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Past research has shown that valuing gender conformity is associated with ot pos
(Guerrero-Witt & Wood, 2007; Wood, Christensen, Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997) and
negative (Sanchez & Crocker, 2005) consequences for self-esteem and positive aff
The current research sought to reconcile these conflicting findings in twestugi
considering the role cdutonomougbehaviors that are freely chosen) gmdssured
(behaviors engaged in due to pressure from others or situation) motivation to engage in
gendered behavior (communal behavior for women and agentic behavior for men).
Consistent with hypotheses, structural equation modeling in Study 1 demonstrated tha
autonomous motivation for gender consistent behavior was positively associated with
explicit self-esteem and private regard for gender identity, whilespred motivation

was negatively associated with explicit self-esteem. Study 2 founchtestiment in

gender ideals and external contingencies of self-worth moderated ths effgender



motivation on implicit and explicit self-esteem, private regard for gendatiigeand

positive affect.
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l. Introduction

Gender roles are taught to children in our society at a very young age. Through
media, parents, and peers, young boys and girls are taught to behave in gendarenorma
ways (Bem 1983; Bryant & Check, 2000; Bussey & Bandura, 18§2n & Perry, 2001,
Lott, 1987;Raag & Rackliff, 1998). Some evidence suggests that, as a result, men and
women may base their self-esteem on different achievements (e.g,. staviogshkips
for women and career success for men; Josephs, Markus, & Tafarodi, 1992). Further,
people who violate gender norms are often sanctioned by society (Bussey & Bandura
1992;Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Rudman & Glick, 2001). For example,
women who behave in agentic (i.e. assertive and dominant) ways are evaluated less
favorably than comparably agentic men (Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992) and men
who behave communally (i.e. warm and caring) are viewed as less competent aed hirabl
than agentic men (Rudman, 1998). Thus, gender norms, which specify differential
behaviors for men and women, serve to create and maintain differences between the
sexes, and these norms are experienced as a part of daily life (Eagly, 49§ 7& E
Wood, 1991).
Costs and Benefits of Gender Norm Conformity

How does conforming to gender norms affect feelings of self-worth? Rbasear
suggests that the pressure for gender conformity experienced by boys andgstisely
affects self-esteem (Carver, Yunger, & Perry, 2003; Egan & Perry, 2081y. (ifessure
during childhood for gender conformity and the costs of breaking social norms akay m
some adult men and women invest in gender ideals, that is, feel that it is impphant t

like society’s ideal man or woman. Investment in gender ideals has beendqureditt



lower explicit self-esteem among both men and women (Sanchez & Crocker, 2005). Men
and women who were highly invested in being the ideal man or woman were more likely
to have lower explicit self-esteem because they had external contegehself worth

(i.e., they based their self-esteem on the approval of others). Thus, inves&mglar g

ideals may come, in part, from an external source: the desire to meet othewsahppr

Gender conformity may also have costs for close relationships between men and
women. Specifically, valuing gender conformity was found to be negatively assbci
with sexual pleasure, - a relationship that was accounted for by contingembgiland
restricted sexual autonomy (Sanchez, Crocker, & Boike, 2005). Placing importance on
gender conformity was associated with basing self-esteem on the apgrottars as
well as decreased feelings of autonomy within sexual situations. Basingtselfreon
other’s approval and restricted sexual autonomy were then associated vethidparted
sexual pleasure. In sum, gender norm conformity has been shown to have negatise eff
on women and men'’s self-esteem.

In contrast, other research has suggested that conforming to gender norms may
improve feelings of self-worth (Wood, Christensen, Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997). These
researchers have proposed that societal gender norms can become incorporated into
personally held self-standards, such that behaving in accordance with theselstanda
yields positive feelings about the self. Indeed, research has shown thaigte who
are highly invested in gender ideals, recalling norm-congruent behavior led togositi
affect and less discrepancy between the actual, ought, and ideal selves vW@akprttee
self-concept (Wood et al., 1997). Thus, for people who are highly invested in gender

norms and gender conformity, behaving in accordance with those norms may close the



gap between their actual and ideal selves, leading to positive feelingstabealft
Additionally, Guerrero-Witt and Wood (2007) utilized experiental sampling by g@skin
participants to record all social interactions lasting more than ten mintgethe course

of one week, as well as their feelings immediately following the interact®asults

showed that for people who hold sex-typed self standards (i.e. men holding agentic self
standards, women holding communal self standards), interacting in gender norm
congruent ways was associated with higher daily explicit statestelém, greater

positive emotion, and less negative emotion (Guerrero-Witt & Wood, 2007).

In summary, research on investment in gender ideals and gender conforming
behavior has revealed seemingly conflicting findings. On the one hand, Sanchez and
colleagues (Sanchez & Crocker, 2005; Sanchez et al., 2005) found evidence that
investment in gender ideals is associated with negative evaluations of the seHfelfhe
esteem is informed by external sources (i.e., the motivation for others’ apptoval
contrast, Wood and colleagues’ work (Wood et. al, 1997; Guerrero-Witt & Wood, 2007)
suggests that gender ideals may be internalized and freely chosen, suohftivating
to behavioral gender norms yields positive feelings about the self. However, rbee of
studies specifically examined participants’ motivation to engage in gendereddrehavi
and therefore, conclusions about the costs and benefits of gender conforming behavior
cannot be made. In the present studies | attempt to reconcile these ogrilctings
regarding the negative or positive consequences of gender conformity by examining
whether autonomous versus pressured types of motivation to engage in gendered
behavior predict different outcomes, including effects on self-esteem and pafiticte

Communal and Agentic Behavior



Although there are many different gender stereotypes and norms, most traits and
behaviors associated with gender fall into the communion-agency dimension. Wemen ar
believed to be communally oriented, that is others expect women to be warm and caring
sensitive to others needs, and more group-focused, whereas men are expected to be
agentically oriented, that is assertive and confident, dominant over others, and more
individually-focused (Conway, Pizzamiglio, & Mount, 1996; Deaux & LaFrance, 1998;
Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Because agency and communality
are the two prominent gender norms, the present study will focus on autonomous and
pressured motivations regarding communal and agentic behavior.

Some evidence suggests that men and women conform to these gender norms:
women report more communal traits and men report more agentic traits (Bem, 1974;
Spence & Buckner, 2000; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). However, it is unclear what
motivations underlie women and men’s communal and agentic behavior. On the one
hand, women and men may act in gender-stereotypical ways because thegiéar s
sanction or backlash (Bussey & Bandura, 1992; Heilman, 2001; Rudman, 1998; Rudman
& Fairchild, 2004; Rudman & Glick, 2001). On the other hand, women and men may
come to internalize gender norms and therefore freely choose to fulfill those norms
(Wood et al., 1997). Conceivably, men and women who are invested in gender ideals
may engage in gendered behavior due to both autonomous and pressured motivation,
depending on the specific situation with which they are faced. The presemthesea
examines how investment in gender ideals can differentially lead to gentieation,
and how gender motivation impacts feelings about the self.

Motivation



In examining a given behavior, it is necessary to investigate the motiahti
underpinnings in order to fully understand its implications for psychological heelfh. S
determination theory states that motivation can be described as falling omaiwont
from self-determined or autonomous to externally controlled or pressured&Ba@n,
1980; Deci & Ryan, 1987; Deci, Shwartz, Sheinman, & Ryan, 1981). Both poles
represent intentional behavior, but they differ in the degree to which the behavibr is se
determined vs. externally determined. Autonomous behaviors are freely chosen and
anchored within the self, such that autonomous actors see themselves assioitidueir
own behavior. Controlled or pressured behaviors are also intentional, but are not freely
chosen. Thus, controlled motivation is “experienced as having to do what one is doing”
(Deci & Ryan, 1987, p. 1025). Pressured motivation may result from rewards for
behaving in a given manner or sanctions for not behaving in the prescribed way.

Research has shown that autonomous motivation is associated with greater
enjoyment of a task and more positive affect (Enzle & Ross, 1978; Ryan, Mims, &
Koestner, 1983). Autonomy-supportive environments or situations have also been
associated with greater self-esteem and perceived competence thadicgsitabtions
(Deci, Nezlek, & Sheinman, 1981; Ryan & Grolnick, 1986). For example, children
placed in autonomy-supportive classrooms demonstrated increased self@steem
perceived competence relative to children in controlling classrooms (Deear&,
Sheinman, & Ryan, 1981). Additionally, self-determination has been shown to improve
physical health; when given the opportunity to make choices about their dailyiestivi
as well as take responsibility for the care of a plant, elderly resideataursing home

exhibited increased self-reported health as well as objectively observadapiesilth,



and these results were maintained at 18 months follow-up (Rodin & Langer, 1977).
Feelings of autonomy have been found to positively predict well-being (Deca&,Ry
1985; see Deci & Ryan, 2000, for a review) in the form of academic success (Steinber
Elmen, & Mounts, 1989), less engagement in risky health behaviors (Turner, Irwin,
Tschann, & Millstein, 1993), greater daily vitality, well-being, and positifeca{Reis,
Sheldon, Gable, Roscoe, & Ryan, 2000) and greater sexual pleasure (Sanchez et al.,
2005). Thus it appears that self-determined or autonomously motivated behavior, as
opposed to controlled or pressured behaviors, is associated with mental and physical
benefits.

Societal gender norms, with their capacity to reward conformity and sanction
counter-normative behavior, may lead to subjective pressure to meet gentigr idea
experienced as controlled or pressured motivation. However, as proposed in Wood et
al.’s (1997) work, gender norms may instead become incorporated into the self-concept
and therefore be autonomously motivating, such that a gendered behavior is freety chos
when it reflects one’s true inner desires. In the present research, hexdmi
relationships between autonomous and pressured motivation to conform to gender norms
and feelings about the self. | predict that pressured gender motivation w#kbeiated
with more negative self-concept and affect, and autonomous gender motivation will be
associated with more positive self-concept and affect.

Self-Concept

In the present research, | predict that gender motivation will affelthés about

the self. Although personal self-esteem is often the primary measurding$esgbout the

self, the construct does not assess an integral part of self-concept: ared glsatity



(Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986). We are all members of various social groups, and we
place more or less value on each social identity. The term collectivestestfiewas
coined in 1992 to capture individuals’ feelings about one’s collective or group identity,
including private regard for specific identities (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). Althoug
can have many social identities, the current research focuses on privatfoe gaie’s
gender identity, or feeling positive and prideful about being a man or woman. Private
regard for one’s gender identity was included because it seemed likelyatmasn
underlying gender normative behavior may be related to the gender self-conaetit as
as self-esteem. Freely choosing to engage in behaviors associated witlpenioe’s
group (autonomous motivation) may lead to more positive feelings about that group and
by extension, the self. By contrast, feeling pressure to act in accordahagoup
norms (pressured motivation) may lead to more negative feelings about one’s gende
group (as well as the self). Thus, because group identity is an important parseifthe
concept, and gendered motivations and behaviors may relate directly to feelings about
one’s gender identity, private regard for gender identity was included aasure of
feelings about the self.
The Present Research

In two studies, | tested whether motivation to engage in gendered behavior
predicts feelings about the self, one’s gender identity, and positive aff&ttidy 1, |
used structural equation modeling to test a hypothesized model in which investment in
gender ideals is associated with both autonomous and pressured gender conforming
behavior, but autonomous motivation is associated with more positive self-esteem and

gender identity while pressured motivation is associated with less poslfresteem



and gender identity. Support for the model would help to reconcile the inconsistent
findings found in past research by showing that different motives for gender cagformi
are linked to different outcomes.

