
Chapter 6
Origins and Consequences of Childhood
Gender Segregation: Toward an Integrative
Developmental Systems Model

Campbell Leaper

Abstract Gender segregation refers to the tendency of most children to affiliate
primarily with same-gender peers. This chapter reviews the development and con-
sequences of this phenomenon. First, the developmental trajectory of gender segre-
gation from early childhood into adulthood is summarized. Second, possible
explanations for the emergence of gender segregation in early childhood are criti-
cally examined. These include the possible influences of family, school, popular
media, behavioral compatibility, and gender-related cognitions. In the third section,
the maintenance and consequences of gender-segregated peer groups during middle
childhood, adolescence, and adulthood are considered. In the last section, I present a
preliminary integrative developmental model. It takes into account the interacting
influences of early-appearing variations in behavioral dispositions (including play
interests and temperament), ingroup gender identities, and peer group processes on
children’s gender development. The model addresses gender development in
cisgender children as well as those with transgender or other nonbinary gender
identities. Finally, I offer several recommendations for future theorizing and
research.

Keywords gender identity · peers · interests · play · temperament · social identity ·
stereotyping

Gender relations underlie many of the contemporary issues that dominate the news
headlines. Some examples include the bullying of gender-nonconforming children
and youth (e.g., Levin, 2019), sexual harassment in the workplace (e.g., Carlsen
et al., 2018), the underrepresentation of women in high-paying occupations (e.g.,
Metz, 2019), biased representations of gender in the media (e.g., Harris, 2019),
relationship challenges in dating and married couples (e.g., Miller, 2018), and
sexism in politics (e.g., Kimmel, 2018). These problems reflect social-structural
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gender inequalities in society that shape gender socialization during childhood (see
Leaper, 2000, for a review). In the present chapter, I focus on the peer context in this
process. Specifically, I address the phenomenon of gender segregation, whereby
children who identify with their birth-assigned gender (cisgender) typically spend
much of their childhood affiliating with same-gender peers while mostly avoiding
other-gender peers. I also consider children who do not conform to cultural expec-
tations for their assigned gender (i.e., gender-nonconforming children) and those
who do not identify with their assigned gender (i.e., transgender or other nonbinary
children).

In the first section of the chapter, I summarize patterns of gender segregation
typically observed from childhood into adulthood. Next, I review possible explana-
tions for the onset of same-gender peer preferences during early childhood. After-
ward, I consider the maintenance and consequences of gender segregation at later
age periods. Finally, to foster greater theoretical synthesis in psychology (see
Leaper, 2011, 2015), I propose a preliminary integrative systems model of gender
segregation that bridges complementary theories and research areas.

6.1 Gender-Segregated Peer Affiliations from Childhood
into Adulthood

Gender-segregated peer affiliations are prevalent from childhood into adulthood
(Leaper, 1994; Maccoby, 1998; Mehta & Strough, 2009). The general patterns
seen at different age periods are summarized below.

6.1.1 Early to Middle Childhood

For nearly a century (e.g., Parten, 1933), developmental psychologists have
documented that most children begin to favor social interactions with same-gender
over other-gender peers starting around 3 years of age (see Maccoby, 1998). Child-
initiated preference for same-gender peers has been widely observed around the
world when children have opportunities to select among multiple peers close in age.
Indeed, researchers have documented childhood gender segregation in countries in
North America, South America, the Caribbean, Europe, Africa, South Asia, East
Asia, and the Pacific Islands (e.g., Fouts et al., 2013; Harkness & Super, 1985; Lloyd
& Duveen, 1992; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1987; Munroe & Romney, 2006; Whiting &
Edwards, 1988).

Based on research conducted primarily in Western, industrialized countries,
same-gender peer preferences steadily increase from early childhood into middle
childhood. For example, in one study in the USA, the average ratio of same-gender
to mixed-gender interactions went from 3:1 around 4 years of age to 11:1 around
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6 years (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1987). In another US study, partner gender accounted
for an estimated 70% of the variance in peer selection during early childhood (Martin
& Fabes, 2001). Some research indicates that preference for same-gender peers
peaks in middle childhood (see Maccoby, 1998; Martin & Ruble, 2010; Mehta &
Strough, 2009; Serbin et al., 1993). However, one US longitudinal study found that
affiliation with same-gender peers increased throughout middle childhood and did
not peak until early adolescence (Lam et al., 2014).

Girls appear to favor same-gender peers at an earlier average age compared to
boys (e.g., LaFreniere et al., 1984). However, by around 5 or 6 years of age and
continuing throughout childhood, boys preferred same-gender peers more strongly
than did girls in multiple cultures (Benenson et al., 2012; LaFreniere et al., 1984;
Munroe & Romney, 2006). Indeed, gender boundaries and gender conformity
pressures are generally more rigid for boys than girls throughout childhood and
adolescence (see Leaper, 2015). Furthermore, children may be more likely to
segregate based on gender than ethnicity or race (e.g., Lee et al., 2007).

Although cross-cultural research indicates a general trend toward same-gender
peer preference in early childhood, there are variations across cultures in the average
proportions of young children’s peer affiliations with only same-gender members
(Aydt & Corsaro, 2003; Larson & Verma, 1999; Munroe & Romney, 2006; Whiting
& Edwards, 1988). For example, in their study of six diverse cultures, Whiting and
Edwards (1988) reported average rates of same-gender, non-sibling peer social
interactions among children between 4 and 5 years that ranged across cultures
from 42% to 78% for girls and ranged from 22% to 74% for boys. Among children
6–10 years of age, these ranges were 71% to 90% for girls and 67% to 88% for boys.
In all of the sampled cultures, gender segregation became more prevalent with age.

In societies where younger children’s rates of gender segregation were relatively
low, Whiting and Edwards (1988) noted there was limited access to same-age peers
(see Harkness & Super, 1985; Lew-Levy et al., 2020, for similar findings). Relat-
edly, children in some cultures were assigned subsistence or domestic tasks that
limited their time with peers. These cultural practices reflected social-structural
gender inequalities in the larger society, such as the assignment of girls to childcare
(see Whiting & Edwards, 1988, p. 277).

Besides possible cross-national differences, variability in rates of gender segre-
gation within a society appear likely in at least three ways. First, there is a gradient
among children in their proportions of same-gender play. For example, Martin et al.
(2014) observed preschool children generally affiliated with mostly same-gender
peers but individuals varied in how strongly they demonstrated these preferences.
Second, variations may occur across time and place within a given community. For
example, Messinger et al. (2019) collected continuous movement data among
5-year-olds in a US classroom across 3 days. They identified variability across the
days in the gender composition of children’s peer groups. Finally, degrees of gender
segregation may differ across groups within a larger community. For example,
researchers found variations in gender segregation related to youth’s ethnicity/race
(Kovacs et al., 1996) and economic class (Pfaff, 2010).
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Even among children who primarily affiliate with same-gender peers, there are
contexts when researchers in the USA have observed relaxed and friendly mixed-
gender interactions. First, researchers found cooperative mixed-gender group play or
mixed-gender dyadic friendships commonly occurred among children in private
settings, such as their homes when companion choices were usually limited (Smith
& Inder, 1990; Sroufe et al., 1993; Strough & Covatto, 2002). Second, researchers
have noted that positive mixed-gender interactions can transpire during adult-
structured activities (Sroufe et al., 1993). For example, this occurs in many coedu-
cational classrooms in the USA (and other countries) when teachers assigned
students to collaborate on a project in mixed-gender groups (see Leaper & Brown,
2014, for a review). In both of these situations, researchers noted a low risk of peer
teasing. However, children who pursued mixed-gender contact in public or child-
structured settings often faced peer rejection (e.g., Sroufe et al., 1993).

6.1.2 Adolescence

During middle and late adolescence, the maintenance of gender-segregated peer
groups and friendships may begin to relax in some cultural communities—perhaps
especially in many Western industrialized societies (Larson & Verma, 1999; Whit-
ing & Edwards, 1988). In a longitudinal study of youth in Canada (grades 6–10;
Poulin & Pedersen, 2007), the average percentage of other-gender companions
increased over the course of adolescence. Studies conducted primarily in North
America suggest mixed-gender friendships often occur when peer groups differen-
tiate into smaller cliques based on shared interests (Ellis & Zarbatany, 2017). These
cliques may offer greater flexibility for teens to find a crowd compatible with their
interests. In some US communities, a few examples include “the jocks,” “the
brains,” and “the artists” (see Sussman et al., 2007).

The advent of mixed-gender peer groups occurs around the same period when
youth are undergoing puberty and sexual-romantic interests are increasing. For many
heterosexual adolescents, mixed-gender peer groups may be contexts for exploring
heterosocial friendships and then pursuing romantic relationships (Connolly et al.,
2004). However, research suggests that adolescents generally do not establish
romantic relationships with individuals from their friendship peer groups; instead,
these relationships can create bridges to other peer networks leading to dating
relationships (Kreager et al., 2016). For LGBTQ youth, friendship groups comprised
of mixed-gender and mixed-orientation peers can be helpful social supports during
their explorations of sexual and gender identities (e.g., Chong et al., 2019; Diamond
& Dubé, 2002).

In some cultures, older children and adolescents do not demonstrate increased
affiliations in mixed-gender cliques or other peer groups. First, some youth in
non-industrialized and rural societies may have few or no opportunities to participate
in different interest-based cliques. For example, this may occur when adults expect
children to assist in subsistence activities or infant care (e.g., Rogoff et al., 2010).
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Second, research suggests adolescent youth in industrializedWestern nations may be
more likely to spend time in peer groups than those in other parts of the world
(Larson & Verma, 1999; Whiting & Edwards, 1988). By extension, corresponding
average cultural differences in time spent in mixed-gender peer groups may ensue
(e.g., Basu et al., 2017). However, these are broad generalizations based on a few
studies, and a deeper and more extensive analysis of cultural variations is required.
Finally, in some cultural communities, strict boundaries are imposed on adolescents’
mixed-gender contacts. For example, this is common within some countries such as
India and China (Basu et al., 2017) as well as Orthodox Jewish, Muslim, and Amish
religious communities (Williams et al., 2017).

6.1.3 Adulthood

Upon entering adulthood, individuals in industrialized countries typically attend
college or professional training programs, enlist in the military, or join the workforce
(Mehta & Strough, 2009). Among those attending coeducational colleges, women
and men regularly interact in mixed-gender group settings in classrooms, dormito-
ries, student organizations, and classrooms (e.g., Wong et al., 2018). Studies suggest
mixed-gender platonic friendships may be common among undergraduates in coed-
ucational colleges, but most friendships tend to remain with same-gender peers (e.g.,
Li & Wong, 2018; Mehta & Strough, 2009). Although coeducational colleges can
offer many opportunities for positive mixed-gender interactions, some common
institutional barriers in coeducation colleges that perpetuate gender segregation are
reviewed later in this chapter (Sect. 6.3.2).

In many (but not all) countries, the military is gender-segregated during basic
training, and most combat roles are limited to only men (Mehta & Strough, 2009). In
the workforce, many occupations are effectively gender-segregated due to their
overrepresentation of one gender (see Guinea-Martin et al., 2018; Mehta & Strough,
2009). Furthermore, men are disproportionally represented among the highest-
paying occupations (e.g., computer engineers). Men similarly dominate most posi-
tions of power in corporations and government. Notably, the relative representations
of women and men in high-paying occupations and powerful positions are among
the World Economic Forum’s (2020) criteria for ranking countries in their relative
degrees of gender equality.

