations Development Programme, 2019) is the
nation-level standard of living per capita adjusted for the price level of the country.

Results

Table 1 shows the country-level indicators (GGGI, PDI, and GNI) for each country.
Moreover, as detailed in the supplementary materials (see Table S2), communal and agentic
items displayed acceptable internal consistency reliabilities in all countries and the measures of
agency and communion demonstrated adequate measurement invariance across world regions. It
is therefore appropriate to compare these scores across countries. Table 2 shows mean

communality and agency scores by country, split by gender within country, and for the total

sample.

Table 1

Sample Composition and Country-Level Indicators for Each Country

Country N % Male Mage SDage PDI GGGI GNI

Albania 215 39 23.15 5.06 0.90 0.769 14 350
Argentina 345 48 32.58 12.22 0.49 0.746 22 060
Armenia 187 59 20.04 1.90 0.85 0.684 14 460
Australia 614 34 29.75 11.13 0.36 0.731 51560
Belgium 1681 47 21.52 5.92 0.65 0.750 54 730
Bosnia 179 49 22.95 5.75 0.90 0.712 15770
Brazil 963 32 23.81 7.46 0.69 0.691 14 850
Canada 883 31 19.84 2.90 0.39 0.772 50 810
Chile 128 41 21.63 4.89 0.63 0.723 24 140
China 520 36 19.48 1.97 0.80 0.676 16 740

Colombia 539 39 21.49 5.05 0.67 0.758 15150
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41
30
32
35
34
49
46
37
32
29
44
38
47
45
49
44
17
42
33
25
48
41
37
47
47
35
32
35

23.32
2791
25.44
22.30
26.17
22.28
21.83
29.76
20.25
26.23
22.36
22.14
21.02
29.21
19.83
22.79
21.67
20.21
20.35
19.64
24.06
24.56
26.83
23.90
29.28
22.36
20.60
19.01
21.20
22.14
23.00
22.14
19.77
22.98
22.12
22.78
21.89
22.12
21.95
20.62
25.55
22.90
26.09
23.43
22.28
20.00

6.02
8.15
4.81
7.46
6.97
6.72
3.33
10.37
2.59
8.99
4.25
5.14
3.96
8.31
3.75
5.22
3.72
3.83
3.97
0.80
6.93
532
9.84
9.04
9.55
5.45
3.40
2.34
3.08
5.52
3.86
3.72
2.09
4.73
4.92
4.49
6.94
5.14
4.49
2.55
8.57
5.89
7.03
5.20
4.06
1.34

0.73
0.57
0.18
0.35
0.33
0.68
0.65
0.35
0.80
0.60
0.46
0.77
0.78
0.58
0.28
0.50
0.54
0.88
0.90
0.80
0.42
0.40
0.56
0.81
0.70
0.65
0.38
0.22
0.77
0.35
0.31
0.55
0.94
0.68
0.63
0.90
0.93
0.86
1.00
0.49
0.57
0.85
0.31
0.34
0.66
0.80

0.720
0.706
0.782
0.767
0.832
0.781
0.708
0.787
0.673
0.701
0.677
0.668
0.700
0.584
0.798
0.707
0.652
0.710
0.769
0.599
0.745
0.725
0.693
0.754
0.605
0.680
0.736
0.799
0.635
0.767
0.842
0.564
0.781
0.736
0.744
0.724
0.706
0.736
0.718
0.780
0.795
0.707
0.820
0.779
0.635
0.655

29520
40 660
61410
48 040
51210
50390
15 020
57 690
5510
31350
32750
6 960
11930

68 050
44 580
44780
24050
14 350
15260
37010
77570
41 690
19 810
7 680
3600
59 890
42710
5170
48 040
69 610
5210
10 200
32710
35600
31 860
28270
17 960
33 680
12 630
42300
15200
57300
72390
27410
70 240