In Study 2, gender motivation was experimentally manipulated in order to
causally test whether autonomous motivation for gender consistent behavior (communal
behavior for women, agentic behavior for men) leads to higher self-esteem and positive
affect, whereas pressured motivation for gender consistent behavior leadetsélf-
esteem and positive affect. If so, the findings would further help to reconcile
inconsistencies in the literature (Sanchez & Crocker, 2005; Wood et al., 1997). In order
to better compare the results of Study 2 to past research, the moderatihgfeffec

investment in gender ideals and external contingencies of self-worth veaseds



[I. Study 1

Participants completed a series of questionnaires designed to assess thei
motivation to engage in gendered behavior along the warmth — agency dimension as well
as dependent measures of personal and collective self esteem. Usingadtegetation
modeling, | tested a model in which the relationship between participantstnmesgsn
gender ideals and self-esteem is moderated by motivation for gender conforming
behavior. Specifically, | predict that investment in gender ideals will grédih
autonomous and pressured motivation for gender conforming behavior (communal
behavior for women, agentic behavior for men), and autonomous motivation will be
positively linked to self-esteem and private regard for one’s gender idemtigyeas
pressured motivation will be negatively linked to self-outcomes. Thus, | predict tha
investment in gender ideals will differentially predict self-esteem,rttipg on the type
of gender motivation (autonomous vs. pressured) (see Figure 1). Importantly, investment
in gender ideals should not predict motivation to engage in gender-norm violating
behavior; women should not report feeling autonomous or pressured motivation to act
agentically, and men should not report feeling autonomous or pressured motivation to act
communally. The predicted model should only hold for motivation to engage in gender
conforming behavior. Moreover, feeling pressured to engage in specific gender
conforming behaviors may determine whether men and women value their gender
identity. For example, women who feel pressured to be gender normative may not
positively regard their gender identity. Thus, pressured gender norm motivatidmemay
associated with lower self-esteem through lower private regard.

Method
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Participants

The participants were 401 undergraduate students (175 males, 226 females)
recruited from the University subject pool. Ages ranged from 18 to 58 {Maxsl8.94,

SD= 2.95) and participants’ ethnicities were as follows: 48.9% Caucasian, 26.7 A6 Asia
American, 9.0% Hispanic/ Latino, 8.2% African American, 3.7% Biracial/ vadial,

3.0% Other, .2% Native American, .2% did not indicate race. Compensation was given in
the form of 2 research credits needed to fulfill an overall credit requiremment f

introductory psychology classes.

Materials and Procedure

After agreeing to informed consent, participants completed a stapled packet of
guestionnaires in groups of one to six students. Participants were told that they were
completing a study on societal roles and motivations. Following completion of the
guestionnaire packet, participants were debriefed and thanked. The measured include
the packet are described below. Order of materials was varied such theapgats
received one of three possible packets; the gender motivation scale wassgpresehe
first questionnaire, in the middle of the packet, or as the last questionnairesésaty
all dependent variables showed no significant order effegts,.50, and therefore will
not be discussed further.

Investment in gender ideals. Four items were included to assess the extent that
participants felt personally committed or invested in being the ideal man ocarnvom
(Wood et al., 1997). Participants were told to think about how society defines the ideal
man or woman, and then asked to indicate their answer to the four questions. Example

items were “How important is it for you to be similar to the ideal man/woman@™“To
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what extent is being dissimilar to members of the opposite sex an importantywhd of
you are?” Participants indicated their responses on a scaleof dt@l) to 9 @ great
dea). Internal scale consistency was good, Cronback's79. See Appendix A for the
full measure.

Gender motivation scale. A previously validated measure of intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation (Ryan & Connell, 1989; Vallerand & Bissonette, 1992) was adapted
to measure motivation to engage in gendered behavior along the warmth-agency
dimension. In 16 questions, participants were asked to rate on a 7-point scale (1 =
strongly disagree7 =strongly agregthe extent to which they engage in communal and
agentic behaviors due to autonomous motivation or felt pressure from others. Sample
items included, “It brings me pleasure if | act warmly towards others"o#armous
Communal, subscale= .76), “I enjoy being assertive” (Autonomous Agentic, subscale
=.78), “l am kind to others because other people like me better when | act that way”
(Pressured Communal, subscale .81), “I act in an assertive way because that is how
I’'m supposed to be” (Pressured Agentic, subseale88). Factor analysis was conducted
to assess how well the intended items measured each construct. For the two autonomous
subscales (communal and agentic) the one reversed item per subscale lcade8hel
Therefore, in order to improve scale reliability, the Autonomous Communal and
Autonomous Agentic subscales were shortened to include only 3 items by removing the
reverse-coded item from each subscale (rewised81 andx = .88 respectively). See
Appendix B for the full scale.

Private regard for gender identity. The Collective Self-Esteem Sdaknder

Version (CSEG) (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) was used to assess participargt pri
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regard for their gender identity. The private regard subscale consists dfttbgsiewith
answer choices ranging from Istrongly disagre¢o 7 =strongly agreeSample items
include “In general, I'm glad to be a member of the gender group | belong to” and “I
often regret that | belong to my gender group.” The CSEG private regarcalibsc
demonstrated good internal consistency (77). See Appendix C for the full measure.

Self-esteem. The widely used 10-item Rosenberg Self-Esteem(Roaknberg,
1965) was used to assess participants’ self esteem at time of testingers\assvon a 7-
point scale from 1 strongly disagred¢o 7 =strongly agree Sample items include, “I
feel that | have a number of good qualities” and “I feel that | do not have much to be
proud of” (reversed). Scale reliability was high=.88). See Appendix D for the full
scale.

Demographic information. The final page of the packet asked participants to
indicate their age, gender, and ethnicity.

Results

Means and standard deviations for all variables are shown in Table 1. Independent
t-tests were performed on all variables to examine gender differeneetaisie 1). Men
and women differed significantly only on autonomous motivation to engage in communal
behavior; women reported slightly higher autonomous motivation than men. Zero-order
correlations between all study variables are presented in Table 2. Pdessiination to
engage in both communal and agentic behaviors were highly correlated; a principle
components factor analysis with oblimin rotation revealed that all 8 items tiithe

subscales loaded onto one factor (.63 or higher). Due to this overlap, | felt that | did not
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successfully measure distinct constructs, and the two subscales wereréheveibined
into one variable measuring general pressured motivation.

Structural equation modeling was used to assess hypothesized relationships
between investment in gender ideals, motivation to engage in gendered behaviar, privat
regard for one’s gender identity, and self-esteem. Domain representairetspyvere
created for all variables (Kishton & Widaman, 1994), with the exception of the
autonomous motivation variables, for which the three items were used as irgdicator
Specifically, | divided investment in gender ideals and private regard into twelpa
and pressured motivation and self-esteem into three parcels. Although parceling is
somewhat controversial (Hau & Marsh, 2004, Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widarman,
2002), it is a common and effective method of accounting for measurement error
(Coffman & MacCullum, 2005). Intercorrelations among all variables includdukin t
structural equation analyses for the entire sample are presented in TabVecl,as their
means, standard deviations, and standardized residuals.

Analyses were conducted with EQS 6.1 software using maximum likelihood
estimation, and the model was specified such that cases with missing datkeleted,
which resulted in 11 cases being removed from analyses. According to pastiresea
model fit (see Hu & Bentler, 1999), a good fit can be claimed for the model if the
comparative fit index (CFI), the nonnormed fit index (NNFI), and Bollen’s (1989)
incremental fit index (IFI) are .95 or higher, and the root mean square of apptiorima
(RMSEA) is .06 or lowery? is also reported to compare fit between nested models). Data
screening procedures utilizing tests of normality as well as visualdtspef

histograms and stem and leaf plots indicated that several variables warevao@ate



14

normal. Nonnormality is not especially problematic with structural equationlmgde
however estimates of standard error may be biased (McDonald & Ho, 2002). To correct
for any possible bias, robust standard errors and fit statistics are presented.
Measurement Models

Before testing the fit of a structural model utilizing latent vagabit is important
to first test how well the indicators relate to the latent variables in thsurezaent
model. Measurement models essentially test a confirmatory faclgsianaf all latent
variables included in the model, linked by covariances, but without any direct paths
between the factors (Kline, 2005). Before testing a structural model, tessay to
demonstrate a good fitting measurement model. The measurement model for¢he enti
sample fit the data Web[/,zldfz 153.44/ 89CFI = .97,NNFI = .96,IFI = .97,RMSEA=
.04 (90% Confidence Interval: .03 - .05) (see Table 4). Next | tested the measurement
model within gender, with all factor loadings and covariances between factors
constrained to be equal for men and women; this model also demonstrated gdf fit,
= 269.60/ 203CFI = .97,NNFI = .96,IFI = .97,RMSEA= .04 (90% Confidence
Interval: .03 - .05). This suggests that the measurement of latent variablessojpettate
same way for both men and women. Therefore in all further gender analyses, the
measurement model will be constrained to be equal for both men and women.
Hybrid Models

A hybrid model, with both measurement and structural components included, was
specified with the paths illustrated in Figure This model is recursive and identified
because the number of observations is greater than the number of free paralineters (

0), and unit loading identification constraints were set to 1.0 (Kline, 2005). Although
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disturbances of the motivation variables were allowed to covary, they are nifiesh®
be structurally related and therefore the model remains recursive. Beéoaweseected
relationships between investment in gender ideals, motivation, private regaré|fand s
esteem were only predicted to hold for gender consistent behavior (communal behavior
for women, agentic behavior for men) the test of primary interest comparesithen a
women along these relationships. Therefore, | primarily focus on reporting tieel nes
gender analyses; however, the overall model fit the data well for the mnrimﬁexz/df:
167.19/ 91CFI = .96,NNFI = .95,IFI = .96,RMSEA= .05 (90% Confidence Interval:
.04 - .06) (see Figure 13

To examine whether the overall model fit the data equally well for both men and
women, | first tested the nested gender model, with all paths constrained to besegual (
Table 5 for correlation matrix). The fully constrained gender model demormkstrate
adequate model fiy,zldfz 283.48/ 202CFI = .96,NNFI = .96,IFI = .96, RMSEA= .05
(90% Confidence Interval: .03 - .06)However, | predicted that investment in gender
ideals would only be related to motivation for gender consistent behavior, and only
gender consistent motivation would be related to self-outcomes (private regasadfand s
esteem). Therefore, the equality constraints for the paths from investmemnidier gdeals

to autonomous communal and agentic motivations were released, as well as the paths

! Disturbance correlations were specified betweerttihee motivation variables (autonomous communal,
autonomous agentic, and pressured motivation)irkgeeiotivated to behave in a given way may include
both autonomous and pressured motivations, andftreroverlap may occur between those variables.