Very little research has addressed gender segregation outside of work settings
during the middle and late adulthood years (see Mehta & Strough, 2009, for a
review). Based on the available research conducted primarily in the USA and
Canada, most individuals’ friendships and social networks were primarily with
same-gender persons (see Mehta & Strough, 2009). The gender composition of
adults’ friendship networks may be partly affected by the degree to which their
occupations are gender-segregated (Mehta & Strough, 2009).
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6.2 Possible Explanations for the Emergence of Gender
Segregation in Early Childhood

In this next section, I review the evidence regarding possible explanations for the
emergence of gender segregation during early childhood (approximately 2½ to
5 years of age). I consider the evidence for family and school pressures, media
influences, same-gender behavioral compatibility, and the acquisition of gender-
related cognitions as possible reasons for the emergence of same-gender peer
affiliations during early childhood. Later in the chapter (Sects. 6.3.1 and 6.3.2), I
review processes associated with gender segregation during middle childhood,
adolescence, and adulthood.

6.2.1 Families and Schools

There is no evidence that the initial emergence of same-gender peer preferences in
young children is due to adult family members’ or preschool teachers’ pressures on
children either to affiliate with same-gender peers or to avoid other-gender peers (see
Maccoby, 1998). However, family members and preschool teachers may have an
indirect influence on the development of childhood gender segregation inasmuch
they contribute to the development of gender-based identities, attitudes, and behav-
ioral preferences. For many children, gender-differentiated socialization occurs at
birth when infants are assigned their gender. Their first names are commonly
gendered (“Michael” versus “Michelle”); moreover, the color and type of clothing
readily signals their designated gender (Bigler & Liben, 2007; Wong & Hines,
2015). In addition, by around 1 year of age, most adult relatives provide
gender-stereotypical (i.e., gender-typed) toys to children, and they avoid offering
counter-stereotypical (i.e., cross-gender-typed) toys to them (Leaper, 2015; Lytton &
Romney, 1991). Also, parents may reinforce gender segregation by arranging play
dates for their children only with same-gender peers (e.g., Feiring & Lewis, 1987;
Hollingsworth & Buysse, 2009).

Preschool teachers may have an indirect influence on the emergence of gender
segregation in ways similar to that of parents or other family members. For example,
this may occur by using gendered language (e.g., “Good morning, girls and boys”)
and organizing activities by gender (e.g., Bigler & Liben, 2007; Chen & Rao, 2011;
Hilliard & Liben, 2010). It also occurs through tacit acceptance of children’s
expressions of gender-stereotyped attitudes and behaviors (Hyde et al., 2019).
However, there are exceptions. Some teachers and schools deliberately challenge
children’s gender stereotypes or foster cooperative mixed-gender interactions (e.g.,
Mulvey et al., 2020; Ryan et al., 2013; Shutts et al., 2017; and see Leaper & Brown,
2014, for a review).

As children get older, parents and other adults may have a more direct influence
on children’s gender segregation. In middle- and upper-income communities in the
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USA and other countries, many parents enroll their children in same-gender extra-
curricular activities (e.g., sports). Moreover, some children and adolescents are sent
to single-gender schools or schools with single-gender classrooms (Pahlke et al.,
2014; also addressed later in Sect. 6.3.2.1). Alternatively, in coeducational schools,
teachers may use gender to organize activities in the classroom (e.g., same-gender
workgroups). Moreover, in most schools, it is customary to separate girls and boys in
athletic activities (Anderson, 2008; also discussed later in Sect. 6.3.2.3). Finally, in
some cultures, adults impose gender segregation on children and adolescents. For
example, children may be assigned gender-segregated chores, such as cooking and
childcare for girls and subsistence tasks for boys (Maccoby, 1998; Rogoff et al.,
2010). Finally, as I noted earlier, in some religious communities, girls and boys are
separated at adolescence, and any mixed-gender contact must be supervised
(Williams et al., 2017).

6.2.2 Popular Media

In books, television, movies, and online media, young children are commonly
exposed to characters who are gender-differentiated in prominence, appearance,
and behavior (e.g., Walsh & Leaper, 2020; Ward & Aubrey, 2017). Representations
of gender in popular media inform young children’s emerging schemas of what it
means to be “a girl” or “a boy” (and generally without nonbinary representations of
gender). For example, mass media provide pervasive images linking masculinity
with athleticism and dominance while linking femininity with sexual attractiveness
and communion (see Mazzarella, 2015; Ward & Aubrey, 2017). Another way that
popular media may contribute to gender segregation is through the color-coding of
toys, clothing, and other objects as pink for girls and blue for boys (Bigler & Liben,
2007; Wong & Hines, 2015).

Several studies have documented a link between media consumption and gender
stereotyping in early childhood and beyond (Lemish, 2015; Ward & Aubrey, 2017).
Furthermore, as they get older, girls and boys increasingly seek out television shows,
videogames, and other media that reinforce gender-stereotyped expectations
(Cherney & London, 2006)—including preferences for same-gender peers. Thus,
exposure to popular media may indirectly reinforce children’s emerging preferences
for same-gender peers via its impact on children’s developing gender stereotypes
and interests (Lemish, 2015). However, to my knowledge, there has been no research
testing this premise.

6.2.3 Behavioral Compatibility

In general, preschool-age children seek peers with whom they experience positive
affect (Snyder et al., 1996). By extension, children may enjoy interactions with
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others who have similar interests and behavioral styles. According to the behavioral
compatibility hypothesis, gender segregation initially emerges because same-gender
peers are likely similar in their interests and behavioral styles (Maccoby, 1998;
Martin et al., 2011b; Serbin et al., 1994). Some psychologists have posited
sex-linked behavioral dispositions evolved over human history to help prepare
males for combat and females for childcare (e.g., Benenson, 2014; Geary, 2021;
however, also see Wood & Eagly, 2012, for an alternative biosocial perspective that
incorporates both social-structural and biological factors). To evaluate the behavioral
compatibility hypothesis, it is first necessary to document the incidence of average
behavioral differences already present around 3 years of age when children usually
begin to favor same-gender over other-gender peers.

6.2.3.1 Evidence for Early Average Gender Differences in Behavior

As summarized below, researchers have documented reliable gender differences
with meaningful effect sizes in several types of behavior among samples of young
children. To evaluate the magnitude of difference between two groups, the Cohen’s
d statistic indicates the standardized difference between the means of two groups. By
one convention, small yet meaningful effect sizes are indicated when d ¼ 0.20
(equivalent to 92% overlap between two groups). Moderate or medium effect sizes
are denoted when d ¼ 0.50 (equivalent to 80% overlap). Finally, large effect sizes
occur when d ¼ 0.80 (equivalent to 67% overlap) or greater (Cohen, 1988; and see
Magnusson, 2020, regarding estimates of overlap). Thus, even with significant
group differences in behavior, within-gender variability and between-group overlap
are seen.

Interests: Average differences between females and males in interests appear
early in childhood. Within children’s first year, researchers in a few studies have
detected average sex differences with moderate effect sizes in children’s interests in
people versus inanimate objects (e.g., pictures of faces vs. mechanical objects,
respectively). Girls demonstrated greater average interest in people, whereas boys
exhibited greater average interest in objects or “things” (see Alexander & Wilcox,
2012). However, many girls and boys did not show a preference for one type of
stimuli over the other.

In addition, average differences with large effect sizes have been noted between
girls’ and boys’ preferences for particular toys and play activities during childhood
(Cherney, 2018; Davis & Hines, 2020; Todd et al., 2017). Girls were much more
likely than boys to choose feminine-stereotyped toys and play activities such as
dolls, dress-up, and playing house. Conversely, boys were much more apt to favor
masculine-stereotyped toys and play activities such as vehicles, construction toys,
balls and sports activities, rough-and-tumble play, and action-adventure fantasy
play. These preferences begin to appear around 18 months of age for many children
(Serbin et al., 2001).

Preferences for gender-typed toys and play activities generally increase with age
(e.g., Davis & Hines, 2020). For some young children, these interests may be
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especially strong or “extremely intense” (DeLoache et al., 2007; Halim et al., 2014;
Johnson et al., 2004). In a study of 177 (presumably cisgender) children between
1 and 6 years of age, DeLoache et al. (2007) defined an extremely intense interest as
“relatively long lasting, shown in several different contexts. . ., and independently
noticed by people outside the immediate family” (p. 1579). The researchers found
29% of the children had “extremely intense” interests, 37% had “moderate” inter-
ests, and 34% did not indicate any strong interests. Extremely intense interests seen
predominantly or only among boys included vehicles, trains, machines, or dinosaurs.
In contrast, extreme interests found predominantly or only among girls were dress-
up and books/reading. (Overall, intense interests were substantially more likely
among boys than girls.) Researchers also noted a few intense interests seen in both
girls and boys (e.g., live animals). Intense interests emerged between 1 and 2 years of
age, and they tended to persist for an average of 22 months.

A second set of children may express intense interests in toys and activities that
are counter-stereotypical for their assigned gender—and simultaneously show dis-
interest in objects and activities that are stereotypical for their assigned gender
(Ahlqvist et al., 2013; Bailey et al., 2002; VanderLaan et al., 2015). These include
(but are not limited to) children who self-identified as transgender or were classified
by clinicians with gender identity disorder or gender dysphoria. Based on a recent
estimate of the incidence of youth self-identifying as transgender, one might tenta-
tively infer that intense cross-gender-typed interests occur among at least 1% of
children (Zucker, 2017).

Finally, in the previously reviewed studies, many toddlers and preschool-age
children did not initially exhibit different interests in people versus objects (Alex-
ander & Wilcox, 2012) or to masculine- versus feminine-stereotyped toys
(DeLoache et al., 2007). Accordingly, this third group of children may be relatively
susceptible to greater gender-role flexibility during development. Indeed, research in
the USA (Sandberg et al., 1993) and China (Yu &Winter, 2011) suggests that many
girls and boys express a combination of gender-typed and cross-gender-typed
interests and behaviors. However, this potential flexibility and breadth of interests
may partly depend on gender socialization practices (e.g., Brown & Stone, 2018;
Endendijk et al., 2018). For example, children infer messages from their environ-
ments regarding socially desirable and undesirable behaviors for their gender
ingroup (e.g., Bigler & Liben, 2007; Martin et al., 2002), which may affect their
subsequent motivations (Bussey & Bandura, 1999).

Physical activity level and related behaviors: Some (but not all) facets of
temperament seen between 3 months and 13 years of age have been associated
with reliable average gender differences with small-to-moderate effect sizes (Else-
Quest et al., 2006). These include physical-activity level and high-intensity pleasure-
seeking, which tend to be higher among boys than girls. Consistent with higher
average activity levels and high-intensity pleasure-seeking, studies indicated boys
tended to engage in more rough-and-tumble play than did girls (Else-Quest et al.,
2006).

Socioemotional competencies and related behaviors: During early childhood
(approximately 3–5 years of age), several behaviors related to socioemotional
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competence have been observed more likely among girls than boys with small-to-
moderate effect sizes. These included higher mean levels for girls in interpersonal
concern or empathy (e.g., Braza et al., 2009; Rhee et al., 2013), language and
communicative competence (e.g., Rhee et al., 2013; Leaper & Smith, 2004), and
impulse control (e.g., Else-Quest et al., 2006).

In contrast, researchers have noted higher average levels in physical aggression
and other externalizing behaviors among boys than girls with moderate-to-large
effect sizes (Card et al., 2008; Chaplin & Aldao, 2013). Also, studies indicated
higher average uses of controlling or domineering communication among boys than
girls during early childhood with a small effect size (see Leaper & Smith, 2004).

Interrelations among behaviors: Several of the above behaviors are interrelated
during early childhood: First, children’s differential interest in people versus objects
during their first year predicted interests at 4 years of age in feminine-stereotyped
versus masculine-stereotyped toys, respectively (Lauer et al., 2018). Second, chil-
dren with high activity levels may be especially interested in physical play activities
(Pellegrini et al., 2007). Third, high-intensity pleasure may lead children toward
rough-and-tumble play (Else-Quest et al., 2006). Fourth, language and communica-
tive skills may be related to empathy (Rhee et al., 2013). Fifth, children’s preference
for feminine-stereotyped toys was associated with socioemotional abilities (Wong &
Yeung, 2019). Finally, effortful control negatively predicted the likelihood of
physical aggression (Hay, 2007).