Ukraine 258 35 19.16 1.43 0.92 0.721 13750

Uruguay 157 40 22.71 6.70 0.61 0.737 21120
USA 684 31 20.34 4.36 0.40 0.724 65 880
Vietnam 358 26 22.38 6.68 0.70 0.700 7750
Wales 191 34 30.34 10.31 0.35 0.767 48 040
Total sample 28,640 37 23.05 6.82 - - -

Notes. PDI = Power Distance Index, GGGI = Global Gender Gap Index, GNI = Gross National Income
per capita



Table 2
Descriptive Statistics and Gender Comparision for Agency and Communality for Each Country

Self-ratings on Agency Self-ratings on (
Country All Male Female t C”hde” R All Mal

M SD M SD M SD M SD M
Albania 5.19 0.93 5.35 0.95 5.08 0.91 2.11%* 0.30 5.48 0.97 5.00
Argentina 4.84 0.97 4.87 0.93 4.82 1.01 0.43 0.05 5.12 0.90 5.00
Armenia 5.08 0.95 5.16 1.04 4.98 0.81 1.30 0.19 5.17 0.95 5.02
Australia 4.99 0.89 5.02 0.98 4.98 0.85 0.51 0.05 5.52 0.82 5.24
Belgium 4.71 0.82 4.82 0.83 4.62 0.80 4.91%* 0.24 5.26 0.79 5.09
Bosnia 5.08 0.91 5.38 0.78 4.78 0.93 4.66** 0.70 5.50 0.76 5.37
Brazil 4.88 0.97 4.98 0.92 4.83 0.99 2.22% 0.15 5.23 0.81 5.03
Canada 4.95 0.92 5.10 0.97 4.89 0.88 3.02%* 0.23 5.44 0.88 5.22
Chile 5.12 1.01 5.03 0.98 5.18 1.03 -0.79 0.14 5.50 1.03 5.35
China 441 0.92 4.54 1.04 4.33 0.83 2.35% 0.23 5.10 0.79 4.98
Colombia 491 0.98 4.98 1.04 4.86 0.93 1.32 0.12 5.12 0.90 5.01
Croatia 4.83 0.92 5.06 0.99 4.76 0.88 2.19* 0.32 5.67 0.71 5.37
Czechia 4.72 0.89 4.74 0.91 4.67 0.83 0.75 0.09 5.13 0.82 4.99
Denmark 4.97 0.76 5.07 0.60 491 0.84 1.74 0.22 5.28 0.95 4.62
England 4.76 0.86 4.83 0.90 4.72 0.83 1.56 0.12 5.38 0.79 5.12
Finland 4.66 0.94 4.55 1.00 4.67 0.93 -0.67 0.13 5.17 0.83 4.57
France 4.52 0.87 4.61 0.82 4.49 0.88 1.00 0.13 5.44 0.79 5.10
Georgia 491 1.05 4.85 1.02 4.98 1.08 -0.79 0.13 541 0.99 5.05
Germany 4.82 0.84 4.83 0.83 4.81 0.84 0.30 0.02 5.30 0.79 5.05
Ghana 5.50 1.04 5.60 1.00 5.44 1.06 1.27 0.16 5.78 0.85 5.60
Greece 4.85 0.94 4.93 0.84 4.83 0.98 0.82 0.11 5.73 0.75 5.34
Hungary 4.70 0.91 4.71 0.95 4.70 0.90 0.08 0.01 5.50 0.81 5.12
India 5.42 0.85 5.47 0.84 5.40 0.86 0.76 0.09 5.69 0.74 5.52
Indonesia 5.09 0.86 5.17 0.89 5.01 0.83 1.39 0.19 5.55 0.69 5.62
Iran 4.71 1.00 4.92 1.07 4.57 0.93 2.11%* 0.35 5.37 0.84 5.31
Treland 5.03 0.88 5.12 091 4.96 0.85 2.04* 0.18 5.18 0.80 4.98
Italy 4.75 0.93 4.81 0.93 4.72 0.94 2.25% 0.10 5.30 0.83 5.08
Japan 3.54 1.05 3.59 1.04 3.50 1.05 0.64 0.09 4.76 0.82 4.74
Kazakhstan 4.75 0.99 4.84 0.96 4.68 1.02 1.52 0.17 5.28 0.87 5.07
Kosovo 5.35 0.99 5.52 0.88 5.24 1.05 2.774%* 0.28 5.69 0.82 5.54