2 Due to univariate nonnormality of several variabilecluded in the model, a model was tested with al
nonnormal variables transformed using an invergenabtransformation. This model fit the data
approximately the same as the original dgfialf = 324.274/ 202, CFl = .956, NNFI = .948, IFI857,
RMSEA = .056 (.044, .067), therefore all furthealyses utilize the original data. In attempt toact for
nonnormality, robust standard errors and fit statisare presented.

% Standardized residuals for each gender are aveifedm the author upon request.
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from the autonomous motivation variables to private regard for gender identity &nd sel
esteem. Due to the measurement problems of the pressured motivation scalesasdlisc
above, and subsequent combination of pressured motivation for communal and agentic
behaviors into one general pressured motivation variable, differences in ptegsader
consistency could not be assessed; therefore paths leading to and from thegbressur
motivation variable remained constrained to be equal for both men and women.
Correlations between the disturbances associated with the three motivaitdaeganere
allowed to vary. The hypothesized model demonstrated adequate qu&lff'n;,

275.12/ 195CFI = .96,NNFI = .95,IFI = .96,RMSEA= .05 (90% Confidence Interval:
.03 - .06), and was not significantly different from the fully constrained mAQ%(IZ) =

8.35, n.s., (see Figure 2, Tables 6a’6Bgcause the hypothesized model presents a
better test of my predictions, | interpret that model rather than the fulstreamed

model, even though the two models did not fit differently.

The hypothesized model generally supported my predictions. For both men and
women, investment in gender ideals was positively related to pressured roativati
which was negatively related to self-esteem. For men, investment in geealsrwas
positively associated with autonomous motivation for agentic behavior, which was
positively related to self-esteem. For women, autonomous motivation for communal
behavior was positively associated with self-esteem, but contrary to predigtesmaot

associated with investment in gender ideals. Lastly, for both men and women,

* According to convention (McDonald & Ho, 2002) Instructed a figure that included the measurement as
well as structural aspects of the nested hypothdsizodel. However, some information could not be
displayed (ex. error variances, disturbance vafunekcorrelations, etc.) because the figure woultbbe
complicated and difficult to read; therefore | mpsa simplified version of the model in Figureagd the

full details in Tables 6a and 6b.
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autonomous motivation for gender consistent behavior was positively associated with
private regard, which was positively related to self-esteem.
Tests of Mediation

In order to test the mediating effect of private regard on the relationshipdretwe
autonomous gender consistent motivation and self-esteem, a model was computed
without a path from private regard to self esteem. In this model, the diredtaffaen’s
autonomous agentic motivation on self-estepm (29) and the direct effect of women'’s
autonomous communal motivation on self-estegm (34) were significant. Next, |
compared these direct path coefficients to the coefficients obtained with thegingedi
path from private regard to self-esteem included in the model (presented altioze as
hypothesized model nested by gender). In this model, although still significantieitte di
paths from autonomous gender consistent motivation to self-esteem were reducpd (men
=.20, womerp = .23). Sobel’s tests confirmed significant partial mediation (Kline, 2005;
Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Sobel, 1982) (see Table 7). Specifically, for womee privat
regard for gender identity partially mediated the relationship betwgen@mous
communal motivation and self-esteem. For men, private regard for gender identity
partially mediated the relationship between autonomous agentic motivation and self
esteem. Table 7 displays the full calculations.
Alternative Models

Because the data are correlational, directionality cannot be determinegkfora
it is possible that other model specifications (as well as the exact reeeissd model)
may fit the data equally as well as the hypothesized model. To examine Hslipsl

tested several alternative models. In Alternative Model A, | testegkaseecausal model
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on the full sample, in which the three motivation variables predicted investment &rgend
ideals, which predicted private regard and self esteem (i.e. the effectioétnoot on self
esteem was mediated by investment in gender ideals, and the effect of entestrself-
esteem was mediated by private regard). The motivation variables in thiswevdel
exogenous and therefore allowed to covary. This model fit the dataﬁm!ﬂl,: 188.85/
95, CFI = .96,NNFI = .94,IFI = .96,RMSEA= .05 (90% Confidence Interval: .04 - .06).

Additionally, a second alternative model (Alternative Model B) was tested, in
which the three motivation variables predicted private regard and self-esteean, whi
predicted investment in gender ideals (i.e. the effect of motivation on investment in
gender ideals was mediated by private regard and self-esteemjybBistes of private
regard and self-esteem were allowed to covary. This model also fit the dlatﬁ/wb:
186.13/ 95CFI = .96,NNH = .95,IFI = .96,RMSEA= .05 (90% Confidence Interval:
.04 - .06).

Lastly, | considered the possibility that private regard for one’s gedeetity
might lead to more investment in gender ideals and therefore greateatiootito act in
a gender consistent manner. | tested an alternative model (Alternaite &) on the
full sample, in which private regard predicted investment in gender ideals, which
predicted the three motivation variables, which predicted self-esteem. Haistes of
the motivation variables were allowed to covary. This model demonstrated adi#quate
ledfz 202.04/ 94CFI = .95,NNFI = .94,IFI = .95,RMSEA= .05 (90% Confidence
Interval: .04 - .07).

In summary, all three alternative models appeared to fit the data wekhugec

the alternative models are not nested, a chi square difference test cannot beeddoduc
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compare the alternative models to the full sample hypothesized model. Howesases
of nonhierarchical models, fit comparisons can be made using the Akaike information
criterion (AIC) (Kline, 2005). For a set of models, the model with the lowest Alieval
can be said to be preferred over the others. As can be seen in Table 8, the hypothesized
model has a lower AIC value than all of the alternative models tested. diiegref
although | cannot claim causal direction, there is some evidence that the hygathesi
model presented in Figure 2 best describes the data (see Table 8).
Discussion

Past research has shown that investment in gender ideals and gender coigormity
associated with both costs (Sanchez & Crocker, 2005; Sanchez et al., 2005), and benefits
(Guerrero-Witt & Wood, 2007; Wood et al., 1997). The present research adds to the
literature by attempting to reconcile these findings by consideringatiotin to engage
in gender conforming behavior. | do not contend that past research is incorrectygr faul
but simply that a piece of the puzzle (motivation) has been neglected. In Studydtathe d
suggest that investing in gender ideals can lead to both autonomous motivation (for men
only) and pressured motivation (for men and women), and that it is only autonomously
motivated gender-role consistent behaviors that lead to positive self-outanthes
pressured motivations that lead to negative outcomes. Thus, investing in gendesideals i
not positive or negative per se, but can lead to both positive and negative outcomes
through the moderating role of motivation. Expanding the view to include measures of
motivation provides a more complete picture of gender conformity and investment in

gender ideals.
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It is important to note that for women, investment in gender ideals was not
significantly associated with autonomous communal motivation, although the
relationship was positive. This may be due to measurement problems with the motivati
scale. The scale was newly developed for this research and may need memaefito
adequately capture the constructs it is intended to measure. For examplajeio ge
differences were found for communal or agentic motivations (both autonomous and
pressured). If communal and agentic gender norms are as pervasive agspresearch
has asserted, men should feel more highly motivated to fulfill the masculine geleder r
and women should feel more highly motivated to fulfill the feminine gender role. The
lack of gender differences found suggests that motivation along the communat-agen
dimension was not adequately assessed. Indeed, the communal and agentic pressured
motivation subscales were so highly correlated that they were not measstingtdi
constructs. Additionally, autonomous and pressured motivations were correlated,
suggesting that participants were not making the distinction between thgpgoof
motivation when thinking about their own behavior. Future research should improve
upon the measurement of motivation for gender consistent behavior.

New to the current research, the relationship between gender motivation and
private regard for gender identity was investigated. Results showed thelati@nship
between autonomous motivation for gender consistent behavior and self-esteem was
mediated by private regard. Perhaps participants who freely choose to autién ge
conforming ways feel more positively about their gender identity, which leaugher
self-esteem. Although the data presented here are correlational and tltasoerule

out different causal directions, | believe the present work provides an interegsisgor
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future work on the relationship between private regard for gender identity and thootiva
to act in gender conforming ways.

Study 2 attempts to correct for these limitations by improving measurement of
motivation and gendered behavior, as well as employing an experimental delsajtet
address my primary research question: Does the type of gender-roleansistivation
engaged in change feelings about the self and gender identity? Instekit@f as
participants to rate whether they behave communally or agentically for audaran
pressured reasons, they will be asked to recall an interaction with anotan pewhich
they behaved in a communal or agentic way. This task was shown to be an effective
manipulation of gender-role conforming behavior and thus will be implemented in the
same manner as in previous research (Wood et al., 1997). The only modification to the
recall task will be to include aspects of motivation; thus, participants willkselde
recall an interaction in which they behaved communally or agenticallyufonamous
or pressured reasons. Because this task has been previously validated, | expeatithat
serve as a better indicator of participants’ motivation and gendered behavior.

Additionally, although research on gender conformity generally utilizés sel
report measures of self-esteem, recent research suggests thatt mgalgtires may not
be as sensitive or reliable as implicit measures (Farnham, Greenwahha§,BL999;
Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Specifically, explicit measures of seffeestmay be
vulnerable to self-enhancing bias or self presentation style (Farnham et al., 1999)
However, implicit measures of self-esteem, such as the name-|&ttety afe not under
conscious control, and therefore do not suffer from these biases (Farnham et al., 1999;

Kitiyama & Karasawa, 1997; Koole, Dijksterhuis, & van Knippenberg, 2001). Therefore,
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in the present research, self-esteem will be assessed implicitly viegwecause most
past research concerning gender conformity and motivation has utilizecitexethods,
self-reported self-esteem will also be assessed to facilitaer bemparison.

Finally, in order to better compare the results of the current studies to past
research, a measurement of external contingencies of self-worth willlbéadc
(Sanchez & Crocker, 2005). It is predicted that participants who are moreadixter
contingent will report lower self-esteem and private regard for geddatity. The
primary limitation of Study 1 was its correlational design; without expemiation, the
direction of the observed link between gender-role consistent motivation, behawvibrs, a
private regard cannot be determined. In order to address the direction of the model and
assess causation, Study 2 employs an experimental design. Taken ttgeter,
studies hope to provide more conclusive evidence as to the role of motivation in

determining self-outcomes stemming from gender conforming behavior.
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[ll: Study 2

Based on previous work by Wood and colleagues (1997) gender motivation was
experimentally manipulated by asking participants to recall a time wiey acted in a
masculine (agentic) or feminine (communal) manner for either autonomous arrpdess
reasons. A control group of participants was asked to recall a masculine winfemi
behavior, but not asked about their motivations.