6.2.3.2 Evidence Regarding the Behavioral Compatibility Hypothesis

Only a few studies have tested the behavioral compatibility hypothesis in relation to
the onset of children’s preference for same-gender peers during early childhood
(from approximately 2½ to 5 years of age). Among the identified studies reviewed
below, the evidence is mixed. There is stronger support regarding some forms of
behavioral compatibility than others. With few exceptions the available studies cited
below were conducted in the USA, Canada, or the UK and with mostly White,
middle-class samples. Also, many of them were based on small samples (and thus
the total N is indicated for each cited study).

Links to toy and play interests: Four studies conducted in the USA or Canada
were identified that tested for associations between play interests and gender segre-
gation (or self-reported preference for same-gender peers) in early childhood. Two
studies of toddler and preschool-age children did not find associations between play
preferences and early gender segregation (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1987 [N ¼ 41];
Powlishta et al., 1993 [N ¼ 57]). However, shared play-activity preferences and
peer affiliations were related in three studies of preschool children in the USA and
Canada. In a study of children in Canada between 3 and 7 years (Serbin & Sprafkin,
1986 [N ¼ 147]), self-reported same-gender peer preferences and gender-typed toy
preferences were positively correlated. Among preschool children in the USA from
diverse ethnic backgrounds (Halim et al., 2013 [N ¼ 229]), increases from 4 to
5 years in gender-typed play and gender segregation were modestly correlated with
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one another. In another study using stochastic modeling (Martin et al., 2013
[N ¼ 292]), children between 4 and 5 years tended to demonstrate ties to same-
gender peers with similar gender-typed activity preferences; however, the emergence
of gender segregation was more strongly related to peer gender (57% of the variance)
than to peer play activity (18% of variance). With the exception of the latter study,
the previously cited reports do not provide strong evidence linking gender-typed toy
and play interests to the initial emergence of same-gender peer preferences in early
childhood.

Other studies have examined older children (4–13 years) with intense cross-
gender-typed toy and play interests. These youth tended to favor other-gender
peers who shared their interests (e.g., Ahlqvist et al., 2013; Bailey et al., 2002;
Fridell et al., 2006). The implications of the latter trend will be explored more fully
later (see Sect. 6.4.3).

Links to activity level and related behaviors: Six studies of preschool-age
children in the USA tested the association between activity level and same-gender
peer preferences. In support of the behavioral compatibility hypothesis, three of
them found that preschool-age children with high-activity temperaments were more
likely to affiliate with peers based on activity level than gender. In one report, the
pattern was seen in both girls and boys (Gleason et al., 2005 [N¼ 75]); in a second, it
was indicated only among girls (Pellegrini et al., 2007 [N ¼ 73]); and, in a third, it
was found only among boys (Martin et al., 2011a [N ¼ 74]). Finally, four other
studies of preschoolers did not detect associations among child gender, activity level,
and peer preference (Hoffmann & Powlishta, 2001 [N ¼ 39]; Howes & Phillipsen,
1992 [N ¼ 40]; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1987 [Sample 1: N ¼ 53; Sample 2: N ¼ 43]).

As noted earlier, higher average levels of physical activity and high-intensity
pleasure-seeking may be related to preferences for rough-and-tumble play (Else-
Quest et al., 2006). In support of the behavioral compatibility hypothesis, two studies
of preschoolers in the USA found that boys were likely to favor peers who engaged
in rough-and-tumble play (Colwell & Lindsey, 2005 [N ¼ 60]; Martin et al., 2011b
[N ¼ 74]). In one of these studies, girls also disfavored boys who engaged in rough
play (Colwell & Lindsey, 2005). Two other investigations conducted in the USA did
not find associations between rough-and-tumble play and gender segregation (Hoff-
mann & Powlishta, 2001 [N ¼ 39]; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1987 [Sample 2: N ¼ 43]).
Another study unexpectedly found the association between rough play and gender
segregation was positive among girls and nonsignificant among boys (Maccoby &
Jacklin, 1987 [Sample 1: N ¼ 53]).

Links to socioemotional competencies and related behaviors: A few studies
conducted in the USA or Canada tested the association between socioemotional
competence and the onset of gender segregation. In one pertinent investigation of
3-year-olds (Moller & Serbin, 1996 [N ¼ 57]), preschool teachers rated gender-
segregating girls as higher in social skills and lower in disruptive behavior compared
to gender-segregating boys. Teachers rated non-segregating girls and boys as more
similar in social skills and disruptive behavior. However, a longitudinal study of 1-
to 4-year-olds did not find gender differences in social skill predicted same-gender
friendships; instead, similarity in social skills was related to all friendships regardless
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of the child’s gender (Howes & Phillipsen, 1992 [N ¼ 40]). Also, three studies did
not find that gender segregation in preschool samples was related to peer similarities
in either impulse control (Gleason et al., 2005 [N ¼ 75]) or aggressive behavior
(Hoffmann & Powlishta, 2001 [N ¼ 39]; Martin et al., 2011b [N ¼ 74]).

Perhaps social skills become more important in girls’ peer preferences once
gender segregation is underway. For example, in a study of 5-year-olds in Spain,
socioemotional behaviors (e.g., talking, affection, sharing resources) predicted
same-gender peer preferences among girls but not boys (Braza et al., 2012). In
general, however, there has been no consistent evidence that behavioral compatibil-
ity regarding socioemotional skills or aggression underlies the initial emergence of
gender segregation around 3 to 4 years of age.

6.2.4 Gender-Related Cognitions

According to gender schema theory, the acquisition of a concept of gender shapes
children’s perceptions of their worlds and self-concepts. That is, once children self-
categorize themselves into a gender category, they tend to pay more attention to
information that is relevant to their gender ingroup (Martin et al., 2002). By
extension, according to the cognitive consonance hypothesis, children will prefer
peers who belong to their self-identified gender ingroup (see Perry et al., 2019;
Tobin et al., 2010). This proposition is also consistent with social identity theories of
group belonging (Harris, 1995; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) as well as the gender self-
socialization model (Perry et al., 2019; Tobin et al., 2010). As reviewed below, the
evidence in support of the cognitive consonance hypothesis is mixed.

6.2.4.1 Early Gender-Related Cognitions

The marking of gender via appearance (e.g., hairstyles and length, makeup, clothing
colors) and language (e.g., gendered nouns and pronouns) heightens the salience of
gender in children’s everyday lives (Bigler & Liben, 2007). Children show increas-
ing evidence of category-attribute associations (e.g., linking female and male faces
with gender-typed toys) between 1 and 2 years of age—and possibly even younger
(see Martin et al., 2002; Serbin et al., 2001). They demonstrate a verbal concept of
gender around 2 years of age when they use verbal gender categories to reference
others (i.e., gender labeling). Evidence of gender self-categorization (i.e., gender
identity) occurs around 2½ years of age (see Martin et al., 2002). During the
preschool-age years, most children also begin to form rigid gender-stereotyped
beliefs (see Martin et al., 2002). This is the same age period when children typically
begin to affiliate more with same-gender peers. With increases in cognitive flexibil-
ity during the transition into middle childhood (around 7 years of age), children
become somewhat more flexible in their gender beliefs (Katz & Ksansnak, 1994).
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6.2.4.2 Evidence Regarding the Cognitive Consonance Hypothesis

According to the cognitive consonance hypothesis, young children (between
approximately 2 and 4 years of age) are more likely to prefer same-gender playmates
if they acquired the ability to gender label others (gender labeling) or themselves
(gender identity or self-categorization). Two studies in the USA lent support to this
hypothesis. One employed observations of peer preference (Fagot, 1985 [N ¼ 54])
and another study was based on self-reported peer preferences (Martin & Little, 1990
[N ¼ 61]). However, five other studies did not detect an association between gender
concepts (labeling or identity) and same-gender peer preferences. The latter included
research conducted in the USA, Canada, or the UK (Campbell et al., 2004 [N ¼ 56];
Moller & Serbin, 1996 [N ¼ 57]; Serbin & Sprafkin, 1986 [N ¼ 147]; Smetana &
Letourneau, 1984 [N ¼ 64]), as well as across four diverse non-Western cultures
(Munroe & Romney, 2006 [N¼ 192]). Perhaps variations across studies in measures
or other methods led to the disparate findings (see Martin & Ruble, 2010).

Whereas the capacity for the verbal categorization of gender may not be neces-
sary for the initial emergence of gender segregation, perhaps nonverbal category-
attribute associations (e.g., Serbin et al., 2001) are a precursor. To my knowledge,
this has not been tested. Also, as I review later in the chapter (see Sect. 6.3.1), the
formation of gender schemas (e.g., stereotyped expectations) is implicated in the
development and maintenance of gender segregation from early to middle
childhood.

6.2.5 Need for Multidimensional and Multi-Domain
Approach

With a few exceptions, the research has not lent strong support to either the
behavioral compatibility or the cognitive consonance hypotheses for the beginning
of gender segregation in early childhood (approximately 2½ to 5 years). Going
forward, we must seek a deeper understanding of the possible combined impacts of
behavioral compatibility and gender-related cognitions on child-initiated gender
segregation (e.g., Martin et al., 2011b). Toward this aim, more studies with larger
samples need to consider the interrelations among multiple variables over time (e.g.,
Barbu et al., 2000; Berenbaum et al., 2018; Martin et al., 2005; Martin et al.,
2011b) as well as how they are measured (see Martin & Ruble, 2010). I discuss
some possible directions below.

6.2.5.1 Multi-Domain Approach to Behavioral Compatibility

As summarized earlier, there are multiple types of behavior associated with average
gender differences in early childhood. These include toy and play interests,
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temperament, aggression, and interpersonal styles. However, children may vary in
the particular kinds of gender-related behaviors that they find most attractive in
peers. For some, having similar temperaments may be key, whereas for others shared
play interests may be more important. Therefore, when testing the influence of
behavioral compatibility on the emergence of gender segregation, researchers may
find it helpful to consider several behavioral domains in which children experience
behavioral compatibility.

Within each behavioral domain, further differentiations can be made. For exam-
ple, even among children with gender-typed interests, there are variations in specific
types of preferred play (Tobin et al., 2010). For example, one boy may favor sports
while another boy may enjoy action figures, and each boy might not share the other’s
play interest. Also, there are multiple facets of temperament (e.g., activity level, self-
control) and competence-related social behaviors (e.g., aggression, empathy, com-
munication) that each may affect some children’s peer preferences more than others.

Thus, children may differ in the relative importance they attach to facets of each
of these behavioral domains when seeking out peers. However, if several features are
correlated with gender, the ultimate effect may be a probabilistic tendency toward
same-gender peer affiliations. This view is reflected in dynamic systems models of
gender development (e.g., Martin & Ruble, 2010), which emphasizes the interplay of
multiple sub-systems (e.g., physiological, cognitive, interpersonal, cultural). Also,
the dynamic systems approach acknowledges how different experiences and pro-
cesses can lead to similar outcomes, known as equifinality (von Bertalanffy, 1968;
Leaper, 1985; Rosenfeld, 2002). Thus, children may vary in particular processes that
lead them to favor same-gender peers. For example, for some children, having
compatibility in one set of behaviors may be important; in contrast, for other
children, compatibility in another set of behaviors may matter.

6.2.5.2 Multidimensional and Multi-Domain Approach to Gender
Identity and Schemas

Applying a multidimensional and multi-domain model of gender-related cognition
may reveal if and how young children’s gender concepts guide their peer prefer-
ences. Developmental scientists have long emphasized the multidimensional nature
of gender schemas (e.g., Huston, 1985; Liben & Bigler, 2002; Perry et al., 2019;
Ruble et al., 2006; Signorella, 1999; Tobin et al., 2010). For example, children
commonly form concepts and beliefs about gender in relation to physical appear-
ance, recreational activities, personal-social traits, relationships, roles, and other
domains (Tobin et al., 2010).