Lebanon 5.14 0.86 5.26 0.69 5.09 0.92 1.09 0.20 5.66 0.84 5.42




Lithuania 4.51 0.98 4.47 1.00 4.53 0.98 -0.51 0.07 5.24 0.87 4.79
Luxembourg 5.20 0.83 5.28 0.83 5.15 0.83 1.00 0.16 5.57 0.73 5.40
Malta 5.03 0.91 5.01 1.05 5.05 0.83 -0.23 0.03 5.56 0.81 5.39
Mexico 5.24 0.89 5.48 0.82 5.02 0.89 4.38%* 0.54 5.49 0.79 5.41
Morocco 5.72 1.15 5.82 1.19 5.63 1.12 1.34 0.17 5.75 0.99 5.58
Nepal 4.88 1.04 5.00 1.07 4.81 1.02 1.18 0.18 5.50 0.84 5.33
Netherlands 4.72 0.73 4.83 0.78 4.67 0.70 2.72%* 0.21 5.38 0.67 5.19
New Zealand 4.96 0.85 5.04 0.78 4.93 0.87 0.89 0.13 5.57 0.78 5.30
Nigeria 5.59 1.00 5.63 0.97 5.56 1.03 0.70 0.07 5.80 0.95 5.73
Northern Ireland 4.89 0.93 5.00 1.00 4.83 0.88 1.44 0.18 5.42 0.89 4.98
Norway 4.64 0.78 4.79 0.77 4.52 0.76 2.43% 0.35 5.16 0.78 4.96
Pakistan 5.07 0.99 5.15 0.79 5.00 1.12 1.45 0.15 5.45 0.96 5.07
Philippines 5.09 0.88 5.09 0.91 5.10 0.85 -0.19 0.02 5.46 0.80 5.39
Poland 4.66 0.90 4.82 0.91 4.53 0.88 4.43%* 0.33 5.21 0.85 5.04
Portugal 4.96 0.81 5.27 0.84 4.90 0.80 2.11% 0.46 5.47 0.67 5.22
Romania 5.33 0.89 5.39 0.86 5.28 0.91 0.85 0.11 5.61 0.78 5.38
Russia 4.44 0.97 4.62 1.00 4.36 0.95 3.07** 0.27 5.24 0.82 5.01
Serbia 5.09 1.01 5.19 0.94 5.06 1.03 1.47 0.13 5.59 0.91 5.12
Slovakia 4.62 1.03 4.71 1.03 4.53 1.02 1.98%* 0.17 5.24 0.89 5.04
South Africa 5.20 0.90 5.25 0.97 5.17 0.84 0.79 0.09 5.41 0.87 5.18
Spain 4.88 0.87 4.92 0.84 4.86 0.89 1.11 0.07 5.32 0.75 5.11
Suriname 4.93 0.95 4.93 0.81 4.92 1.06 0.01 0.00 5.54 0.79 532
Sweden 4.81 0.84 4.76 0.85 4.86 0.83 -1.50 0.12 5.16 0.79 4.91
Switzerland 4.83 0.83 4.89 0.88 4.80 0.81 1.17 0.11 5.39 0.76 5.12
Turkey 4.75 1.06 4.99 1.01 4.63 1.06 6.07** 0.35 5.47 0.80 5.36
UAE 4.94 0.96 5.01 0.92 4.90 0.98 1.21 0.12 5.44 0.83 5.23
Ukraine 4.86 0.87 5.07 0.89 4.75 0.85 2.75%* 0.37 4.94 0.84 4.74
Uruguay 4.82 0.92 4.98 0.95 4.71 0.88 1.74 0.29 5.47 0.72 5.26
USA 5.05 0.94 5.13 0.89 5.02 0.96 1.52 0.12 5.48 0.87 5.23
Vietnam 432 1.01 4.49 0.96 4.26 1.02 1.97 0.23 5.29 0.79 5.17
Wales 4.86 1.01 4.83 1.13 4.88 0.95 -0.26 0.04 5.35 1.04 4.85
Total sample 4.86 0.96 4.95 0.96 4.80 0.95 13.12%* 0.20 5.37 0.84 5.14