Wording of the communal-agentic manipulation was borrowed directly from
Wood et al. (1997), with the motivation manipulation added for this study. It was not
expected that the experimental manipulation would have lasting effects beyboftithiea
testing session; therefore dependent measures were worded to assesstenunstiite
private regard for gender identity and self esteem. Again, | hypothebaet))trecall of
pressured motivation for gender-role consistent behavior would be associated with
negative self beliefs, and 2) recall of autonomously motivated gendemrsetent
behavior would be associated with positive self beliefs. Additionally, consisténse¥i-
determination theory, there may be a main effect of motivation, such that autonomous
motivation recall leads to more positive outcomes that pressured motivation. Holweve
propose that the gender-role consistent conditions (women recalling communal
behaviors, men recalling agentic behaviors) will show the greatest ddésrevith regard
to autonomous and pressured motivation (see Figure 3 for predicted results). It is
presumed that gender norm consistent behaviors are more strongly assodhatatkisi
gender identity and self-esteem. Therefore, gender norm consistent behaviatghoul
more highly motivated, and recall should lead to a more robust relationship witiggeeli

about the self.
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In addition to the dependent variables utilized in Study 1 (collective selhestee
and self-esteem) positive affect was also measured, in order to more dicsgopgre the
results of Study 2 to Wood et al., (1997), who found that for those individuals highly
invested in gender ideals, behaving in a norm-congruent way increased therepositi
affect. Additionally, in order to directly compare the results of Study 2 to Wodd et a
(1997) and Sanchez & Crocker (2005), measures of investment in gender ideals and
external contingencies of self-worth were was also included as moddssers
hypotheses below).

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. Motivation to act in a gender conforming way will affect ttie sel
concept. Women recalling communal and men recalling agentic behaviors will report
more positive feelings about the self and more positive affect when the behasior w
autonomously motivated rather than pressured.

Hypothesis 2. The effect of motivation for gender-role consistent behavior on the
self-concept will be moderated by investment in gender ideals. Only individualshigh i
investment will be affected by the manipulation.

Hypothesis 3. The effect of motivation for gender conforming behavior on
feelings about the self will be moderated by external contingencies -ataelf. Effects
will be most pronounced in individuals high in external contingencies.

Method
Participants
The participants were 361 undergraduate students (152 males, 206 females, 3

unspecified) recruited from the University subject pool. Because gendeitraldo the
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hypotheses, data from the 3 participants who did not indicate their gender mexede
resulting in arN of 358 patrticipants. Ages ranged from 18 to 32 y@drs 18.82,SD=
1.24) and patrticipants’ ethnicities were as follows: 42.9% Caucasian, 30.5 % Asian
American, 8.9% African American, 8.3% Hispanic/ Latino, 5.5% Biracial/ i&dlial,
2.8% Other, 1.1% not indicated. Compensation was given in the form of 2 research
credits needed to fulfill an overall credit requirement for introductory psychalagges.
Materials and Procedure

Participants completed a computer based questionnaire in groups of one to six
students. Participants were told that they were completing a study on lsotestand
motivations. A 3 (gender motivation: autonomy, pressure, neutral) x 2 (gender role
behavior: communal or agentic) x 2 (gender of participant: male or femalghdeas
utilized. Each session of participants was randomly assigned to a motivation and gende
role condition (i.e. all participants in a given session received the same maaipulat
Instructions presented on the computer screen directed participants theaisamnd
after completing the investment in gender ideals and external contingensedtwbrth
measures. In each session, when all participants’ hands were raiseghethmenter
read the interaction recall prompt aloud, and then directed participants to continue on and
write their response. Immediately following completion of the recdfl, faarticipants
completed all dependent measures. Written informed consent was obtained prior to
testing. Following completion of the questionnaire, participants were verballefibr
as well as given a debriefing form and thanked. The following measuresnelrdead in

the questionnaire:
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Investment in gender ideals. As in Study 1, participants were asked to think about
how society defines the ideal man or woman. Then, four items assessed the extent that
participants felt personally committed or invested in being the ideal man ocanvom
(Wood et al., 1997). Example items were “How important is it for you to be similaeto t
ideal man/woman?” and “To what extent is being dissimilar to members of the epposit
sex an important part of who you are?” Participants indicated their responsesala a
of 1 (not at al) to 9 @ great ckal). Internal scale consistency was good, Cronbach’s
.80. Refer to Appendix A.

External contingencies of self-worth. The four 5-item subscales of the
Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale (Crocker et al., 2003) representingaxter
contingencies (academic, appearance, competition, and others’ approval) avis use
assess the degree to which participants’ based their self-worth on extemcalss
Participants indicated their responses on a scaleraftlaf al) to 7 @ great dea).
Sample items included, “Doing well in school gives me a sense of self4gspec
(academic), “My sense of self-worth suffers whenever | think | dook good,”
(reversed - appearance), “I feel worthwhile when | perform betterdtieers on a task or
skill,” (competition), and “I don’t care if other people have a negative opinion about me,”
(reversed - others’ approval). Individually, each subscale demonstrated géed sc
reliability (academia. = .74, appearanaee= .79, competitiom. = .81, others’ approval
=.79), and the combined scale also performed well, Cronbach'87. See Appendix E
for the items included.

Interaction recall. The recall prompt contained the experimental manipulation.

Participants were asked to think of a time when they interacted with another peason i
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“warm, caring, close-to-others way” (Wood et al,. 1997) or a “dominant, powerful, and
assertive way” (female or male gender role behavior) because thepg@érshose
(autonomous motivation) or because they felt pressure (pressured motivation) to behave
that way. Neutral participants were simply asked to recall the genddyeiodevior, with

no prompt regarding motivation. Following recall, participants wrote about the
interaction, and their reasons for performing this behavior. Neutral partisip&né not

asked to write about their motivation or reasons. Through this manipulation, six
conditions were created. An example of the manipulation for the Autonomous Communal
condition is as follows:

Please think about a past interaction with another person when you personally

chose to behave in a warm, caring, close-to-others way. Please describe the

details of the interaction and your warm and caring behavior in the space provided
below. Please also think about and describe why you chose to act in this way.
See Appendix F for all six versions of the interaction recall.

Manipulation check. To ensure that participants understood and correctly
responded to the interaction recall prompt, six items were included as maboipulati
checks. On a scale of idt at al) to 7 {zery much, participants were asked to rate the
extent to which the behavior they recalled was: (1) freely chosen, (2)anpkchoice,

(3) what you really wanted to do, (4) due to pressure from others, (5) because you felt
influenced by others, (6) what you felt you should do. Factor analysis revealémh@ dis
factors, with the first three items loading positively on an autonomous factorl{@sh’s

a = .85); the remaining items loaded onto a second factor (pressure) howeveriteenlast
loaded negatively and was therefore deleted from analyses. The Pressymaatiani

check measure therefore contains only items 4 and 5 (Cronkesh®5). See Appendix

G for the full measure.
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Implicit self-esteem. Implicit self-esteem was measured bgszing participants’
liking of the letters in their own names. Past research has shown that preferahee f
letters in one’s own name or initials can be used as an indirect measureestseth
(Bosson et al., 2000; Kitayama & Karasawa, 1997; Koole et al., 2001; Nuttin 1985,
1987). In Study 2, participants were asked to rate their liking for each of the 26 ilette
the English alphabet (presented in random order) on a scala@lisfitg very muchto 7
(like very much On a separate screen, participants were then shown a list of all 26 letters
and asked to indicate whether each letter was in their name, in their jioitiatst in their
name. Because 34 participants did not indicate any letters as being initlas, il used
participants’ liking for all of the letters in their names as the measunepicit self-
esteem. To calculate the Name-Liking measure, | first computed #re Iikimg rating
for each letter for persons whose name did not contain that letter (non-name liking
baseline). Then for each person, a difference score was computed betwestitigsiof
their name letters and the non-name liking baseline for those letters. Thefika
difference scores associated with each participant’'s name |stteesn Name-Liking
score. Thus, the measure was between subjects, with a positive score indreatieg g
implicit self-esteem.

Mood. The Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist (MAACL-R) was used to asses
participants’ mood at time of manipulation (Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965). Participants
were asked to rate the extent to which they felt a certain way on 6 itemsesyptinses
ranging from O iGot at al)) to 6 @ huge amount Sample items include, “Right now, | feel
anxious,” and “At this moment, | feel calm.” The MAACL-R contains 3 subscales

measuring hostility, anxiety, and depression. The subscales were combinedeardd
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so that high scores indicate more positive affect. Scale reliability dexgiate,
Cronbach’su = .72. See Appendix H for the full scale.

Explicit self-esteem. As in Study 1, the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
(Rosenberg, 1965) was used to assess patrticipants’ explicit self esteamdattesting.
Again, the wording of items was revised to reflect self-esteem in the monotmeneral
self-esteem. Sample items included, “At this moment, | am inclined tdhfgdl am a
failure,” and “Right now, | am satisfied with myself.” Scale relidgpivas high,

Cronbach’su = .89. Refer to Appendix D.

State private regard for gender identity. As in Study 1, participants completed the
private regard subscale of the CSEG scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). In Study 2,
however, participants were directed to choose their answer based on how they were
feeling right after recalling the interaction, not on general fesliGgmple revisions
included, “At this moment, I'm glad to be a member of the gender group | belong to,”
and “Right now, | feel that the gender group of which | am a member is not worthwhile.”
Scale reliability of the state measure was good, Cronbach’'83. Refer to Appendix C.

Demographic information. The final computer screen asked participants to
indicate their age, gender, and ethnicity.

Results

Means and standard deviations for all variables by condition are shown in Tables

9a and 9b. Independerntests were performed on all dependent variables to examine

gender differences (see Tables 9a, 9b). No significant gender differenecfowmt on
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any of the dependent variables, within any of the six conditions. Zero-ordelatione
among all dependent variables are presented in Table 10
ANOVA Analyses

Manipulation CheckaMianipulation checks were included immediately following
the behavioral recall, which asked participants to indicate how autonomous and pressured
they felt in the interaction they recalled. A 3 (motivation condition: autonomous,
pressured, neutral) x 2 (gender role: communal or agentic) ANOVA revealed that
participants rated communal behavidw £ 5.60.SD = 1.52) as significantly more
autonomous than agentic behavidvs< 5.34,SD= 1.47),F(1, 351) = 4.45MS=7.83,p
=.036. Consistent with predictions, a main effect of motivation was also fB(2yd351)
=42.88MS=75.41p < .001, with participants in the autonomols<£ 6.06,SD= 1.13)
and neutrall = 5.84,SD = 1.26) conditions rating their behaviors as significantly more
autonomous than those in the pressured conditibn 4.66,SD = 1.59),t,,(256) = 8.06,
SE=.17,p<.001,theu(234) = 6.12SE=.19,p < .001. The neutral and autonomous
conditions did not differt(218) = 1.38SE=.16,p = .17. Additionally, a significant
gender role by motivation interaction was fouR@®, 351) = 9.08MS= 15.98p < .001;
consistent with predictions, for both communal and agentic behaviors, autonomous
behaviors were rated as more autonomous than pressured behavio@®{) and
autonomous and neutral behaviors did not differ. However, for communal behaviors,
neutral behaviors were rated as significantly more autonomous than pressusedrbeha

whereas this difference was not significant for agentic behaviors.