Contemporary models of gender identity are also multidimensional (e.g., Tobin
et al., 2010). Besides a person’s self-labeling into a gender category, gender identity
incorporates evaluative components. These include felt typicality (perceived simi-
larity to same- or other-gender peers), centrality (importance of gender as an
identity), and contentedness (satisfaction with expectations for gender ingroup),
among other components (see Perry et al., 2019). Specific gender identity
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dimensions have been implicated in the development and maintenance of gender
segregation (and other ingroup affiliations) from early childhood into adolescence
(e.g., Martin et al., 2011b; Molano & Jones, 2018; Tobin et al., 2010; Perry et al.,
2019). For example, in one study (Martin et al., 2011b), preschool children’s
proportion of gender-segregated play was moderately associated with their perceived
similarity (i.e., typicality) to same-gender peers.

Extending a multidimensional and multi-domain approach to studies of
preschool-age children may illuminate if and how gender-related cognitions affect
the onset of same-gender peer preferences. Furthermore, to make things even more
complicated and ambitious for a given study, researchers might investigate interre-
lations among multiple forms of behavioral compatibility and multiple dimensions
of gender-related cognition. To my knowledge, this kind of analysis has not yet been
conducted.

6.3 Maintenance and Consequences of Gender Segregation
in Childhood and Beyond

As reviewed above, the research evidence is somewhat ambiguous regarding reasons
for the initial onset of gender segregation during early childhood. In contrast, there is
a clearer understanding of the processes that maintain gender segregation during
childhood and adolescence. In this next section, I summarize how group socializa-
tion processes function in children’s gender-segregated peer groups. Finally, I
highlight some of the consequences of institutionalized forms of gender segregation
in school and work settings.

6.3.1 Peer Groups in Childhood and Adolescence

Identifying with a group is generally associated with a set of cognitive and social
processes (Harris, 1995; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). These include ingroup bias,
ingroup assimilation, outgroup stereotyping and prejudice, and (sometimes)
outgroup hostility. Developmental scientists have documented how these processes
shape children’s gender in the context of same-gender peer groups (see Bigler &
Liben, 2007; Leaper, 1994, 2000, 2015; Maccoby, 1998; Martin et al., 2017;
Powlishta, 1995; Tobin et al., 2010). This work is explained next.

6.3.1.1 Ingroup Bias

Once individuals identify with a group, they routinely develop ingroup bias whereby
persons and attributes associated with the ingroup are typically valued over those of
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the outgroup. Accordingly, as children get older, they tend to affiliate more with
same-gender peers. Also, they commonly evaluate ingroup members and the char-
acteristics (e.g., styles, objects, traits, activities, roles) associated with their gender
ingroup more favorably than those associated with the gender outgroup. Indeed, the
tendency toward positive ingroup bias was seen during the preschool years as
children started to affiliate with same-gender peers (Gasparini et al., 2015; Yee &
Brown, 1994). This bias also appears pervasive throughout middle childhood
(Castelli et al., 2007; Peragine et al., 2020; Powlishta, 1995; Robnett & Susskind,
2010; Serbin et al., 1993; Zosuls et al., 2011).

Ingroup bias is also emphasized in the gender self-socialization model, which
integrates aspects of social identity theory, balanced identity theory, and gender
schema theory (Perry et al., 2019; Tobin et al., 2010). According to the model, “the
primary role of gender identity is to motivate children to emulate whatever stereo-
types they have internalized” regarding their gender ingroup (Tobin et al., 2010,
p. 613). As studies guided by gender schema theory have previously documented,
children generally pay more attention to information viewed as relevant to their
gender ingroup (Liben & Bigler, 2002; Martin et al., 2002). Over time, they usually
adopt more gender-typed attitudes and behaviors and they strengthen their gender
ingroup identity (described more fully in the next section).

Research suggests that ingroup bias may increasingly motivate children’s gender
segregation from early to middle childhood. Moreover, this bias may override
selecting peers based on behavioral compatibility. In a short-term longitudinal
study, Pellegrini et al. (2007) followed children in a preschool from fall to spring.
Highly active girls initially preferred playing with similarly active boys at the outset
of the year; however, by the end of the year, highly active girls sought peers based on
their gender more than their activity level. For the boys, peer preferences during both
fall and spring were based primarily on the peer’s gender group membership rather
than the peer’s activity level.

6.3.1.2 Ingroup Assimilation

Positive ingroup biases can become a basis for self-esteem when individuals feel
good about belonging to an ingroup (Harris, 1995; Perry et al., 2019; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). These sentiments can strengthen children’s motivation to maintain
ties with the group. Thus, a second process associated with group socialization is
ingroup assimilation. Group members commonly enforce conformity in one another
through praise or criticism (Harris, 1995; Miller et al., 2013; Tobin et al., 2010).
Ultimately, however, individuals who value their ingroup membership usually
internalize the group’s behavioral and attitudinal norms. Accordingly, some
researchers have characterized children’s same-gender peer groups as “gender
cultures” in which differing social norms are expressed and maintained (see
Maccoby, 1998; Rose et al., 2011; Underwood, 2004). In support of this supposition,
Martin and Fabes (2001) observed that the amount of time that preschool or
kindergarten children spent with same-gender peers predicted increases over
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6 months in gender-typed behaviors and decreases in cross-gender-typed behaviors.
The researchers characterized this process as a gradient or “social dosage effect,”
whereby the degree of ingroup assimilation was proportional to the amount of time
affiliating with ingroup members (also see Bennet et al., 2020; Halim et al., 2013;
Neal et al., 2017 for longitudinal studies documenting similar effects during early
childhood).

The process of ingroup assimilation is explained in the gender self-socialization
model (Tobin et al., 2010), which is based on the balanced identity theory
(Greenwald et al., 2002). In the model, children are motivated to seek concordance
across their gender group identity (i.e., individual’s association between self and
group, e.g., “I am a girl”), gender group-based schemas (i.e., individual’s associa-
tions between groups and personal-social attributes; e.g., “Girls like playing with
dolls”), and self-concepts (i.e., individual’s associations between self and personal-
social attributes; e.g., “I like playing with dolls”). An adapted version of the model is
presented in Fig. 6.1.

Three types of processes are postulated in the gender self-socialization model:
Stereotype emulation occurs when children who strongly identify with their gender
ingroup subsequently seek to adopt gender-typical attributes (e.g., “I identify as a
girl and therefore I like what other girls like”). Stereotype construction transpires
when children assume other ingroup members share many of the same interests and

Self

AttributesGroup

SELF-
CONCEPT

GROUP
IDENTITY

GROUP
SCHEMAS

Ingroup identity
dimensions
(e.g., centrality,

typicality, ingroup ties)

Other group
identities

(e.g., ethnic/racial
identity, felt typicality

to other gender)

Biobehavioral
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(e.g., temperament)

Prior experiences
(e.g., practice,
feedback)

Environmental
salience of group

Available ingroup
role models and
opportunity
structure

Cognitive
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Fig. 6.1 Adaptation of gender self-socialization model (based on Greenwald et al., 2002; Tobin
et al., 2010). Self-concept is based on associations between self and personal-social attributes (e.g.,
interests, self-perceived competencies, values). Group identity is derived from associations of self
and group (e.g., gender ingroup identity). Group schemas reflect associations between groups and
attributes (e.g., gender knowledge, stereotyped, attitudes). Constructs in shaded hexagrams are
hypothesized moderators of self-concept, group identity, and group schemas. Also, cognitive
development and cognitive flexibility are hypothesized to moderate several components in the
model. These are some of the notable factors that would be expected to moderate the dynamic
interaction of the components in the model
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values (“I like being a boy and I like football, and therefore other boys must like
football”). In addition, identity construction ensues when children observe they and
other ingroup members share similar interests (“I like dolls and other girls like dolls,
and therefore I identify as a girl”). In the gender self-socialization model, these
processes occur in tandem and reciprocally over time (Tobin et al., 2010). (Balanced
identity theory and the gender self-socialization model refer to stereotypes and
attitudes rather than schemas. I favor the latter term because schemas encompass
gender-based knowledge in addition to stereotyped beliefs and attitudes).

Although younger children may not have the cognitive abilities to logically infer
consistency across all three components at the same time (Abrams et al., 2014;
Patterson & Bigler, 2018), evidence suggests concordance tends to occur between at
least two of the components in early childhood––such as between group identity and
group-based stereotypes (see Tobin et al., 2010). Also, concordance among all three
components may more likely occur at an implicit (i.e., unconscious) than explicit
level of cognitive processing among children (Cvencek et al., 2016) and adults
(Greenwald et al., 2002).

Stereotype (or schema) construction, identity construction, and stereotype
(or schema) emulation have been implicated in studies of early gender segregation.
From approximately 3–6 years of age, children begin to formulate expectations
about their gender ingroup (i.e., stereotype/schema construction). For example,
during this period, researchers observed that children increasingly expected same-
gender peers would share similar gender-typed play interests (Barbu et al., 2000;
Martin et al., 2011b; Powlishta, 1995). During the same period, children increasingly
expressed preference for peers with similar play activity interests (i.e., identity
construction [Alexander & Hines, 1994]). Studies also indicated children increas-
ingly anticipated social approval for selecting same-gender peers and disapproval for
selecting other-gender peers. Holding these expectations, in turn, was correlated
with children’s own same-gender peer ties (Martin et al., 1999). As researchers have
documented, these expectations often reflect children’s reality; that is, children who
violate group norms are often subjected to peer disapproval and teasing (e.g., Miller
et al., 2013; Reigeluth & Addis, 2016; Sroufe et al., 1993).

The peer group’s attitudinal and behavioral norms often become personal stan-
dards and interests (i.e., stereotype/schema emulation). As a consequence, children’s
internalization of the group’s norms has a self-regulatory function (Bussey &
Bandura, 1999; Martin et al., 2002; Tobin et al., 2010); that is, over time, children
and adolescents are usually motivated to seek consonance among their gender
identities, gender beliefs, and behavioral preferences (Tobin et al., 2010). Further-
more, they are apt to hold negative views toward gender-nonconforming peers (e.g.,
Kwan et al., 2020; Nabbijohn et al., 2020).

The maintenance of these boundaries and the imposition of conformity pressures
are generally more rigid among boys than girls (see Leaper, 2015). This pattern is
consistent with intergroup research indicating ingroup boundaries are generally
more rigid for high-status than low-status groups (e.g., Bigler et al., 2001)—
and males have higher status than do females in patriarchal societies (Glick &
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Fiske, 2001). Whereas cross-gender-typed behavior can sometimes enhance a girl’s
status, it typically diminishes a boy’s status (Feinman, 1981).

Another reason that ingroup assimilation ensues is that peer groups provide
children with opportunities and incentives to practice particular behaviors (Leaper,
1994, 2000; Leaper & Bigler, 2018; Martin & Fabes, 2001). In same-gender peer
groups, children engage in the behaviors that are typical for the ingroup (e.g., girls
will likely play together with dolls). Conversely, they are not likely to practice
behaviors that are considered more typical of any outgroups (e.g., girls are unlikely
to play together with trucks). Children’s enactment of gender-typed behaviors
thereby increases. In contrast, their expression of cross-gender-typed behaviors
diminishes over time as a function of time spent with same-gender peers (Halim
et al., 2013; Martin & Fabes, 2001). This process helps to account for how contex-
tual variations in peer norms affect the likelihood that particular behaviors become
adopted (e.g., see Chang, 2004; Jewell et al., 2015).