Notes. ** p <0.01, * p <0.05



Primary Analyses

Given that the measures of agency and communion demonstrated adequate
measurement invariance, multilevel modelling (MLM) is appropriate. We thus used MLM to
test eight models predicting agency self-views (Models 1A-8A) and eight models predicting
communion self-views (Models 1C-8C; see Table 3). Models 1A and 1C were baseline
models with no predictors, used to calculate intraclass correlations (ICCs). Models 2A and
2C included individual-level variables (gender and age), and Models 3A, 3C, 4A, and 4C
included country-level variables as separate predictors (GGGI in 3A and 3C, and PDI in 4A
and 4C). Next, we included cross-level interaction effects of Gender-by-GGGI (see Models
5A and 5C) and Gender-by-PDI (see Models 6A and 6C). In Models 7A and 7C, we included
both of the cross-level interaction effects simultaneously to examine their unique effects, and
in Models 8A and 8C we added GNI as a covariate. In all models, we included random slopes
for gender. We used the lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) and Ime4 (Bates et al., 2015) packages in the

R environment (R Core Team, 2020). Table 4 displays the fit indices for all models.



Table 3
Multilevel Models Predicting Agency and Communality Self-Views

Self-views on Agency Self
Model type Predictor '
Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Mo
1A 2A 3A 4A SA 6A TA 8A 1C 2C 3(
Baseline Intercept 4.91** 4.52%* 4.96** 4.33%* 4.79%* 4.35%* 4.33%* 6.15%* 5.41%* 5.46%* 6.24
Individual- Age - 0.01** 0.01** 0.01** 0.01** 0.01** 0.01** 0.01%** - 0.01** 0.01
level variables
LD Gender (male) - 0.13%%  0.13%%  0.13%%  (.54%* 0.01 0.22 0.15 - 037+ 0.3
Country-level GGGI - - -0.61 - -0.38 - 0.03 0.71 - - -1.0
variables (L2)
PDI - - - 0.41* - 0.26 0.27 -0.10 - - -
Log (GNI per capita) - - - - - - - -0.47%* - - -
Cross-levels Gender x GGGI - - - - -0.57* - -0.28 -0.21 - - -
interaction
component Gender x PDI - - - - - 0.23** 0.20%* 0.21%* - - -
Random Residual 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 091 091 091 0.81 0.81 0.8
effects
Gender random slope 0.16 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.41 0.16 0.1
Intercept 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.31 0.31 0.29 0.24 0.20 0.2

Notes. Number of observations = 28,640; Number of countries = 62. Models 7A/C and 8A/C were tested on 61 countries and 28,4¢



Table 4

Multilevel Models’ Fit Indices

Model

Type

Self-views on Agency (Models A)