® To rule out bias due to social desirability, theld@hced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR} wa
administered (Paulhus, 1998). Results showed tiyateission management correlated positively with
explicit self-esteenmr(= .23,p < .001), private regard € .17,p = .001) and positive affect € .17,p =
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For answers to the pressured motivation manipulation check, participants rated
communal behaviord = 2.62,SD= 1.77) as less pressured than agentic behawbrs (
3.23,SD=1.92),F(1, 351) = 12.01MS= 34.18,p = .001. Confirming the motivation
manipulation, a main effect of motivation was also fou(@, 351) = 34.77SE= 98.97,

p <.001, with participants in the pressured conditidn=3.88,SD = 1.82) rating their
behaviors as significantly more pressured than those in the autondvheu®.27,SD =
1.56) or neutral condition® = 2.44,SD= 1.76),t,,(256) = 7.59SE=.21,p < .001,
theu(234) = 6.09SE= .24,p < .001. The neutral and autonomous conditions did not
differ, t(218) = .76 SE= .22,p = .45.

Confirming the manipulations, across autonomous motivation conditions, mean
ratings of autonomous motivation were above the scale midpoint#46.06,SD =
1.13) and mean ratings of pressured motivation were below the scale midpoiM ef 4 (
2.27,SD= 1.56). However, contrary to the manipulations, across pressured motivation
conditions, mean ratings of pressured motivation were below the scale midpoin of 4 (
= 3.88,SD=1.82) and mean ratings of autonomous motivation were above the scale
midpoint of 4 M = 4.66,SD= 1.59). Thus, in both autonomous and pressured motivation
conditions, participants rated their behavior as somewhat more autonomous than
pressured.

Testing Hypothesis T.o examine the effects of motivation for gender
conforming behavior, separate 3 (motivation: autonomous, pressured, neutral) x 2
(gender role: communal or agentic) x 2 (gender: male or female) betwbEtts

ANOVAs were computed on implicit self-esteem, explicit self-estg@mate regard for

.001), and negatively with investment in gendeniddg = -.13,p = .01). Social desirability was not related
to implicit self-esteemr(= .00,p = .99) or external contingencies of self-wonth=(-.05,p = .32).
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gender identity, and positive affect. Contrary to predictions, no significacteffere
found for any of the dependent variables.
Regression Analyses

Testing Hypothesis 2n Wood et al.,’s (1997) study, recalling a gender norm
congruent experience only led to positive outcomes for those individuals who were
highly invested in meeting gender ideals. Therefore, regression anafsisowducted
with investment in gender ideals as a possible moderator of the relationshipsribetw
gender, motivation, and gender role recall. To examine effects on implfegsseém,
hierarchical linear regression was conducted with gender (coded 0 = malanale)fe
gender role (coded 0 = communal, 1 = agentic), motivation (coded 0 = autonomous, 1 =
pressured, neutral not included), and investment in gender ideals added at stepoi, all tw
way interactions added at step 2, all three-way interactions added at step 3,fand the
way interaction added at stef 4

Results revealed no significant main effects or interactions with investmen
gender ideals; however, a significant three-way interaction of gender, gefejeand
motivation emergedi = .77,p = .05. To investigate this interaction, regression analyses
were conducted separately for men and women, with gender role, motivation, and
investment in gender ideals entered at step 1, all two-way interactiondeattstep 2,
and the three-way interaction entered at step 3. For men, there was a nyarginall

significant interaction of gender role and investment in gender ideals32,p = .058.

® Wood et al. (1997) tested the moderating effedheéstment in gender ideals by classifying all
participants scoring in the top quartile as highlyested, and comparing that group to the reshef t
participants, classified as low to moderately itedsSimilar analyses were conducted with the ciirre
data, however small cell sizes precluded any meguliimterpretation. Specifically, only 37 of tharcent
participants could be classified as highly investetl when distributed across the six conditianis, led
to very small cell sizes (sonms as low as 1). Therefore, regression analysisceaducted with
investment in gender ideals included as a contiaumaderator.
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Investment in gender ideals did not seem to affect implicit self-esteem wdrerenalled
agentic interactions; however, when men recalled communal interactiongy great
investment was associated with lower implicit self-esteem (seed~). For women, no
significant main effects or interactions were found.

Next, the same regression analysis was performed, but with explieisseém as
the dependent variable. At step 1, main effects of investment in gender fdeald§, p
=.003) and gender rol@ € -.15,p = .017) were found, such that greater investment was
associated with lower explicit self-esteem, and agentic recall sgagiated with lower
explicit self-esteem. These main effects became nonsignificateasteps, but a
significant three-way interaction of investment in gender ideals, genademativation
emerged at step #,= -.30,p = .038. To examine this interaction, analyses were
conducted separately for men and women, with gender role, motivation, and investment
in gender ideals included as independent variables, as well as all possibledwlrea-
way interactions. For men, there were no significant findings. For women, acaghif
main effect of investment in gender idedls=(-.22,p = .007) was found at step 1, such
that greater investment was associated with lower explicit deléms This effect
became non significant at step 2 and a significant interaction of motivation and
investment in gender ideals emergpd-(-.32,p = .004); for women recalling an
autonomously motivated interaction, greater investment in gender idealssoasased
with greater explicit self-esteem. Pressured recall was natefféy investment in
gender ideals (see Figure 5).

Next, | examined state private regard for gender identity as a dependahbteyar

with investment in gender ideals, gender, gender role, motivation, and all subsequent
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interactions as predictors. A significant main effect of gender role ovaslfp = -.17,p
=.008, such that agentic recall was associated with lower state privaie tiemyar
communal recall. No other main effects or interactions were found.

Finally, | examined positive affect using the same regression amalysibove.
Significant main effects of investment in gender ideffs {.13,p = .04) and gender role
were found f§ = -.14,p = .03). Greater investment in gender ideals was associated with
less positive affect, and recall of agentic behavior was associated sgithdsitive affect.
These main effects became nonsignificant at later steps, and no other sigmaoa
effects or interactions emerged.

Testing Hypothesis 3. To better compare the current study to past research
(Sanchez & Crocker, 2005), the role of external contingencies of self-waatpaential
moderator was examinédierarchical linear regression analyses were conducted on
implicit self-esteem as above, but with external contingencies, gendery geledand
motivation entered at step 1, all two-way interactions entered at step 2, etWye
interactions at step 3, and the four-way interaction at step 4. A significaninthyee
interaction of gender, gender role, and motivation was fogird83,p = .04. To
investigate the interaction, regression analyses were conducted dggarateen and

women. For men, there was a significant interaction of gender role and external

" Importance of gender identity was also tested @ssaible moderator of the effects of motivation to
engage in gender conforming behavior. Results stidhet when recalling communal behavior,
participants who placed higher importance on tgemder identity had lower implicit self-esteem, but
when recalling agentic behavior, participants whaxed higher importance on gender identity had érigh
implicit self-esteemp = .20,p = .04. Additionally, when recalling communal belwavmotivated by
pressure, participants placing greater importamcgemder identity reported higher explicit selfezsh; for
autonomous communal recall, participants placirgagr importance on gender identity reported lower
explicit self-esteenf} = .38,p = .04. When recalling agentic behavior motivatgdabtonomy, greater
importance of gender identity was associated wighdr explicit self-esteem, whereas for pressured
agentic behavior, greater importance was assocwitbdower explicit self-esteenfs, = -.58,p = .04.
Finally, for women, placing greater importance @mder identity was associated with reporting higher
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contingenciesp = .31,p = .04. When recalling communal interactions, higher external
contingency was associated with lower implicit self-esteem, but wicafling agentic
interactions, higher external contingency was associated with highecitnsplf-esteem
(see Figure 6). For women, there were no significant effects.

Explicit self-esteem was also examined as a dependent variable, \erthatxt
contingencies of self worth, gender, gender role, motivation, and all subsequent
interactions as predictors. Significant main effects of external contingprcy.26,p <
.001) and gender rol@ € -.14,p < .02) emerged, such that greater external contingency
was associated with lower explicit self-esteem, and participantingagentic
interactions reported lower explicit self-esteem than those recabimgnunal
interactions. These main effects became nonsignificant in later steps, agdificesit
interactions emerged.

Additionally, using the same set of predictors as above, state private regard f
gender identity was examined as an outcome variable. A significant maoh @figender
role was found at step g,=-.17,p = .007. Participants recalling agentic interactions had
state lower private regard for their gender identity than those recatimgnunal
interactions.

Finally, regression analyses were performed on positive affect, witthakte
contingency, gender, gender role, motivation, and all interactions as predictor
significant main effect for gender role was foufid; -.13,p = .04, such that agentic
recall was associated with less positive affect. A significant mésctedf external

contingencies was also fourfid= -.13,p = .05, such that greater external contingencies

state private regard for gender identity, whereasyien this relationship was not as strahg, .23,p =
.03.
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of self-worth was associated with less positive affect. These effexdmbe
nonsignificant at later steps, and no other significant main effects or tnesac
emerged.

Discussion

Study 2 sought to experimentally manipulate gender motivation by asking
participants to recall a communal or agentic behavior, either motivated by auasnom
pressured motivation. It was expected that recall of autonomously motivated-gdader
consistent behavior (women recalling communal behavior and men recalling agentic
behavior) would result in increased self-esteem (explicit or implicit)erpositive
regard for one’s gender identity, and greater positive affect than reqasgured
gender-role consistent behavior. This hypothesis was not supported; no differerees w
found on any of the dependent variables for the different conditions.

The second prediction was that the effect of motivation for gender conforming
behavior would be moderated by investment in gender ideals. Consistent with past
research (Wood et al., 1997), | predicted that only those individuals placing great
importance on living up to gender ideals would experience changes in the self-cencept a
a result of gender motivation. Results showed that men who were more invested in
societal gender ideals experienced decreased implicit self-estezmeaétlling gender
norm violating behavior (communal recall). For women, when recalling autonomously
motivated behavior, investment in gender ideals was associated with greditat eif-
esteem. Overall, greater investment was associated with lower egplfeesteem and

less positive affect for both men and women.
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Although somewhat mixed, the results of Study 2 do support past research
showing a negative relationship between investment in gender ideals andesaif-est
(Sanchez & Crocker, 2005). Additionally, the results partially support reseaidfobd
and colleagues (1997) in that investment in gender ideals was associated aveh gre
explicit self-esteem in women, when their behavior was autonomously motivated. In
general, although the hypothesis was not overwhelmingly supported, Study 2 does
reinforce the findings of Study 1; investment in gender ideals can lead to both
autonomous and pressured motivation for gender conforming behavior, but the type of
gender motivation differentially affects self-esteem.