The opportunity structure in peer groups can have long-term conse-
quences (Leaper, 2000). Practiced behaviors are more likely to foster feelings of
self-efficacy and lead to greater competence (Bussey & Bandura, 1999; Martin et al.,
2013). Hence, gender-differentiated experiences may affect the kinds of academic
competencies, recreational interests, and socioemotional skills that are developed
(Leaper, 2000, 2015; Leaper & Bigler, 2018). Indeed, many average gender differ-
ences in these domains increase during childhood and adolescence (Leaper, 2015;
Rose & Rudolph, 2006).

The foregoing review of ingroup assimilation has focused on gender development
in the context of peer groups. When examining gender segregation, it is pertinent to
distinguish between interactions among members of a peer group (or a friendship
network) versus individuals in dyadic friendships. Children are usually more sensi-
tive to how others view them within group settings than dyadic relationships (Harris,
1995). Consequently, individuals are more likely to conform to others’ expectations
during group settings than dyadic interactions. That is, processes of ingroup assim-
ilation generally occur within group contexts. In contrast, individuals are more likely
to explore their personal interests in dyadic relationships. Thus, social identities tend
to be enacted within group settings, whereas personal identities are expressed in
dyadic relationships (Harris, 1995). Accordingly, researchers observed that children
and adolescents were more likely to affiliate with other-gender peers in friendships
outside of school settings (Sroufe et al., 1993). Also, some studies indicated average
gender differences in social behavior (e.g., assertive and affiliative communication,
activity choices) were less likely in mixed-gender than same-gender relationships
during early and middle childhood (e.g., Fabes et al., 2003; Leaper & Smith, 2004;
Underwood, 2004).

Relative differences in amounts of time spent in groups versus dyadic friendships
may also affect gender socialization. In research comparing children’s average time
in groups versus either dyads or triads, boys spent more time in groups and girls
spent more time in dyads or triads (Benenson et al., 1997). By spending greater time
in groups, many boys therefore may experience more conformity pressures that
inhibit facets of their personal identities. Conversely, by participating more in dyadic
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friendships, many girls may experience greater flexibility to pursue a wider range of
interests associated with their personal identities (see Harris, 1995).

6.3.1.3 Outgroup Stereotyping, Prejudice, and Hostility

A third set of intergroup processes include outgroup stereotyping and prejudice
(Bigler & Liben, 2007; Harris, 1995; Leaper, 2000, 2015). More specifically, these
intergroup biases include exaggerating differences between members of one’s
ingroup versus an outgroup (between-group contrast), viewing outgroup members
as sharing similar characteristics (outgroup homogeneity [i.e., stereotyping]), and
possibly holding hostile attitudes toward an outgroup (outgroup hostility).

From approximately 3–7 years of age, children quickly learn and endorse cultural
gender stereotypes (e.g., Liben & Bigler, 2002). During middle childhood, youth
better recognize that many forms of gender typing are cultural conventions that can
be challenged (e.g., Carter & Patterson, 1982). Nonetheless, many children inter-
nalize these conventions as personal standards and values (Bussey & Bandura, 1999;
Carter & Patterson, 1982; Kwan et al., 2020), and they endorse traditional gender
ideologies regarding expected behaviors for boys and girls (e.g., Farkas & Leaper,
2016; Richmond et al., 2015; Thompson Jr. & Bennett, 2015). Gender-segregated
peer groups are potent contexts for establishing and maintaining these biases
(Leaper, 1994, 2000, 2015). Furthermore, as discussed next, the internalization of
these ideologies can lead to sexist behaviors.

Intergroup researchers have noted that individuals sometimes express hostility or
negative bias toward outgroups (i.e., outgroup hostility or intergroup bias [Harris,
1995; Tajfel & Turner, 1979]). With regard to gender-segregated peer groups during
childhood, however, developmental researchers have generally found positive
ingroup bias more common than outgroup hostility (Powlishta et al., 1994; Robnett
& Susskind, 2010; Zosuls et al., 2011). For example, in these studies, children
tended to evaluate traits associated with their gender ingroup more positively than
those associated with the gender outgroup; however, they did not typically denigrate
the traits associated with the gender outgroup. One exception was seen in a US study
of 9- and 10-year-olds, wherein boys with many same-gender friends were apt to
derogate feminine-stereotyped traits (Robnett & Susskind, 2010).

Intergroup hostility is most likely when there is a competition for resources
(Green & Rechis, 2006). Given that most girls and boys tend to play apart from
one another during childhood, they may largely act in separate worlds that do not
usually elicit outgroup hostility. However, manifestations of gender-outgroup hos-
tility become more apparent during adolescence with the advent of heterosexual
dating expectations for many youth (Leaper, 2015).

Simultaneous increases in both heterosexual intimacy and gender-outgroup hos-
tility during adolescence may seem paradoxical. As explicated in ambivalent sexism
theory (Glick & Fiske, 2001), traditional heterosexual dating scripts are inherently
ambivalent. Even though women and men are interdependent in heterosexual rela-
tionships, asymmetries traditionally exist in their relative status and power.
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Ambivalence is manifested via the combination of hostile and benevolent types of
sexism. Hostile sexism refers to a belief in male superiority as well as negative
attitudes toward gender-nonconforming individuals. These attitudes help to maintain
men’s dominance in gender relations (Glick & Fiske, 2001). Benevolent sexism
includes protective paternalism (i.e., belief that men must protect women) and
complementary gender differentiation (i.e., belief that women and men are different
and complement one another). Although facets of benevolent sexism are attractive to
many heterosexual women and men, they perpetuate traditional gender roles and
status imbalances (Glick & Fiske, 2001; Leaper et al., 2020).

Benevolent sexism is typically manifested during adolescence through traditional
heterosexual dating scripts. For example, these include the expectations that the boy
asks the girl for a date and then pays for any expenses. Many heterosexual youth
continue to favor these traditional scripts, as documented in studies with adolescents
in the USA (Farkas & Leaper, 2016), adolescents in Spain (Montañés et al., 2013),
and undergraduates in the USA (Paynter & Leaper, 2016; Robnett & Leaper, 2013).

Hostile sexism, expressed as sexual harassment, tends to increase over the course
of adolescence in the USA and other countries (see Leaper & Brown, 2018 for a
review). For example, it includes sexually disparaging comments, anti-LGBTQ
insults, unwanted sexual attention, unwanted touching, and sexual coercion. Many
cisgender boys and girls instigate sexual harassment toward other-gender (as well as
same-gender) peers. However, boys are more likely than girls to be the perpetrators
of these acts. Also, transgender and other gender-nonconforming youth are at higher
risk as targets for sexual harassment (see Leaper & Brown, 2018; Shiffman et al.,
2016).

According to some researchers, gender-based power asymmetries and hostility
seen during adolescence partly emanate from the bifurcated gender relations expe-
rienced throughout childhood (e.g., see Leaper, 2000; Maccoby, 1998). They further
argue that these effects could be mitigated through greater gender integration during
childhood and adolescence (e.g., Fabes et al., 2018; Leaper, 1994). For example, this
can be achieved through the creation of cooperative mixed-gender workgroups in
classrooms and extracurricular programs (see Fabes et al., 2018; Leaper & Brown,
2014).

6.3.2 Institutionalized Gender Segregation in School
and Work Settings

As reviewed next, several institutional practices perpetuate and maintain gender
segregation in many educational and work settings.
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6.3.2.1 Single-Gender Schooling

Many children are sent to single-gender schools or to coeducational schools with
single-gender classrooms. Also, some adults elect to attend single-gender colleges.
Proponents of single-gender schooling have argued that students fare better in these
contexts for a variety of presumed reasons (e.g., putative sex differences in learning).
However, a comprehensive meta-analysis concluded there were no meaningful
differences in academic outcomes between students at coeducational and single-
gender schools when controlling for socioeconomic background, prior performance,
and other factors (Pahlke et al., 2014). Moreover, several developmental researchers
have criticized single-gender schools and classrooms for perpetuating traditional
gender divisions and reinforcing gender-stereotyped attitudes (e.g., Bigler et al.,
2014; Fabes et al., 2018; Halpern et al., 2011). Based on recent research of high
school and college students enrolled at either single-gender or coeducational schools
in Hong Kong, those attending single-gender schools found it more challenging to
adapt to mixed-gender interactions, even after controlling for a range of potential
confounding factors (Wong et al., 2018). However, as reviewed next, coeducational
colleges also can reinforce gender divisions and inequities.

6.3.2.2 Fraternities and Sororities

At many coeducational colleges in the USA, students affiliate with gender-segre-
gated fraternities and sororities. These are potentially influential contexts for the
formation of gender-based social identities that exaggerate some aspects of gender
typing. In some studies, students who belonged to fraternities or sororities were more
likely than other students to endorse traditional gender roles, anti-LGBTQ attitudes,
and rape-tolerant attitudes. Furthermore, these affiliations were associated with
higher likelihoods of men’s sexual objectification of women, women’s self-
objectification, and men’s sexual assaults against women (DeSantis, 2007; Minow
& Einolf, 2009; Murnen & Kohlman, 2007; Worthen, 2014).

In a meta-analytic review, researchers tested men’s fraternity membership in
relation to their attitudes and self-reported behaviors concerning sexual aggression
(Murnen & Kohlman, 2007). Small yet meaningful average effect sizes were
indicated; however, the size of the college’s student body and the men’s age
moderated the magnitude of the correlations. Larger effects were seen at smaller
than larger colleges as well as among older than younger men. The authors specu-
lated that fraternities might have a more pronounced impact on men at smaller
colleges because there are fewer alternative opportunities for peer group affiliation.
Also, the stronger association among older men may reflect the socializing effect of
belonging to the fraternity over time. However, longitudinal research is needed to
better understand if and how fraternities shape men’s misogynistic attitudes and
behaviors.
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6.3.2.3 Athletic and Academic Programs

With few exceptions, school athletics remain largely gender-segregated from ele-
mentary school into college. Some critics have argued that this segregation reifies
traditional gender ideologies and prejudices (e.g., Anderson, 2008; Messner &
Bozada-Deas, 2009). Consequently, they have called for greater gender integration
in physical education classes and some school sports teams (e.g., Hills & Croston,
2012; Women’s Sports Foundation, 2011; see Staurowsky et al., 2007, for a review
of issues and debates concerning gender equity in physical education and athletics).

In addition, there is informal gender segregation through college students’ selec-
tion of particular majors in college. Of particular concern to policymakers and
researchers has been the gender gap in engineering, computer science, and the
physical sciences (see Cheryan et al., 2017). Men are disproportionally represented
in these majors in the USA and many other countries. In contrast, women are
disproportionally represented in majors in nursing, teacher education, and the
humanities (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Researchers have highlighted
multiple social processes that perpetuate these gender inequities (e.g., Cheryan et al.,
2017; Leaper & Starr, 2019).

6.3.2.4 Occupations

Work settings can provide adults with opportunities to interact and form collabora-
tive relations with other-gender peers (Markiewicz et al., 2000). However, several
occupations remain largely gender-segregated across the world (Cohen, 2013; Das &
Kotikula, 2019). Notably, the fields that remain male-dominated are among the
highest-paying occupations (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Furthermore,
women who enter male-dominated college majors or professions, such as computer
science or engineering, often encounter a masculine culture that makes it challenging
to feel like they belong (Cheryan et al., 2017). Accordingly, increasing greater parity
based on gender (as well as other identities) in occupations at all levels is considered
key to reducing inequalities in society (World Economic Forum, 2020).

6.4 Toward an Integrative Developmental Systems Model
of Gender Segregation

In this section, I present a preliminary integrative systems model of gender segre-
gation that weaves together some of the research programs and theories reviewed in
earlier parts of this chapter (also see Leaper, 2018). Systems models of gender
development emphasize the dynamic interplay of multiple sub-systems at physio-
logical, cognitive, interpersonal, and cultural levels (e.g., Martin & Ruble, 2010).
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I begin by highlighting the relevance of variability during development, which
includes the ranges within each gender group as well as the overlap between groups
in behaviors. As subsequently explained, some children appear to have strong
dispositions (e.g., interests, personalities) appearing at early ages that are either
highly gender-typed (e.g., girls interested in dress-up play) or highly cross-gender-
typed (e.g., boys interested in dress-up play). Those children with strong
gender-typed dispositions may become salient role models that many same-gender
peers emulate. However, children with strong cross-gender-typed interests may find
it difficult to reconcile their personal interests with traditional gender-role
expectations.