Description

-2log .
A df likelihood AIC L. Ratio
1A/C Baseline Individuals nested within their country with no other predictors - 76729 76739 -
2A/C Individual-level variables: Age and Gender 2 76402 76416 327**
3A/C Individual and country level variables: Age, Gender, GGGI 0 76401 76417 1
4A/C Individual and country level variables: Age, Gender, PDI 0 76399 76414 4*
Random Individual (Age, Gender) and level (GGGI) variables and
SA/C coefficient and ndividual (Age, Gen er)_ an co_untry evel ( ) variables and cross- 1 76397 76415 4
fixed levels interaction (Gender x GGGI)
redictors ivi i -
6A/C p Individual (Age, Gender)' and copntry level (PDII) variables and cross 1 76388 76406 10%
levels interaction (Gender x PDI)
Individual (Age, Gender) and country level (GGGI, PDI) variables and
TAIC cross-levels interactions (Gender x GGGI, Gender x PDI) ! 76387 76409 !
BA/C Individual (Age, Gender) and country level (GGGI, PDI, GNI per capita) _ 75929 75953 a

variables and cross-levels interactions (Gender x GGGI, Gender x PDI)

Notes. AIC = Akaike’s information criteria; GGGI = Global Gender Gap Index; PDI = Power Distance Index; GNI = Gross Nation
tested on 61 countries and 28,480 observations, p < 0.05; ** p <0.01.



Gendered Self-Views Across 62 Countries

Sex Differences in Agentic Self-Views

In Model 1A, 11% of the variance in agency was explained by country (ICC =0.11),
indicating a multilevel approach was appropriate (Dyera et al., 2005). Next, in support of
Hypothesis 1, there was a main effect of gender such that men described themselves as more
agentic than women (see Tables 3 and 4, Model 2A). However, analyses of gender gaps in agency
by country (see Table 2) yielded significant differences in only 20 out of 62 (32%) countries.
Moreover, the whole sample effect size was small (d = .20). Thus, we found partial support for
Hypothesis 1.

Models 5A and 6A tested Exploratory Question 1 by examining interactions of gender
with GGGI and PDI predicting agentic self-views. First, as shown in Tables 3 and 4 (see
Model 5A) and illustrated in Figure 1!, the Gender-by-GGGI interaction was significant such
that gender gaps in agency were smaller in countries higher in GGGI. This pattern was driven
primarily by men: We found insufficient evidence to indicate that women’s agency differed
by GGGI (B =0.19, p = 0.15), whereas men reported significantly lower agency in countries
higher in GGGI (B =-0.64, p < 0.01). Similarly, the Gender-by-PDI interaction was
significant (see Tables 4 and 5, Model 6A). As shown in Figure 2, gender gaps in agency were
smaller in countries lower in PDI, and again, the pattern was driven more by men than
women: We found no evidence that women’s agency differed by PDI (B =-0.001, p = 0.94),
while men reported significantly lower agency in countries lower in PDI (B =0.27, p <0.01).
Thus, on both objective and subjective country-level indices, gender gaps in agentic self-
views were smaller when egalitarianism was higher. These patterns are consistent with social
role theory’s assumption that reductions in vertical segregation should lead to greater

similarity of women’s and men’s agentic self-views.

1 See the supplementary materials for Figures S1-S4, which illustrate women’s and men’s average agentic and
communal self-views, with countries ordered from low to high in GGGI and PDI.
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Figure 1

GGGl Predicts Country-Level Binary Gender Gaps in Agentic Self-Views
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Figure 2

PDI Predicts Country-Level Binary Gender Gaps in Agentic Self-Views
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When we included both of the cross-level interaction effects simultaneously to
examine their unique effects (Model 7A), the Gender-by-GGGI interaction was no longer
significant but the Gender-by-PDI interaction remained significant (see Table 3). The Gender-
by-PDI interaction also remained significant when we added GNI as a covariate (Model 8A).
Sex Differences in Communal Self-Views

In Model 1C, 5% of the variance in communality was explained by country (ICC =
0.05), indicating that a multilevel approach was suitable. Strongly supporting Hypothesis 2, a
main effect of gender emerged (see Tables 3 and 4, Model 2C). Women described themselves
as more communal than men in 53 of 62 (85%) countries, with a medium whole sample effect
size of d = .43 (see Table 2).