Finally, | predicted that external contingencies of self-worth might meelédna
influence of gender motivation on the self-concept. Results showed that whemgecalli
gender conforming behavior (agentic), men with greater external contiyngenc
experienced increased implicit self-esteem, but when recalling gendaiingabehavior
(communal), men with greater external contingency experienced detisgseit self-
esteem. However, greater external contingency was associated witrekplieit self
esteem and less positive affect in men and women, regardless of condition. Tiseofesul
Study 2 appear to be consistent with past research showing a negatieeskipti
between external contingencies of self-worth and self-esteem. Extentaigency is the
basing of one’s self-worth on sources outside the self, such as the approval of others. |
interesting to note therefore, that when men with greater external contyngeted in
accordance with societal (others’) gendered expectations, they demahgtestter

implicit self-esteem than when they violated others expectations.
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Although the experimental design of Study 2 has advantages, the actual
manipulation of gender motivation may have introduced limitations. Manipulation checks
revealed that participants in the autonomous motivation conditions rated their behavior as
significantly more autonomous than participants in the pressured conditions, and
participants in the pressured conditions rated their behavior as more pressured than
participants in the autonomous conditions. However, participants in the pressured
conditions actually rated their behavior as more autonomous than pressured. This
suggests that the manipulation of motivation was not entirely successful. Perhaps
participants did not understand the prompt, or perhaps their past experiences of societal
or peer pressure may be too subtle for them to explicitly label as “pressured
Additionally, because freedom and independence are so highly valued in American
culture and are incorporated into Americans’ self-construals, the admission by our
participants that one’s behavior could be pressured may be socially undesirahls (Ma
& Kitiyama, 1991; Schwartz, 1997, 2000). Regardless of the reason, participants
generally reported their behavior as relatively autonomous and free fromrgress
indicating that the manipulation did not adequately induce a feeling of pressured

motivation.
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IV: General Discussion

Past research has shown that investment in gender ideals and gender coigormity
associated with costs (Sanchez & Crocker, 2005; Sanchez et al., 2005), and benefits
(Guerrero-Witt & Wood, 2007). The present research adds to the literatureroptaitg
to reconcile these findings by considering motivation to engage in gender conforming
behavior. Using structural equation methods, Study 1 showed that investment in gender
ideals can lead to both autonomous and pressured motivation for gendered behavior. The
type of motivation then predicts self-esteem. In Study 1, autonomous genderecnsist
motivation was positively associated with self-esteem, whereas mdssotivation was
negatively associated with self-esteem. Study 2 partially supported thissiondy
utilizing Wood et al.’s (1997) experimental paradigm, with the added motivation
manipulation; generally investment in gender ideals was negatively dsslowith self-
esteem, but when women recalled autonomously motivated behavior, investment in
gender ideals was positively associated with explicit self-esteleus, €xpanding the
view to include measures of motivation provides a more complete picture of gender
conformity and investment in gender ideals.

New to the current research, the relationship between gender motivation and
private regard for gender identity was investigated. In Study 1, autonomoos\atad
gender-role consistent behavior was associated with increased colgsttiesteem or
regard for one’s gender identity. Collective self-esteem is assoeigie increased
personal self-esteem (as found in Study 1); indeed, for both women and men, private
regard mediated the relationship between autonomous gender-consistent behavior and

self-esteem. However, little is known about how we come to value our genderedentiti
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Perhaps a person’s regard for his or her gender identity is contingent on whether or not
s/he enjoys the behaviors associated with that identity, and thereforaudtmiemously
motivated to act in accordance with that gender role. Supporting this idea, in2Study
when investment in gender ideals was included in the regression equation, women
reported greater private regard after recalling gender-conskstéatvior (communal)

than gender norm violating behavior (agentic).

Limitations and Future Directions

One must be careful in drawing conclusions from the data collected from
university populations due to limited sample characteristics. It is unclegther these
effects would replicate in an older, more diverse population. In addition, expeaiment
realism is limited in Study 2 by only assessing recall of past behaveaniiot be
assumed that recall of past motivation is the same as participants’ractiiadtion at the
time of behavior. Future research could set up a laboratory situation in which noativati
is manipulated and real-time behavior is observed; contexts featuring situptessure
vs. autonomy support could be used to induce participants to act in a gender conforming
or violating manner. For more ecological validity, future research couldautili
experience sampling to record participants’ motivation at multiple points in yhasda
they engage in gender-role consistent or inconsistent behaviors.

The primary limitation across both studies was measurement of pressured
motivation. In Study 1, pressured motivation for agentic vs. communal behavior could
not be established as distinct constructs, and therefore | was unable to draw any
conclusions about pressured motivation for gender consistent vs. inconsistent behavior.

Instead, | could only determine that pressured motivation in general was nggativel
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associated with self-esteem. Additionally, in Study 2, participants askedatbaec
behavior motivated by pressure found it difficult to do so. On average, these participants
rated their recalled behavior as more autonomous than pressured. The recall prompt was
intentionally left open, and did not define “pressure,” but perhaps participants were
unable to understand the term and how it would relate to their everyday behavior. For
example, some participants may have interpreted pressured to mean forbeas(suc
having a gun to one’s head). Other participants may have interpreted predseiige t
more subtle, situation-induced feeling. Perhaps, people experience differandtype
pressure from various sources that might better elicit emotional respbosexample,
people may feel pressure from peers, parents, work, romantic partners, etarand m
emotionally-based pressure may have a greater impact on feelings alsmif.the
Additionally, by asking participants to recall a past pressured behaviayldated to

take into account potential dissonance-reduction strategies employed bipaatsic

(Elliot & Devine, 1994; Festinger, 1957). If participants felt pressured tm &ctertain
manner, they may have felt psychological discomfort, with a need to reducetthat fel
discomfort. Retrospective recall of pressure may have been affectedsbypatse
reduction strategies, leading participants to feel that in actualitylthleavior was freely
chosen and volitional. To correct for these limitations in the wording of the prompt,
future research could specifically define pressure and give examplefeoéuliftypes of
pressure that may be experienced, as well as specify a given timefdratme behavior
(i.e. in the past week, past month, past year). More recent behaviors may bthfelt wi
more emotional acuity and not be psychologically resolved, such that theylare stil

experienced as felt pressure.
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Other future directions include examination of the cause of gender motivation.
Wood and colleagues (1997) theorize that societal norms, although they may begin as
pressure, can be incorporated into the self-concept and become autonomously motivating
When and how does this transformation take place and what situations foster the
development of autonomous gender motivation? Research on self-determination theory
shows that reward (and punishment) for behavior is negatively associated with
autonomous motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1987; Enzle & Ross, 1978). Perhaps individuals
who experience more reward (sanction) for their gender typical (atypiaavior may
be more likely to experience pressured gendered motivation, whereas indivitioals
have not experienced acute consequences of gender conformity or violation may simply
incorporate gender into the self-concept.

Additionally, it is not clear whether the effects of pressured and autonomous
motivation on self-esteem and private regard are specific to gendey, idealhether the
type of behavioral motivation would affect outcomes of behavior in accordance with any
societal ideal? For instance, if there is a societal ideal of integiatyldWeing honest
about an indiscretion increase or decrease one’s feelings about the self, depending on
whether the confession was motivated by choice or pressure? Or are thesfinding
presented here specific to gender norms of communality and agency2t thgpeype of
motivation may differentially affect self-outcomes for any societalitigat is tied to a
specific identity. Therefore, just as the current research showed to somettagree
autonomously motivated gender-role consistent behaviors were associatectatién g
private regard for one’s gender identity, regard for ethnic or racial idergligiaus

identity, or even a career identity may be contingent upon being autonomously rdotivate
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to act in a manner consistent with the ideals of that identity. | would predideétiaiy
autonomously motivated to act in accordance with an ideal would be associated with
higher self-esteem than feeling pressured to fulfill an ideal.

Applying motivation and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) to the
psychological consequences of gender conforming behavior opens up a rich area o
inquiry for future research. The research presented here attempts to add toytbé bod
knowledge regarding gender conformity and self determination theory by deatiomst
that the type of motivation affects the psychological self-outcomes of gemaferming
behavior. Gender conformity may be detrimental to those who feel pressure to fulfil
societal gender norms, while at the same time beneficial for those who hamelinéet

societal norms and find internal satisfaction in living up to that gender ideal.
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Appendix A: Investment in Gender Ideals

DIRECTIONS:
Think of how society defines the ideal woman or m@m a scale of 1 to 9 (1= not at all,
9= a great deal), circle the response that corresponds to your answer.

If you are awoman, please answer questionsin section A. If you area man, please
answer questionsin section B:

SECTION A:

How important is it for you to be similar to the ideal woman?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all----------------m oo a great deal

To what extent is being similar to the ideal woman an important part of who you are?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
NOt At All---=-=nmmm e e e oo a great deal

If you areaman, pleasefill out this section:
SECTION B

How important is it for you to be similar to the ideal man?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all-----------=-=--m oo a great deal

To what extent is being similar to the ideal man an important part of who you are?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all-----------=----mmsm o a great deal

FOR BOTH MEN AND WOMEN:

How important is it for you to be dissimilar to typical members of the opposife se
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all-----------=----m oo a great deal

To what extent is being dissimilar to typical members of the opposite sexpartamt
part of who you are?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

NOt At All---=-==mm e oo a great deal



Appendix B: Gender Motivation Questionnaire

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
Disagree | Disagree| Somewhat Neutral | Somewhat Agree | Agree
1 | enjoy being communal and caring for othefs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 It brings me pleasure if | act warmly towards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
' others.
3 It is important to me to act sensitively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
' towards others.
e It is important to me not to behave selfishly pr 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
thoughtlessly towards others.
5 | enjoy being assertive. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 It brings me pleasure to behave in a dominant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
' or assertive way.
7 It is important to me to be assertive. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
«g. It is important to me not to act passively with 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
others.
9 | act in a caring way towards others because | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
' want others to like me.
10 In general, | act warmly towards others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
' because | want others’ acceptance and
approval.
11 In general, | am sensitive to others becausg¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
' that is what others expect from me.
12 | am caring to others because that is how 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

others think | should be.

1%



Strongly | Disagree| Disagree Neutral Agree | Agree Agree
Disagree Somewha Somewh3 Strongly
13 | act in an assertive way because | want 1 2 3 5 6 7
others to like me.
14 In general, | act confidently because | want 1 2 3 5 6 7
others’ acceptance and approval.
15 In general, | am assertive because that is what 1 2 3 5 6 7
others expect from me.
16 | am assertive and confident with others 1 2 3 5 6 7
' because that is how others think | should be.

Note *indicates item dropped from analyses

ov



Appendix C: Private Regard for Gender Identity
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INSTRUCTIONS: We are all members of different social groupsamial categories. We would like
you to consideyour gender group (e.g., women or men) in responding to the follayvtatements.
There are no right or wrong answers to any of tstaements; we are interested in your honest
reactions and opinions. Please read each statexaesitily, and respond by using the following scale
from1to 7:

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
Disagree | Disagree | Somewhat| Neutral | Somewhat Agree | Agree

1. | am a worthy member of the gendegr 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
group | belong to.

*2. | | often regret that | belong to my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
gender group.

3. Overall, my gender group is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
considered good by others.

4. Overall, my gender group has very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
little to do with how | feel about
myself.

5. | feel | don't have much to offer to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
the gender group | belong to.

*6. | In general, I'm glad to be a membe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
of the gender group | belong to.

7. Most people consider my gender 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
group, on average, to be more
ineffective than the other gender
group.

8. The gender group | belong to is an 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
important reflection of who | am.

9. | am a cooperative participant in the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
gender group | belong to.

*10 | Overall, | often feel that the gender 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
group of which | am a member is ngt
worthwhile.

11. | In general, others respect the gender 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
group that | am a member of.

12. | The gender group | belong to is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
unimportant to my sense of what
kind of a person | am.

13. | | often feel I'm a useless member o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
my gender group.

*14 | | feel good about the gender group | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
belong to.

15. | In general, others think that the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
gender group | am a member of is
unworthy.