6.4.1 Between-Group Overlap and Within-Gender Variability

For reasons subsequently explained, both between-group overlap and within-gender
variability need to be considered more systematically when investigating the devel-
opment of gender segregation. As highlighted in numerous meta-analyses testing for
average (cis)gender differences, there is typically much overlap between girls and
boys in the distributions of their scores for a given behavior (Hyde, 2005). For
example, consider the very large average gender difference of d ¼ 1.6 for toy
preferences that was documented in a recent meta-analysis (Davis & Hines, 2020).
This effect size corresponds to a 42% overlap between groups (Magnusson, 2020)—
meaning that many cisgender girls and boys have similar toy interests despite the
very large average difference. Relatedly, there is also variability within each gender
group. For example, girls vary in the extent that they prefer doll play while boys vary
in the degrees that they enjoy construction play.

As previously reviewed, there are average gender differences in interests and
behavioral styles. At the same time, there are within-group variations among
cisgender girls and among cisgender boys. For any given domain, some children’s
interests and behavioral styles may be highly concordant with gender-based cultural
expectations. Other children’s interests and behaviors may be highly incompatible
with these cultural expectations. Finally, many children may fall somewhere
between these ends of the continuum and exhibit a mixture of gender-typed and
cross-gender-typed interests and behaviors (see Carothers & Reis, 2013; Joel &
Vikhanski, 2019, for illustrations of this kind of analysis). This variability may help
to explain if and when behavioral compatibility affects children’s peer preferences
(Leaper, 2018).

Earlier it was noted that some children have especially intense interests in
particular toys and play activities. For example, researchers observed that boys
were more likely than girls to have intense interests in toy vehicles, whereas girls
were more likely to have intense interests in dress-up (DeLoache et al., 2007). Also,
some children have strong behavioral dispositions. For example, boys were more
likely than girls to have high-activity temperaments (Else-Quest et al., 2006).
Research additionally indicates that some children have intense interests and
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behavioral dispositions that are counter-stereotypical for their gender (Bailey et al.,
2002; Halim et al., 2014; VanderLaan et al., 2015). For example, some boys
intensely like dress-up play, and some girls greatly enjoy physically active play. In
between these extremes of intense stereotypical tendencies and intense counter-
stereotypical tendencies, many young children do not initially have strong interests
or behavioral styles.

For children with intense interests, behavioral compatibility may play a more
critical role in choosing peers. For example, boys with intense interests in sports or
vehicles may be especially attracted to peers who share this interest (who are most
likely cisgender boys). In one study previously described, preschool-age girls with
high-activity temperaments initially affiliated more with boys who were compatible
in activity level; however, in succeeding years, these girls shifted toward playing
with girls as their gender identity possibly became more central (Pellegrini et al.,
2007). In a similar manner, researchers observed gender-nonconforming children
who strongly preferred cross-gender-typed play activities were more likely to inter-
act with other-gender peers (e.g., Fridell et al., 2006).

In my proposed model, gender-related variations in intense interests and strong
behavioral dispositions may be important in the development of gender segregation
for many children. Those with strong gender-typed interests and behavioral styles
may be especially prone to seeking out peers with similar dispositions. Furthermore,
as explained next, children with strong gender-typed behavioral dispositions may
become role models for other peers to follow.

6.4.2 Emulating Culturally Meaningful Role Models

Cultures vary in their relative degrees for equal versus inequal opportunities in
society for individuals based on their gender (Brandt, 2011; Leaper, 2000; World
Economic Forum, 2020). Children generally look to prototypical models in their
environments to inform their understanding of desirable behaviors for their gender
ingroup (Bussey & Bandura, 1999; Tobin et al., 2010). When individuals have
strong interests and behavioral styles that are highly concordant with cultural
expectations for their gender ingroup, they may become role models that other
children emulate. Hence, individuals who are highly representative of gender arche-
types in their culture may be salient and influential exemplars for other peers—
perhaps especially among either those who are already somewhat gender-typed in
their interests and behavioral styles or those who do not have intense interests or
strong behavioral dispositions. In contrast, peers who are highly emblematic of
cultural gender prototypes may not be seen as attractive to children with cross-
gender-typed interests and styles.

According to the gender self-socialization model (Tobin et al., 2010), individuals
seek to attain concordance across their gender group identity, their self-perceived
personal-social attributes, and their beliefs about the personal-social attributes asso-
ciated with their gender ingroup. Hence, if a person’s self-perceived personal-social
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attributes are concordant with a gender ingroup, they may identify more strongly
with that group (i.e., identity construction). By extension, perhaps young children
with gender-stereotypical intense interests or strong gender-typed behavioral dispo-
sitions are most likely to favor same-gender peers with compatible personal-social
attributes.

As additionally posited in the gender self-socialization model, if children identify
with a gender ingroup, then they are motivated to adopt the characteristics associated
with the gender group (i.e., stereotype/schema emulation). Therefore, children with
relatively weak-to-moderate gender-typed interests and behavioral styles may be
susceptible to emulating the behavior of their highly gender-typed peers—especially
if these peers are high in perceived status (e.g., see Prinstein et al., 2011). That is, if
girls or boys do not have strong dispositions pushing them one way or another, they
may be more inclined to try new behaviors. Once children practice these behaviors,
they may become increasingly internalized as personal preferences (Bussey &
Bandura, 1999); in turn, these preferences may strengthen their identification with
their gender ingroup (Tobin et al., 2010).

The dual-pathways gender schema model is also pertinent here (Liben & Bigler,
2002, 2008). According to this model, children variously use their gender schemas
(gender filter) or personal interests (interest filter) to guide their behavioral choices
and attitudes. In the attitudinal pathway, individuals initially use their gender
schemas to infer whether an object or activity (or other attribute) is concordant
with their gender ingroup (Liben & Bigler, 2002; Martin et al., 2002). For example, a
toy categorized as “for girls” would likely lead to increased interest for girls but
decreased interest for boys. Conversely, in the personal pathway, individuals prior-
itize their personal interests to initially decide whether to pursue an object or an
activity. In turn, they may subsequently infer that if they like the object or activity,
then it is acceptable for their gender ingroup (i.e., gender stereotype/schema
construction).

Although gender-stereotyped expectations generally shape the development of
many interests (i.e., the attitudinal pathway), most cisgender children engage in
some activities they find pleasurable regardless of whether they are considered
typical for their gender (i.e., personal pathway). At the same time, they usually
seek to assimilate into their same-gender peer group and avoid straying too far from
the norms of their peers in interests and behavioral styles (i.e., attitudinal pathway).
For many cisgender children, holding a few cross-gender-typed interests often can
be reconciled with their gender identity if they additionally have some gender-typed
interests.

Individual differences in gender-schematicity affects the relative likelihood of
attitudinal and personal pathways (Liben & Bigler, 2002). That is, children vary in
the degrees that they use gender schemas to filter their perceptions and understand-
ings of the world. Some young children who endorse fewer gender stereotypes may
be more likely to use their interest filter to approach new objects or activities
(Weisgram, 2016). However, at older ages, the likelihood of individuals using
one’s interest filter to guide choices may become constrained through group social-
ization pressures (e.g., Miller et al., 2013).
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The attitudinal pathway may reflect how many children increasingly assimilate
into their same-gender peer groups when exposed to others who are highly emblem-
atic of cultural gender stereotypes. To illustrate, consider boys with highly active
temperaments and strong interests in sports-related toys and play. Cultural construc-
tions of masculinity in many cultures emphasize sports and athleticism (Kidd, 2013).
Physically active and athletic boys may be seen as protypical role models in many
same-gender peer groups (e.g., Farmer & Rodkin, 1996)—as athleticism is one of
the strongest predictors of popularity among boys in many cultures (e.g., Caravita
et al., 2011; Closson, 2009; Dijkstra et al., 2010; Shakib et al., 2011). Thus, boys
with average activity levels may conform to these same-gender role models and
thereby increase their activity levels and athletic competence over time (e.g., Martin
& Fabes, 2001).

Analogous processes may emerge in girls’ same-gender peer groups. In many
communities in the USA (and other countries), cultural constructions of femininity
stress physical appearance. Concerns with appearance have been observed in girls
from preschool-age into adolescence (e.g., Closson, 2009; Halim et al., 2018). Also,
physical attractiveness is a predictor of popularity for both girls and boys from early
childhood to adolescence (e.g., Caravita et al., 2011; Closson, 2009; Dijkstra et al.,
2010)—although in one study appearance concerns were more important for girls in
an affluent, predominantly White suburban school than girls in a low-income, mostly
non-White urban school in the USA (Becker & Luthar, 2007). When appearance
norms are tied to popularity, many girls may emulate same-gender peers who are
physically attractive, sociable, and show strong interests in dress-up and appearance.

In sum, I propose that children who do not have intense interests in a particular
domain (e.g., a play activity) may be susceptible to following the attitudinal pathway
in the formation of their activity choices and gender beliefs regarding that domain.
That is, they may be prone to same-gender ingroup assimilation and to emulating
peers who reflect prototypical gender-role models. At the same time, children
without strong behavioral inclinations may be the most amenable to adopting
more flexible gender norms when exposed to a broader range of role models (e.g.,
Katz & Ksansnak, 1994). In contrast, as explained next, children with intense
interests and behavioral dispositions that are cross-gender-typed may contest
ingroup assimilation.

6.4.3 Gender-Nonconforming Children

My proposed model has implications for understanding how and why gender-
nonconforming children are less likely either to identify with their birth-assigned
gender group or to assimilate into a same-gender peer group (Leaper, 2018). For
example, this might occur when a birth-assigned girl sees that other girls generally
like dolls, but she does not personally like dolls. Analogously, it might occur when a
birth-assigned boy strongly favors dress-up play, but he recognizes that other boys
do not (e.g., Ahlqvist et al., 2013; Gleason et al., 2005; Golombok et al., 2012).
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When children hold strong cross-gender-typed interests and behavioral preferences,
it may be untenable to accommodate to the prescriptions and proscriptions associ-
ated with their birth-assigned gender ingroup. Instead, they may pursue their own
interests. By extension, these children may find their self-concept is not congruent
with the gender identity expected for them.

In the dual-pathways model mentioned earlier, the attitudinal pathway transpires
when individuals’ gender schemas drive their behavioral choices and subsequent
attitudes (Liben & Bigler, 2002). Children with intense interests and strong behav-
ioral styles that are highly discordant with expectations for their gender ingroup,
however, may find it difficult to reconcile their interests with social pressures for
gender group assimilation. These youth may be more inclined to follow the personal
pathway despite backlash from peers and family. That is, their personal interests may
override gender-stereotyped expectations (Liben & Bigler, 2008). Furthermore,
unlike most of their peers who may hold a combination of cross-gender-typed and
gender-typed interests, these children may hold few interests that are consistent with
the cultural expectations for their birth-assigned gender.

Children with strong cross-gender-typed (i.e., gender-nonconforming) personal
interests are commonly stigmatized by peers and adults if they do not accommodate
to gender-conformity pressures (Drescher & Byne, 2012; Perry et al., 2019; Wallien
et al., 2010). Given this high cost for pursuing their personal preferences, it is not
surprising that high rates of psychological distress have been reported for
populations of gender-nonconforming children (e.g., van der Miesen et al., 2018),
including those that were labeled by clinicians with gender identity disorder or
gender dysphoria (Drescher & Byne, 2012). However, tolerance for gender-
nonconforming children has increased in some communities within the USA and
other countries; and comparatively lower rates of distress have been indicated when
gender-nonconforming children experienced support from family and peers (e.g.,
Olson et al., 2016; VanderLaan, 2018; Vasey & Bartlett, 2007).