Exploratory Question 1 was tested in Models 5C and 6C via interactions of gender
with GGGI and PDI predicting communal self-views. As shown in Tables 3 and 4 (Model 5C)
and illustrated in Figure 3, there was a significant Gender-by-GGGI interaction. Gender gaps
in communality were larger in countries higher in GGGI, driven by a (weaker) negative
association of women’s communality (B =-0.42, p <0.01), and by a (stronger) negative
association of men’s communality (B = -1.23, p <0.01), with country-level GGGI. Similarly,
the Gender-by-PDI interaction was significant (see Tables 3 and 4, Model 6C). As illustrated
in Figure 4, gender gaps in communality were larger in countries lower in PDI, and this
pattern was driven by men: We found no evidence that women’s communality differed by
PDI (B =0.002, p = 0.93), whereas men reported significantly lower communality in
countries lower in PDI (B = 0.34, p <0.01). Thus, on both objective and subjective country-
level indices, gender gaps in communal self-views were larger when cultural egalitarianism

was higher. These patterns are consistent with the evolutionary and self-construal approaches.
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Figure 3

GGGl Predicts Country-Level Binary Gender Gaps in Communal Self-Views
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Note. Dots are mean raw communality self-views for each gender in each country. Lines are

simple regression lines.
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Figure 4

PDI Predicts Country-Level Binary Gender Gaps in Communal Self-Views
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When we included both of the cross-level interaction effects simultaneously to
examine their unique effects (Model 7C), the Gender-by-GGGI interaction became non-
significant but the Gender-by-PDI interaction remained significant (see Table 3). The Gender-
by-PDI interaction also remained significant when we added GNI as a covariate in Model 8C.

Discussion

Across 62 countries, we examined the universality of gendered self-views, and tested
two models of the links between gender gaps in gendered self-views and country-level
egalitarianism. Consistent with our expectations and past cross-cultural investigations (e.g.,
Williams & Best, 1990), women all over the world view themselves higher in communality
than men. Men, conversely, view themselves higher in agency than women. However, this
latter sex difference is less consistent across countries than is the sex difference in communal
self-views. Thus, whereas women’s greater self-perceived communality is universal, men’s
greater agency is a much more variable phenomenon. Given the limited movement of men
into domestic and caregiving roles, and the continued predominance of women in these
communal activities (Croft et al., 2015), women clearly still view themselves as more
communal than men.

Next, using both objective (GGGI) and subjective (PDI) indices, we examined the size
of gender gaps in agentic and communal self-views as a function of country-level
egalitarianism. Here, we found that gender gaps in agency were smaller, whereas gender gaps
in communality were larger, in countries higher in gender equality and lower in power
distance. These patterns emerged consistently across both the GGGI and PDI in models that
examined these country-level predictors separately. However, in models that entered both
country-level predictors simultaneously, only subjective egalitarianism (PDI) uniquely
predicted gender gaps in gendered self-views. That is, we found no evidence that GGGI

interacted with gender to predict self-views when PDI was in the model. This suggests that
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objective gender equality’s shared variance with PDI accounts for its associations with self-
views in our analyses, a finding that bears further scrutiny. In contrast, subjective perceptions
of power distance capture something that goes beyond both objective gender equality and
wealth.

How can we explain the seemingly contradictory tendency for more egalitarian
countries to be associated with smaller gender gaps in agency and larger gender gaps in
communality? On one hand, these patterns may be explained by social role theory (cf. Wood
& Eagly, 2012), if we consider how self-views are shaped by both vertical and horizontal
gender inequality (only the former of which was measured here). Eagly and colleagues (2020)
found that stereotypes regarding women’s communality advantage increased in the U.S. from
1946 to 2018, while stereotypes regarding men’s agency advantage declined weakly and non-
significantly. To explain this, Eagly et al. suggested that reductions in vertical segregation
decreased men’s agency advantage as U.S. women increasingly entered high-status and
leadership positions over time. Concurrently, women’s communality advantage increased due
to women’s continued overrepresentation in domestic roles, combined with increasing levels
of horizontal gender segregation as women concentrated into female-dominated occupational
subfields such as education or health care (Charles & Bradley, 2009).