16. | In general, belonging to gender 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
group is an important part of my self
image.
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Appendix D
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale

INSTRUCTIONS: Pleaserespond to each of the following statements by selecting
your answer using thescalefrom " 1 = Strongly disagree” to" 7 = Strongly agree."

1. | feel that | am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis, with others right now.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagre----=-=-===nmnmmme e e e e strongly agree

2. | feel that | have a number of good qualities.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagree----=-=-===n=nmmme e e e e e strongly agree

3. At this moment, | am inclined to feel that | am a failure.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagre----=-=-===n=nmmme e e e e strongly agree

4. | am able to do things as well as most people.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagree----=-=-===n=nmmme e e e e strongly agree

5. | feel that | do not have much to be proud of.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagre----=-=-===nmnmmme e e e e strongly agree

6. | take a positive attitude toward myself.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagree------=-=-=-mm oo strongly agree

7. Right now, | am satisfied with myself.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagre----=-=-===nmnmmme e e e e strongly agree

8. l'wish | could have more respect for myself.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagree------=-=-=-m oo strongly agree

9. | certainly feel useless at times.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
strongly diSagree----------=-=-m-m e strongly agree

10. Attimes, | think | am no good at all.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly diSagre----=-=-===n=nmmme e e e e strongly agree




Appendix E

External Contingencies of Self-Worth

49

1 2 3 4 5
(Strongly (Neutral)
Disagree)

7
(Strongly
Agree)

1. When | think | look
attractive, | feel good about
myself.

1 2 3 4 5

7

2. | feel worthwhile when |
perform better than others o
a task or skill.

3. My self-esteem is
unrelated to how | feel abou
the way my body looks.

t

4.1 don't care if other people
have a negative opinion
about me.

h

5. I can’t respect myself if
others don't respect m e.

6. Knowing that | am better
than others on a task raises
my self-esteem.

7. My opinion about myself
isn’t tied to how well | do in
school.

8. | don’t care what other
people think of me.

9. My self-esteem is
influenced by attractive |
think my face or facial
features are.

10. Doing well in school
gives me a sense of self-
respect.

11. Doing better than others|
gives me a sense of self-
respect.

12. My sense of self-worth
suffers whenever | think |
don't look good.

13. | feel better about mysel
when | know I'm doing well
academically.

f
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14. What others think of me
as no effect on what | think
about myself.

15. My self-worth is affected
by how well | do when | am
competing with others.

16. My self-esteem is
influenced by my academic
performance.

17. My self-esteem does no
depend on whether or not |
feel attractive.

18. My self-worth is
influenced by how well | do
on competitive tasks.

19. | feel bad about myself
whenever my academic
performance is lacking.

20. My self-esteem depends
on the opinions others hold
of me.
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Appendix F
Interaction Recall

Autonomous Communal:

DIRECTIONS:

Please think about a past interaction with another person when you personally chose to
behave in a warm, caring, close-to-others way. Please describe thealetssls

interaction and your warm and caring behavior in the space provided below. &$mase
think about and describe why you chose to act in this way.

Pressured Communal:

DIRECTIONS:

Please think about a past interaction with another person when you felt pressured to
behave in a warm, caring, close-to-others way. Please describe thealdtals
interaction and your warm and caring behavior in the space provided below. &tmase
think about and describe how you felt pressured to act in this way.

Neutral Communal:

DIRECTIONS:

Please think about a past interaction with another person when you behaved in a warm,
caring, close-to-others way. Please describe the details of the i@t your warm

and caring behavior in the space provided below.

Autonomous Agentic:

DIRECTIONS:

Please think about a past interaction with another person when you personally chose to
behave in a dominant, powerful, and assertive way. Please describe the d#tails of
interaction and your dominant and assertive behavior in the space provided below.
Please also think about and describe why you chose to act in this way.

Pressured Agentic:

DIRECTIONS:

Please think about a past interaction with another person when you felt pressured to
behave in a dominant, powerful, and assertive way. Please describe the dd#tails of
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interaction and your dominant and assertive behavior in the space provided below.
Please also think about and describe how you felt pressured to act in this way.

Neutral Agentic:

DIRECTIONS:

Please think about a past interaction with another person when you behaved in a
dominant, powerful, and assertive way. Please describe the details of thetiorieaad
your dominant and assertive behavior in the space provided below.



Appendix G

Manipulation Check

Please think back to the interaction you just wrote about.

To what extent was your behavior:

53

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(Not at | (Very (Some- | (Moderate| (Much) (Very (A huge
all) little) what) Amount) much) amount)
Freely Chosen 1 5 3 4 5 6 -
Due to pressure from others 1 5 3 4 5 6 -
A personal choice 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
Et(?]cez?tsjse you felt influenced by 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
What you really wanted to do 5 3 4 5
What you felt you should do 1 5 3 4 5 6 -
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Appendix H
MAACL-R

You will now be asked a series of questions asking you how yolATeg&HIS
MOMENT. Please respond to each of the following statements by selecting your answe
using the following scale:

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at Very Somewhat Moderate Much Very Huge
All Little Amount Much Amount

1. Right now, | feel anxious.

2. At this moment, | feel calm.

3. Right now, | feel sad (or depressed).
__ 4. Atthis moment, | feel happy.
_ 5.Right now, | feel angry.

6. At this moment, | feel content.
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for all Study 1 Variables by Gender.

61

Women Men t df SE Cohen’'sd

Investment in Gender 5.63 5.76 91 397 .15 .09
Ideals 6D=1.51) ED=1.47)
Autonomous Motivation 5.95 5.70 -2.94** 398 .08 .29
Communal Behavior gD =.76) SD=.94)
Autonomous Motivation 457 453 -.30 391 A2 .03
Agentic Behavior $D=1.24) 6D=1.18)
Pressured Motivation 4.31 4.27 -.29 397 A3 .03
Communal Behavior gD=1.21) D= 1.28)
Pressured Motivation 3.29 3.48 1.52 398 13 .15
Agentic Behavior $D=1.19) 6D=1.31)
Private Regard for 6.03 6.11 .92 396 .09 .09
Gender Identity $D=.85) SD=.91)
Self-Esteem 5.40 5.49 91 395 11 .09

(SD=1.01) D= 1.07)

*p<.05, *p<.01



Table 2

Zero-order Correlations Among All Study 1 Variables for the Entire Sample.

1 3 4 5 6 7
1. Investment in Gender --
Ideals
2. Autonomous Motivation .08 --
Communal Behavior
3. Autonomous Motivation .09 .03 --
Agentic Behavior
4. Pressured Motivation .26%* .15%* -.05 --
Communal Behavior
5. Pressured Motivation .28** .07 24%* .60** --
Agentic Behavior
6. Private Regard for 21%* 14x* 16%* .05 .07 -
Gender Identity
7. Self-Esteem .04 .16** 5% =17 -.10* .36** --

Note.* p<.05, *p<.01
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Table 3

Correlation and Standardized Residual Matrix foe thull Sample, with Means and Standard Deviations.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

1. Investment in Gender 1 --- .000 .024 -.028 .008 -.008 .001 .037 -.019 .048 .000 -.109 .003 .007 1.00 -.016
2. Investment in Gender 2 .383** - .031 -.043 600 -.024 -.002 -.036 -.001 .073 -.005 -.012 .008 5.06 -.018 .008
3. Autonomous Communal 1 .098 .087 - .000 -.005 .009 -.049 .030 .002 -.024 .007 .005 .049 .076 .022 -.097
4. Autonomous Communal 2 .040 .009 766** - .006 .020 -.028 .001 .008 -.047 -.020 -.058 .032 .058 21.0 -138
5. Autonomous Communal 3 .061 .045 .528** 525 -- .036 -.070 -.025 .006 .052 .061 -.055 -.045 .062 .027 -.091
6. Autonomous Agentic 1 .081 .033 .056 .059 .063 - -- .002 .000 -.040 -.062 -.010 -.033 -.010 116 7.00 .019
7. Autonomous Agentic 2 .079 .051 -.021 -.003 -.063 .686**  --- -.002 .016 .011 .068 .021 -.005 104 093 -.038
8. Autonomous Agentic 3 .115* .025 .071 .035 .001 740*  .680**  -- -.020 -.020 .036 .028 .006 149 034 -.025
9. Pressured Motivation 1 .254* 186**  .113* .114*.087 .048 .101* .073 --- -.001 .001 -.047 .000 510 .008 -.077
10. Pressured Motivation 2~ .254*  .216**  .057 .035.109* .008 .067 .058 .664** - -.001 .003 -.033 023 .025 -.086
11. Pressured Motivation 3~ .272*  182*  .113* .084 .134*  .074 .150**  .128* .847**  .668**  --- .052 @ .033 .054 -.049
12. Private Regard 1 .184*  125* .146**  .086 .044 .088 130**  .148* 018 .048 112* --- .087 .086 0e2 -.049
13. Private Regard 2 .201% 144*  191**  175** 58 .106* .097 121~ .057 .008 .058 .601** - -.021 -.047 .019
14. Self-Esteem 1 .038 .088 216%%  197* 164* 29> 203**  257% - 151% -102* -.065 322% 322 - .026 -.003
15. Self-Esteem 2 .040 .008 194** 193* .139** 3I*  .038 .096 -.116* -.076 -.067 287 .262**  .@% @ --- .000
16. Self-Esteem 3 .012 .029 .047 .007 .001 .135**072. .083 -183* - 471%  -151*%  .284*  244* 478 676 -

Mean 5.86 5.52 5.95 6.01 557 4.80 4.30 4.59 3.80 3.81 3.86 6.10 6.03 6.11 5.54 4.64

SD 1.86 1.73 91 91 1.16 1.32 1.39 1.38 1.25 131 711 1.05 .90 .79 116 1.66

Note.Correlations are below the diagonal, standardiesiuals are abovep* .05, **p < .01



Table 4

Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates for Full pEMeasurement Model

Parameter UnstandardizeSE Standardized Parameter Unstandardized Standardized
Factor Loadings Eps 212 .047 .394
Epr1 422 .148 .615
Investment in Gender Ideals IGI1 1.060 .735 Eerz 343 .067 655
Investment in Gender Ideals IGI2 679 149 532 ESEl -g;g -8?2 -Z%‘
Autonomous Communab AC1 1.06 .883 SE2 : . :
Autonomous Communab AC2 986 067 865 Eses 1.251 123 675
Autonomous Communab AC3 .852 .082 .588 . .
Autonomous Agentie> AAL 1.00° . 864 Factor Variances and Covariances
Autonomous Agentie> AA2 974 .054 .799
Autonomous Agentie> AA3 1.045 .056 .856 Investment in Gender Ideals (IGl) 1.858 446 1.000
Pressured Motivatior» P1 1.00 .920 Autonomous Communal (AC) .637 .099 1.000
Pressured Motivatior» P2 .839 .048 732 Autonomous Agentic (AA) 1.276 127 1.000
Pressured Motivatior> P3 .936 .039 .919 Pressured Motivation (P) 1.320 116 1.000
Private Regard> PR1 1.00 .788 Private Regard (PR) .693 .130 1.000
Private Regard> PR2 .812 .104 .756 Self Esteem (SE) .303 .058 1.000
Self-Esteem— SE1 1.00 --- .700 IGI M AC .102 .085 .094
Self-Esteem— SE2 1.858 161 .883 IGI R AA .202 121 131
Self-Esteem— SE3 2.220 .218 .738 IGI A P .605 127 .386
IGI PR .381 101 .336
Measurement Error Variances IGI N SE .036 .057 .048
AC A AA .053 .061 .058
Ecn 1.582 404 678 AC KA P 120 -066 131
Eiz 2174 257 847 AC R PR 130 047 196
Eacy 180 045 469 AC N SE .098 .031 222
Encz 209 .054 502 AARA P 159 073 123
Eacs 877 118 809 AA N PR .184 .066 .196
= 432 066 503 AA N SE 113 .042 .182
= 688 1099 602 P s PR .079 .058 .083
Eans 509 075 517 P @ SE -.093 .038 -.148
= 240 050 392 PR SE .202 .050 442
Ep> .806 .077 .682

Note.Standardized estimates for measurement errorsrapegions of unexplained variand@lot tested for statistical significand,> .05, all other unstandardized

estimatep < .05.
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Table 5

Correlation Matrix for Nested Structural Analysig @ender, with Means and Standard Deviations.