In sum, the proposed model may help to address why some gender-
nonconforming children do not identify with the gender category assigned to them
at birth. If the norms among peers are rigid, nonconforming children may not
consider themselves typical of the gender group to which they are expected to
belong. Moreover, rejection from peers and family may lead to a sense they do not
belong to a given gender group. As a consequence, some of these children may
ultimately identify as transgender (i.e., identify with a different gender category than
the one assigned at birth), gender-fluid (i.e., identify with more than one gender
category), or agender (i.e., do not identify with any gender category) (Boskey, 2014).
Some evidence suggests recent increases in the numbers of youth and young adults
embracing transgender or other nonbinary gender identities (e.g., Steensma &
Cohen-Kettenis, 2011; Zucker, 2017). This may reflect greater flexibility in gender
expression within some segments of society (e.g., Olson et al., 2016).
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6.4.4 Summary and Conclusion

In an earlier essay, I advocated for greater efforts aimed at theoretical synthesis in
psychology (Leaper, 2011). Toward this goal, in this chapter and elsewhere (Leaper,
2018), I have posited a preliminary integrative developmental systems model of
gender development seeking to bridge the interrelated influences of sex-related
dispositions, identity, and peer group socialization in a given cultural context (see
Fig. 6.1). Weaving together a set of complementary theories and research areas, I
propose that sex-related dispositions (such as temperaments and intense interests)
affect the process of assimilation within same-gender peer groups. Individuals with
behavioral dispositions and competencies that are congruent with culturally valued
gender-ingroup prototypes in a particular community (e.g., the athletic boy or the
physically attractive girl) may function as prototypical models that establish stan-
dards for other group members to emulate. The majority of children who do not have
strong temperamental dispositions or intense interests may be most amenable to the
social influences of peer groups.

In contrast, children with personal-social attributes that are highly discrepant
from the available prototypes for their birth-assigned gender may find themselves
disinclined (or possibly unable) to adapt to the group’s norms. As a result, they may
be rejected and then withdraw from the peer group; in turn, they may de-identify
with the gender associated with the group. If gender-nonconforming children have
inadequate social supports, they may be more susceptible to adjustment difficulties
(e.g., anxiety, depression). However, this trend can be mitigated when they are
accepted and their social environments promote a greater range of gender identities
and gender expressions.

6.5 Looking Ahead: Building an Integrative Dynamic
Systems Model

Although the integrative model of gender development proposed above is based on
existing theory and research, some components have not been thoroughly tested.
Hence, it should be viewed as a preliminary effort (also see Martin et al., 2014, for a
complementary integrative model of gender segregation). Accordingly, I close the
chapter with a few recommendations for scientists to consider in future research.

First, it will be necessary to utilize sophisticated methodologies to consider the
dynamic interrelations among multiple dimensions of behavior and cognition in the
emergence and maintenance of gender segregation. A few examples of promising
methods applied in recent studies include longitudinal social network analysis,
hierarchical linear modeling, and taxometric methods. In longitudinal social network
analysis, patterns of social connections between individual children within a group
are charted over time. For example, in a study of US middle school students,
researchers used this method to identify patterns over time of peer influence on
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particular facets of gender group identity, including intergroup bias and conformity
pressure (Kornienko et al., 2016). In hierarchical linear modeling, it is possible to
take into account embedded levels in a system, such as how gendered patterns might
vary across multiple classrooms. For example, using this method, it was possible to
document how different social norms across several classrooms in China predicted
the extent of gender differences in social behavior (Chang, 2004). With taxometric
methods, researchers can determine whether the latent structure of a construct is best
conceptualized as dimensional (i.e., along a continuum) or categorical. An analysis
of multiple gender-correlated behaviors and attitudes illustrated how this approach
could help advance multidimensional models of gender (Carothers & Reis, 2013;
also see Joel & Vikhanski, 2019).

Second, my proposed model builds upon the premise in balanced identity theory,
which is incorporated in the gender self-socialization model, that individuals seek
concordance among their self-concepts, group identity, and group-related beliefs
(Greenwald et al., 2002; Tobin et al., 2010). The authors of the gender self-
socialization model were careful to advance their model as a set of hypotheses
(e.g., identity construction hypothesis, stereotype emulation hypothesis). More
research needs to test the model at different developmental periods (e.g., see Abrams
et al., 2014; Patterson & Bigler, 2018) and using both implicit and explicit measures
(e.g., Cvencek et al., 2016).

A third proposal is to incorporate several moderators into the model (see Fig. 6.1
for some suggestions). As I explained, children’s self-concepts can be affected by
their biobehavioral dispositions (e.g., temperament, intense interests) in ways that
can be congruent or discrepant with gender-based expectations. Also, ingroup
gender identities vary along dimensions such as centrality and felt typicality (e.g.,
Perry et al., 2019). Furthermore, the formation and activation of gender schemas
partly depend on the salience of gender in the environment, available ingroup role
models, and socialization (e.g., Bigler & Liben, 2007). Yet another moderator to
consider in the model is how children may identify with more than their birth-
assigned gender group. That is, children may view themselves as more typical of
other-gender peers or typical of both same- and other-gender peers (Martin et al.,
2017). Furthermore, children’s identifications with other types of group identities
(e.g., ethnicity/race) can additionally moderate their gender identity and gender
expression (Mays & Ghavami, 2018).

Fourth, only a few studies have been conducted on children’s intense interests.
We know relatively little about the origins, prevalence, consistency, and develop-
mental course of these interests. Evidence suggests variations in prenatal hormones
may contribute to the development of some intense interests. For example, genetic
females exposed to high androgen levels during prenatal development later exhibited
higher levels of physical activity and interest in some masculine-stereotyped forms
of play relative to comparison females (Berenbaum, 2018; Hines, 2018). Prenatal
androgens are not necessarily related to variations in all intense interests, and other
physiological (and environmental) processes may lead to the development of par-
ticular intense interests (e.g., see Hines, 2018; Theisen et al., 2019).
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My fifth recommendation is to consider more fully the experiences of gender-
nonconforming children in peer-group settings. Outside of clinical studies, few
investigations of children’s gender development have focused on children with
transgender or other nonbinary identities. However, there is an increasing trend
away from a disorder and deficit model and toward viewing these children as normal
variations in human development (Dunham & Olson, 2016). This is analogous to the
earlier shift in perspective toward acceptance of diversity in sexual orientation
during development (Drescher, 2015).

Finally, developmental scientists are increasingly recognizing the need for
intersectional and cultural approaches that take into account how gender and
peer-group relations may be constructed in diverse sociocultural, economic, and
power contexts within a society (Mays & Ghavami, 2018) as well as across different
cultures (Best & Bush, 2016). Notably, researchers observed the adjustment diffi-
culties often associated with gender nonconformity in many Western cultures were
less prevalent in societies more accepting of gender nonconformity (e.g.,
Vanderlaan, 2018; Vasey & Bartlett, 2007).

As we better understand the origins and consequences of childhood gender
segregation, multiple scientific and practical benefits are apt to follow. Many facets
of development involve a complex combination of the kinds of physiological, socio-
cognitive, interpersonal, and cultural processes implicated in gender segregation. By
extension, advancing research and theory on gender segregation may prove useful
for thinking about children’s development more generally. Furthermore, as
suggested at the outset of my chapter, research on gender segregation has practical
implications for the improvement of people’s lives. In particular, this work can
inform practices to reduce the negative impacts of gender segregation (see Fabes
et al., 2018; Leaper & Brown, 2014). These effects include the restricted opportu-
nities to develop a broader range of interests and skills, the stigmatization of gender-
nonconforming youth, and the perpetuation of sexism in adolescent and adult
relationships. By overcoming these barriers, individuals will better actualize their
potential. In turn, our society will be enriched.
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Gender segregation is pervasive in various social contexts throughout the life span
and has wide-ranging consequences in individuals’ psychosocial development from
attitude and value formation, maintenance of interpersonal relationships, to educa-
tion and career inclination (for a review, see Mehta & Strough, 2009). In general,
same-gender peer preference starts as early as age 2 years (Maccoby & Jacklin,
1987), peaks at school age, and declines from adolescence (Mehta & Strough, 2009)
but continues to dominate one’s friendships and social interactions even after
entering adulthood (Mehta &Wilson, 2020). Prior research suggested that children’s
experiences in gender-segregated peer groups increase their tendency to engage in
gender-typed behaviors and interactions which in turn contribute reciprocally to
further gender segregation (Martin & Fabes, 2001).

While individuals have a spontaneous tendency to form themselves into same-
gender groups, they are also subject to structured forms of gender segregation (e.g.,
schools, military, organized sports), of which single-sex schooling is most relevant
to children’s psychosocial development. Along with the recent revival of single-sex
schooling, for example, in the USA (fueled by the 2006 amendment of Title IX) and
in Shanghai, China (where all-boy classes are being advocated to restore masculinity
in boys), there are increasing research interests and ongoing debates over the globe
regarding the effects of institutionalized gender segregation in school contexts
(Chiu, 2014; Halpern et al., 2011; Hernández, 2016; Liben, 2015; Pahlke et al.,
2014). Many of the existing studies on single-sex schooling focused on academic
outcomes (e.g., educational aspirations, performance and attitudes of different sub-
jects), and found trivial to no differences between single-sex and coeducational
school students after controlling for potential confounds such as students’ initial
performance and family socioeconomic status; gender stereotyping was also fre-
quently studied but the findings were mixed and many of the studies were
uncontrolled (see Pahlke et al., 2014 for a meta-analysis). The effects in interper-
sonal outcomes such as friendships and romantic relationships, however, have not
been fully tested or understood.

Despite the insufficient support from scientific evidence, some of the major
rationales for single-sex schooling draw on the claim that removing other-gender
peers from the classroom is necessary because they would otherwise bring adverse
influence on students’ educational outcomes, and that segregating boys and girls can
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protect students from other-gender distractions in the classroom (Bigler et al., 2014).
Some educators and policy makers also think that single-sex schooling can prevent
students from engaging in dating behaviors and romantic relationships prematurely
when they should be focusing on studying (Bigler et al., 2014).

However, after graduating from single-sex schools, students will enter normative
contexts that require mixed-gender interactions. For example, at college, they need
to cooperate with other-gender classmates for group projects; at work, they need to
build good relationships with other-gender colleagues or business partners; in daily
life, they need to maintain mixed-gender friendships and intimate relationships with
other-gender partners and/or family members. Experience of spontaneous or super-
vised mixed-gender interactions provides practice to learn the skills to properly and
effectively interact with the other gender (Grover et al., 2007). Thus, compared to
coeducational school students, the significantly reduced heterosocial experience in
single-sex school students at school age, a critical stage of interpersonal develop-
ment, may lead to challenges in the future, including difficulty fitting into mixed-
gender groups, forming mixed-gender friend circles, or initiating and sustaining
romantic relationships with other-gender partners; the lack of intergroup exposure
may also result in misperceptions and thus stronger biases against the other gender
(Grover et al., 2007).

Besides, students’ beliefs about gender may be influenced by their observation of
gender-based treatments in school policies and teacher behaviors. For example, the
gender-segregated school context may implicitly give a hint to the students that boys
and girls are inherently different to justify being educated separately (Halpern et al.,
2011). The developmental intergroup theory (Bigler & Liben, 2007) proposed that
intergroup biases develop from psychological salience of social attributes, which
increases when the individual is in the minority group, when the group membership
is noticeable, and when there is explicit or implicit use of group identity. Based on
this theory, however, both single-sex and coeducational schools have certain char-
acteristics that would increase students’ gender salience, such as the gender labels
commonly seen in the school names of single-sex schools and opportunities for
teachers’ different treatment to boys and girls in coeducational schools.