Applying this logic to the current findings, perhaps gender gaps in agency decline with
country-level differences in PDI (which indexes vertical segregation), while sex differences in
communality increase with country-level differences in horizontal segregation. Even in the
most egalitarian countries, domestic roles remain markedly gender segregated, with women
doing most of this work regardless of whether they work outside the home (Croft et al., 2015;
Kan et al., 2011). And these gender disparities in domestic responsibilities may be especially
salient in more egalitarian countries, as they challenge expectations of equality. Moreover,

countries higher in egalitarianism may, curiously, be higher in horizontal segregation (Jarman
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et al., 1999). If so, this may help explain the larger gender gaps in communal self-views
observed in more egalitarian countries. Note that in Hsu et al.’s (2021) meta-analysis of
gender gaps in agency and communion, they found a weak tendency for national gender
equality to predict a larger gender gap in communion (as we did here), but this effect was no
longer significant when they controlled for horizontal segregation in a small subset of
countries. Instead, only horizontal segregation unigely predicted gender gaps in communion.
Thus, it is plausible that different types of segregation predict gender gaps in agency versus
communion. Unfortunately, a strong test of this hypothesis requires a cross-culturally
validated measure of horizontal segregation, which to our knowledge does not exist. Another
issue that must await future tests was our finding that gender gaps in agency and communion
across countries were driven primarily by men’s self-views, a pattern which is inconsistent
with social role theory.

On the other hand, proponents of the evolutionary approach would argue that our
findings for communality — i.e., larger gender gaps in more egalitarian, lower power distance
countries — are consistent with assumptions about evolved adaptations that are more freely
expressed in more developed countries (Schmitt et al., 2008). These communality findings
also add to the Gender Equality Paradox (GEP; Connolly et al., 2020; Stoet & Geary, 2019)
literature, which is typically explained with evolutionary logic. Moreover, as noted above, we
found that gender gaps for both self-view dimensions were driven more strongly by variations
in men’s than women’s self-views: Whereas we found little evidence that women’s communal
and agentic self-views differed across countries as a function of egalitarianism, men view
themselves both as less agentic and as less communal in more egalitarian countries. These
patterns are consistent with the evolutionary approach which assumes that, in sexually
dimorphic species, the larger sex is more vulnerable to environmental pressures (Abouheif &

Fairbairn, 1997), and thus variations in men’s traits should drive variations in sex differences
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across cultures (Schmitt et al., 2008). However, the evolutionary approach cannot easily
explain our findings regarding agency.

Similarly, proponents of self-construal approaches would explain our communality
findings as reflecting cross-country differences in people’s reliance on other-gender social
comparisons when describing themselves (e.g., Guimond et al., 2007). In countries lower in
power distance, in which individuals make more other-gender social comparisons, we see
larger gender gaps in communal self-views. Other-gender social comparisons should amplify
gender gaps in gendered self-views by highlighting group boundaries and eliciting self-
stereotyping. Of course, this approach also cannot explain our findings regarding agency, nor
why PDI predicts men’s self-views across countries and not women’s. Moreover, self-
construal approaches do not offer insights into why agency and communion are relevant to
gender in the first place.