13

14

15

65

16

. Investment in Gender 1

. Investment in Gender 2

. Autonomous Communal 1

. Autonomous Communal 2

. Autonomous Agentic 1
. Autonomous Agentic 2
. Autonomous Agentic 3
Pressured Motivation 1
10. Pressured Motivation 2
11. Pressured Motivation 3
12. Private Regard 1
13. Private Regard 2
14. Self-Esteem 1
15. Self-Esteem 2
16. Self-Esteem 3
Mean (Men)
SD

Mean (Women)

1
2
3
4
5. Autonomous Communal 3
6
7
8
9.

391+
.097

.027

.060

131
135
233

.245**
.228**
.253**
.210**
.213**

.082

146
.099

5.90
1.90

5.83
1.84

.378**
.009
.010
-.005

.082

.049

118

.295**
274%
.249**
.077
.154*
.081
.045
.062

5.65
1.63

5.43

1.81

191
141*
.165*

.182*

.014

.062
.046
.076
.001
-.015
.00
.554**

.396**
313*
.300**
6.01

.95

6.05

.86

.003

.100
.228
.210*
145
A70*
217
.205**

-.243**
-.150*
-.166*

.269**

.244**

.666**
.508**

6.08
.87

6.13
72

-.049
-.019

.256**

.224%
.141*
69D
052
.025

-.181* -

-.104
-.123
245%*
217
.580**
703**

5.55
121

5.53

1.13

-.056
-.004
116
.031
-.055
.094
.078
.034
257**
-.207**
-.221%

241+
.208**

462
.663**

854.
1.60

484
1.70

Note. Men are presented below the diagonal, worbeng* p < .05, **p < .01



Table 6a

Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Nested Hypothdsizedel

Parameter UnstandardizedSE Standardized Parameter UnstandardizeSE Standardized
MEN
Construct Equations Error Variances
Autonomous Communal (AC) = Eien 1.995% 545 137
Eiciz 1.744* .320 .821
IGI .040 .076 .056 A
D1 1.000 Enc1 .143 .070 .380
. _ ’ Eac2 .238* .093 474
Autonomous Agentic (AC) =
Enacs .861* 118 a71
IGI .228* 118 272
D2 1.000 Enat 448* .095 524
L _ ' Eanz .835* .149 .650
Pressured Motivation (P) =
* Enas .504* .093 526
IGI 427 134 442
D3 1.000 Ep1 .193* .073 .331
. _ ' Ep, .940* 121 .675
Private Regard (PR) =
Eps .233* .077 .381
AC 129 .094 129
Epr1 .252* 165 479
AA .207* .080 .245
Epr2 .366* .090 .641
P .024 .044 .033
D4 1.000 Esex .364* .068 720
— ' Ese2 .268* .106 431
Self-Esteem (SE) =
Eses 1.035* .166 .622
AC .073 .047 116
Diac .843* 187 .998
AA .108* .047 .203 "
2 D2aa 1.095 147 .962
P -.108 .026 -.234 *
2 Dsp 1.264 .199 .897
PR .252 .054 .398
D5 1.000 Dupr 771* 167 .956
' Dsse .244* .050 .852
Covariances
D1RA D2 .041 .098 .043
D1 N D3 .216* 137 .209
D2 N D3 114 126 .097

Note.?Path constrained to be equal across groyps, .05



Table 6a

Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Nested Hypothdsizedel

Parameter UnstandardizeSE Standardized Parameter UnstandardizesE Standardized
Construct Equations Error Variances
*
Autonomous Communal (AC) = Eien 1'402* 488 653
Eciz 2.429 .343 .848
IGI .068 .056 139 *
Enc1 .216 .046 .567
D1 1.000 .990 *
. _ Enc2 .169 .041 .526
Autonomous Agentic (AC) = «
Eacs .902 .185 .861
IGI .037 .082 .044 .
Ena1 443 .081 .500
D2 1.000 .999 "
— _ Enaz .582 124 .558
Pressured Motivation (P) = «
* Eans .488 .102 497
IGI .288 .094 .370 "
Ep1 .283 .055 446
D3 1.000 .929 *
. _ Ep> 701 .093 .680
Private Regard (PR) = N
" Eps .185 .043 .396
AC .286 .102 247 "
Epr1 496 .201 .669
AA .088 .066 130 "
Err2 .352 .083 .693
P .024 .044 .033 .
Ese1 277 .047 .710
D4 1.000 .957 .
_ Esez 321 .088 .503
Self-Esteem = .
" Eses 1.381 152 714
AC 77 .061 .229 "
Diac 447 .069 .990
AA .031 .032 .068 "
" D2aa 1.328 161 .999
P -.108 .026 -.222 -
2 Dsp .984 116 .929
PR .252 .054 .378 *
D5 1.000 844 Dapr .561 .136 .957
' ' Dsse .194* .038 .844
Covariances
DINA D2 .051 .066 .066
D1Ng D3 -.001 .052 -.002
D2 oA D3 .056 .093 .049

Note.?Path constrained to be equal across groyps, .05
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Table 7

Sobel’s Tests of Mediation

Indirect effect a SE b Sk ab SEkp z p
Men

AutAg — PR— SE 207* .082 252* .054 .052 .023 2.220* .026
Women

AutCom— PR— SE .282* .099 252* .054 .071 .029 2.431* .015

Note.a = path from IV to mediatoh = path from mediator to D\gb = indirect effect of IV on DV, p < .05
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Table 8

Fit Statistics for the Alternative Models

NG df CFI  NNFI IFI RMSEA AIC

Hypothesized Model 167.19 91 964 .953 .964 .046 -14.18
Alternative Model A 188.85 95 956 .944 956 .050 -1.15
Alternative Model B 186.13 95 957 .947 957 .050 -3.87
Alternative Model C 202.04 94 949 935 .950 .054 14.04

Note.Models calculated on full sample, robust fit statistics are presented.
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Table 9a

Means and Standard Deviations for all Study 2 Variables by Gender (Communal Conditions Only)

Communal Recall Women Men t df SE Cohen’sd

Autonomous
Implicit SE .63 (.66) .46 (.75) 91 54 19 24
Explicit SE 5.38 (.97) 5.34 (.95) 15 54 .26 .04
Private Regard 6.04 (.88) 6.15 (.77) -.49 54 .23 -13
Positive Affect 5.06 (1.02) 5.00 (.94) 21 54 27 .06

Pressured
Implicit SE .34 (.75) .69 (1.07) -1.53 62 .23 -.38
Explicit SE 5.23 (1.08) 5.43 (.98) -.76 62 27 -19
Private Regard 6.29 (.72) 5.96 (1.00) 1.55 62 .22 .38
Positive Affect 5.19 (.89) 5.05 (.83) .64 62 22 .16
Implicit SE .38 (.83) .28 (.80) A4 51 22 A2
Explicit SE 5.15 (1.17) 5.26 (.99) -.36 51 .30 -10
Private Regard 6.13 (.86) 5.68 (1.08) 1.67 51 27 46
Positive Affect 4,91 (.81) 5.10 (.85) -.80 51 .23 -.23

Note.Standard deviations are presented in parentheges,.05, **p < .01
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Table 9b

Means and Standard Deviations for all Study 2 Variables by Gender (Agentic Conditions Only)

Agentic Recall Women Men t df SE Cohen’sd

Autonomous
Implicit SE .55 (.83) .80 (.94) -1.11 63 22 -.28
Explicit SE 4.84 (1.21) 5.00 (1.25) -52 63 31 -13
Private Regard 5.78 (1.03) 5.81 (1.01) -.10 63 .26 -.03
Positive Affect 4.70 (.95) 4.70 (.83) .00 63 .23 0.0

Pressured
Implicit SE .62 (.74) .58 (.83) 22 71 19 .05
Explicit SE 5.16 (1.01) 5.09 (1.37) .26 71 .28 .06
Private Regard 5.84 (1.05) 5.82 (.98) A1 71 .24 .02
Positive Affect 4.96 (.84) 5.01 (1.13) -.22 71 .23 -.03
Implicit SE .57 (1.03) 48 (.92) .32 45 .28 .09
Explicit SE 5.32 (1.13) 5.54 (1.11) -.67 45 .33 -.20
Private Regard 6.15 (.80) 5.84 (1.08) 1.12 45 .28 .33
Positive Affect 5.19 (.99) 5.03 (.91) .60 45 .28 17

Note.Standard deviations are presented in parentheges,.05, **p < .01



Table 10

Zero-order Correlations Among All Continuous Study 2 Variables for the Entire Sample.

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Implicit Self-Esteem --
2. Explicit Self-Esteem .03 --
3. State Private Regard .05 A1 -
4. Positive Affect 12* A48** .16* --
5. Investment in Gender Ideals .04 -.18** .01 -.13* --
6. External Contingency .02 -.22%* .09 -.09 .26%* --

Note.* p<.05, *p<.01
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[ Ac1 | [ Ac2 | | Ac3 |

Autonomous
Communal

Investment in
Gender Ideals

[ P ] P2 ]| P3|

é é é Figure 1.O0verall hybrid model tested on full sample
B values are significant at< .05 unless noted otherwise.
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Autonomous
Communal

Figure 2.Results from the nested hypothesized model (Td&#esb) are shown.
The model was simultaneously estimated for womehraen. The equality
constraints from investment in gender ideals tottinee motivation variables and
from communal and agentic autonomous motivatiosetbesteem and private
regard were releasefl.values are significant at< .05 unless noted otherwige.
values for women are shown at the top, men on dit®1n.
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Self-Esteem, 5§
Private Regard,

Positive Affect 4 B Gender-role
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7 Gender-role
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1

0

Autonomous Pressured

Figure 3.Predicted results of Study 2.
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Figure 4.Significant interaction of gender role (communal or agentic) and investment i
gender ideals (IGI) on implicit self-esteem for men in study 2.
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Figure 5.Significant interaction of motivation (autonomous or pressured) and investment
in gender ideals on explicit self-esteem for women in study 2.
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Figure 6.Significant interaction of gender role (communal or agentic) and external
contingencies of self-worth on implicit self-esteem for men in study 2.