Finally, cultural differences in core values provide another possible explanation for
our communality findings. People generally attribute the most culturally valued traits to more
dominant social groups, which are usually men (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Thus, stereotypes
about men tend to differ with the core values of a given culture. For example, men are
stereotyped and prescribed as more communal in less egalitarian (low GGGI, high PDI)
countries (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2015), presumably because such cultures value communal
qualities that promote interdependence. Using similar logic, men in less egalitarian countries
likely develop more communal self-views as they internalize prescriptive, communal
stereotypes. This perspective can help explain why men, in particular, exhibit more communal
self-views in less egalitarian countries where these traits are highly valued. At the same time,
the cultural values perspective — like the evolutionary and self-construal perspectives — cannot
explain why men in more egalitarian countries exhibit less agentic self-views. Agency is more

valued in more egalitarian (and richer) countries (Sedikides et al., 2003), and we thus would
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expect people to internalize this socially desired trait. That men instead report less agentic
self-views in more egalitarian countries thus remains an open question in need of more
research.

Limitations and Future Research

Our dataset covers a large multi-country sample but our participants were all
university students and we did not measure their employment status. Moreover, most of the
samples did not have sufficient variance in age to allow us to examine whether our findings
were moderated by age. We caution readers not to generalize our findings to all or most
residents of the countries we studied.

As noted earlier, future studies should continue to explore the joint and unique
predictive utility of distinct indicators of country-level egalitarianism. Most societies are
structured by a gendered division of labor that mirrors prescriptive and proscriptive gender
roles, which both create and reinforce gender hierarchies (Eagly & Wood, 1999). PDI and
GGGI both reflect and promote social inequalities and correlate with country-level wealth
(GGGI-GNI: = 0.50; PDI-GNI: r = -0.63) but our results demonstrate that only PDI, and not
GGG, significantly predicts gendered self-views when both of these indices are included in
analyses. This suggests that country-level, objective gender equality is not directly linked to
gendered self-views, but may instead operate through proximal, subjective perceptions of
inequality. Perhaps this is because GGGI reflects objective, structural outcomes related to
gender that operate more distally, while PDI reflects internalized, subjective perceptions of
gender (and other social) hierarchies. Recall also that PDI and GGGI similarly reflect
fundamental elements of cultural orientations related to human development (Fog, 2021).
Finally, recall that Hsu et al. (2021) found that the association of GGGI with gender gaps in
communal self-views became non-significant when controlling for horizontal segregation.

Thus, our findings join a growing body of research indicating that GGGI itself may not be a
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primary or direct diver of gender gaps in self-views. It is difficult to disentangle the effects of
objective gender equality from other aspects of egalitarianism and human development,
highlighing the need for a nuanced framework specifying precisely if and how objective
gender equality directly and/or indirectly influences gendered self-views (cf. Connolly et al.,
2020).

Finally, future research should seek to replicate our self-view findings using measures
of gender stereotypes of agency and communion. It will be important to examine whether
cross-cultural gender stereotypes map closely onto people’s gendered self-views, as several
theoretical perspectives would predict (Tobin et al., 2010; Turner et al., 1987; Wood & Eagly,
2012).

Conclusions

Social role theory predicts that gender gaps should shrink as societies become less
vertically gender segregated. Conversely, evolutionary and self-construal theories anticipate
larger gender gaps in more egalitarian countries (Guimond et al., 2007; Schmitt, 2015). Here,
results from a large, 62-country dataset, show that gender gaps in gendered self-views
correlate differently with cultural egalitarianism depending on the dimension (and the
egalitarianism index) under examination: Gender gaps in agentic self-views are smaller, and
gender gaps in communal self-views are larger, in more egalitarian countries. These patterns
emerged across two distinct, objective and subjective country-level indices of egalitarianism,
but are accounted for more robustly by subjective than objective egalitarianism. Moreover,
whereas women’s more communal self-views appear universal, men’s more agentic self-
views vary considerably across countries, and cross-country patterns were driven more by
variations in men’s than women’s self-views. We encourage future research to examine cross-

country gender gaps in gendered self-views through the lens of culturally constructed gender
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identities (Charles & Bradley, 2009), and to seek evidence of explanatory mechanisms that

can explain the associations between country-level predictors and individuals’ self-views.
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