Thus, researchers, education practitioners and parents have concerned about how
gender-segregated schooling affects students’ gender salience, heterosocial anxiety,
friendships, dating experience, and sexual orientation, and to what extent such
effects will prolong after graduation. Some prior findings have given clues to these
questions indirectly. For example, a study found girls in single-sex classes endorse
less and react more slowly to feminine traits (which was taken to reflect lower gender
salience) but another found higher gender stereotyping and pressure to conform to
gender norms in single-sex school girls; having other-gender siblings was found to
predict higher dating efficacy; single-sex school graduates were more likely to report
lower marital satisfaction with higher divorce rate; and adults in single-sex environ-
ments reported more same-sex sexual behavior (see Li & Wong, 2018; Wong et al.,
2018 for reviews). However, these studies either did not directly measure the
interested outcomes or did not test the effects of gender-segregated schooling per se.
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To fill this knowledge gap, a recent cross-sectional study (Li & Wong, 2018;
Wong et al., 2018) compared such outcomes between Hong Kong Chinese students
who were studying in or college students who graduated from single-sex and
coeducational high schools. Potential confounding factors including parental income
and education, school’s academic banding, and the numbers of siblings were
statistically controlled. Students attending single-sex schools reported higher gender
salience (the spontaneous reference of gender when describing oneself) than those
attending coeducational schools although no difference was found in the graduates
(Wong et al., 2018). Similarly, in an ongoing longitudinal study of high school
graduates (funded by Hong Kong Research Grants Council, General Research Fund,
Grant No: 17610818), after balancing students’ characteristics using a propensity
score matching technique, we found that single-sex school students reported higher
gender salience than coeducational school students in their final year of high school
but not after graduation. Also, it was found in the cross-sectional study that both
current and graduated students from single-sex schools reported higher levels of
anxiety in mixed-gender interactions and a smaller proportion of other-gender
friends than their coeducational counterparts, suggesting a potential long-term effect
of school gender segregation on students’ heterosocial anxiety and mixed-gender
friendships (Wong et al., 2018). Besides, single-sex school graduates also reported
having a larger proportion of same-gender close friends, higher levels of past same-
gender sexuality, later onset of first date, and smaller number of boyfriends/girl-
friends than coeducational school graduates although no significant difference was
found in time spent with and preference for same-gender friends and in various
dating activities (Li & Wong, 2018).

These findings provided important implications for future investigations of gen-
der-segregated schooling. First, the differences in mixed-gender interpersonal out-
comes between single-sex and coeducational school students call for a well-rounded
consideration, not only of the academic performance but also of the social outcomes,
in the evaluations of single-sex and coeducational schooling. Apart from acquiring
academic knowledge, developing interpersonal skills and getting prepared for future
challenges in life are also major developmental tasks for school-age children and
adolescents. Schools likely provide a relatively safe environment for young students
to learn the social scripts with higher tolerance for mistakes than the workplace.
Second, the finding that students attending single-sex schools were more gender
salient than those attending coeducational schools (Wong et al., 2018) implies that
the structuralized gender segregation in schools may act as a hidden curriculum to
convey subtle messages of gender concepts to students, which may further
strengthen their gender stereotyped attitudes.

In sum, beyond academic training, schools should also be a place where students
receive whole-person education and learn to work with different people regardless of
their gender. The gender-segregated nature of single-sex schooling, however, may
limit the opportunity for students to meet and interact with other-gender peers.
Recent research has found that the gender-segregated school context is related to
students’ gender salience, heterosocial anxiety and friendship status. It may be
beneficial for single-sex schools to provide more mixed-gender activities for
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students to learn to build good relationships with peers of different genders. How-
ever, further investigation is required to attest how gender-segregated schooling
affects other interpersonal outcomes and how long such effects last or whether the
lack of exposure to other-gender peers in earlier years can be compensated by
engaging in mixed-gender interactions after graduation.

Spotlight references

Bigler, R. S., Hayes, A. R., & Liben, L. S. (2014). Analysis and evaluation of the
rationales for single-sex schooling. In L. S. Liben & R. S. Bigler (Eds.), The role
of gender in educational contexts and outcomes. In J. Benson (Series Ed.),
Advances in Child Development and Behavior (Vol. 47, pp. 225–260). San
Diego, CA: Elsevier. doi: 10.1016/bs.acdb.2014.05.002

Bigler, R. S., & Liben, L. S. (2007). Developmental intergroup theory: Explaining
and reducing children's social stereotyping and prejudice. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 16(3), 162–166. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8721.2007.00496.x

Chiu, K. (2014, December 7). Single-sex schools see a revival in mainland
China. The China Post. http://www.chinapost.com.tw/taiwan/national/
nationalnews/2014/12/07/423490/p3/Single-sex-schools.htm

Grover, R. L., Nangle, D. W., Serwik, A., & Zeff, K. R. (2007). Girl friend, boy
friend, girlfriend, boyfriend: Broadening our understanding of heterosocial com-
petence. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 36(4),
491–502. doi: 10.1080/15374410701651637

Halpern, D. F., Eliot, L., Bigler, R. S., Fabes, R. A., Hanish, L. D., Hyde, J., Liben,
L. S., & Martin, C. L. (2011). The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling.
Science, 333(6050), 1706–1707. doi: 10.1126/science.1205031

Hernández, J. C. (2016, February 6). Wanted in China: More male teachers, to make
boys men. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2016/02/07/world/
asia/wanted-in-china-more-male-teachers-to-make-boys-men.html

Li, G., & Wong, W. I. (2018). Single-sex schooling: Friendships, dating, and sexual
orientation. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 47, 1025–1039. doi: 10.1007/s10508-
018-1187-6

Liben, L. S. (2015). Probability values and human values in evaluating single-sex
education. Sex Roles, 72, 401–426. doi: 10.1007/s11199-014-0438-9

Maccoby, E. E., & Jacklin, C. N. (1987). Gender segregation in childhood. Advances
in Child Development and Behavior, 20, 239–287. doi: 10.1016/S0065-2407(08)
60404-8

Martin, C. L., & Fabes, R. A. (2001). The stability and consequences of young
children's same-sex peer interactions. Developmental Psychology, 37(3),
431–446. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.37.3.431

Mehta, C. M., & Strough, J. (2009). Sex segregation in friendships and normative
contexts across the life span. Developmental Review, 29(3), 201–220. doi:
10.1016/j.dr.2009.06.001

6 Origins and Consequences of Childhood Gender Segregation. . . 193



Mehta, C. M., & Wilson, J. (2020). Gender segregation and its correlates in
established adulthood. Sex Roles, 83, 240–253. doi: 10.1007/s11199-019-
01099-9

Pahlke, E., Hyde, J. S., & Allison, C. M. (2014). The effects of single-sex compared
with coeducational schooling on students’ performance and attitudes: A meta-
analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 140(4), 1042–1072. doi: 10.1037/a0035740

Wong, W. I., Shi, S. Y., & Chen, Z. (2018). Students from single-sex schools are
more gender-salient and more anxious in mixed-gender situations: Results from
high school and college samples. PLOS ONE, 13(12), e0208707. doi: 10.1371/
journal.pone.0208707

References

Abrams, D., Rutland, A., Palmer, S. B., Pelletier, J., Ferrell, J., & Lee, S. (2014). The role of
cognitive abilities in children’s inferences about social atypicality and peer exclusion and
inclusion in intergroup contexts. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 32(3), 233–247.

Ahlqvist, S., Halim, M. L., Greulich, F. K., Lurye, L. E., & Ruble, D. (2013). The potential benefits
and risks of identifying as a tomboy: A social identity perspective. Self and Identity, 12(5),
563–581.

Alexander, G. M., & Hines, M. (1994). Gender labels and play styles: Their relative contribution to
children’s selection of playmates. Child Development, 65(3), 869–879.

Alexander, G. M., & Wilcox, T. (2012). Sex differences in early infancy. Child Development
Perspectives, 6, 400–406.

Anderson, E. (2008). “I used to think women were weak”: Orthodox masculinity, gender segrega-
tion, and sport. Sociological Forum, 23(2), 234–280.

Aydt, H., & Corsaro, W. A. (2003). Differences in children’s construction of gender across culture:
An interpretive approach. American Behavioral Scientist, 46(10), 1306–1325.

Bailey, J. M., Bechtold, K. T., & Berenbaum, S. A. (2002). Who are tomboys and why should we
study them? Archives of Sexual Behavior, 31(4), 333–341.

Barbu, S., Le Maner-Idrissi, G., & Jouanjean, A. (2000). The emergence of gender segregation:
Towards an integrative perspective. Current Psychology Letters: Behaviour, Brain & Cogni-
tion, 3, 7–18.

Basu, S., Zuo, X., Lou, C., Acharya, R., & Lundgren, R. (2017). Learning to be gendered: Gender
socialization in early adolescence among urban poor in Delhi, India, and Shanghai, China.
Journal of Adolescent Health Care, 61(4), 24–29.

Becker, B. E., & Luthar, S. S. (2007). Peer-perceived admiration and social preference: Contextual
correlates of positive peer regard among suburban and urban adolescents. Journal of Research
on Adolescence, 17(1), 117–144.

Benenson, J. F. (2014).Warriors and worriers: The survival of the sexes. Oxford University Press.
Benenson, J. F., Apostoleris, N. H., & Parnass, J. (1997). Age and sex differences in dyadic and

group interaction. Developmental Psychology, 33(3), 538–543.
Benenson, J. F., Quinn, A., & Stella, S. (2012). Boys affiliate more than girls with a familiar same-

sex peer. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 113(4), 587–593.
Bennet, A., Kuchirko, Y., Halim, M.-L., Costanzo, P. R., & Ruble, D. (2020). The influence of

center-based care on young children’s gender development. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 69, 101157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2020.101157

Berenbaum, S. A. (2018). Beyond pink and blue: The complexity of early androgen effects on
gender development. Child Development Perspectives, 12(1), 58–64.

194 C. Leaper

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2020.101157


Berenbaum, S. A., Beltz, A. M., Bryk, K., &McHale, S. (2018). Gendered peer involvement in girls
with congenital adrenal hyperplasia: Effects of prenatal androgens, gendered activities, and
gender cognitions. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 47(4), 915–929.

Best, D. L., & Bush, C. D. (2016). Gender roles in childhood and adolescence. In U. P. Gielen &
J. L. Roopnarine (Eds.), Childhood and adolescence: Cross-cultural perspectives and applica-
tions (2nd ed., pp. 209–239). Praeger/ABC-CLIO.

Bigler, R. S., Brown, C. S., & Markell, M. (2001). When groups are not created equal: Effects of
group status on the formation of intergroup attitudes in children. Child Development, 72(4),
1151–1162.

Bigler, R. S., & Liben, L. S. (2007). Developmental intergroup theory: Explaining and reducing
children’s social stereotyping and prejudice. Current Directions in Psychological Science,
16(3), 162–166.

Bigler, R. S., Hayes, A. R., & Liben, L. S. (2014). Analysis and evaluation of the rationales for
single-sex schooling. In L. S. Liben & R. S. Bigler (Eds.), Advances in child development and
behavior (The role of gender in educational contexts and outcomes) (Vol. 47, pp. 226–260).
Elsevier Academic Press.

Boskey, E. R. (2014). Understanding transgender identity development in childhood and adoles-
cence. American Journal of Sexuality Education, 9(4), 445–463.

Brandt, M. J. (2011). Sexism and gender inequality across 57 societies. Psychological Science,
22(11), 1413–1418.

Braza, F., Azurmendi, A., Muñoz, J. M., Carreras, M. R., Braza, P., García, A., Sorozaba, A., &
Sánchez-Martín, J. R. (2009). Social cognitive predictors of peer acceptance at age 5 and the
moderating effects of gender. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 27(3), 703–716.

Braza, F., Sánchez-Martín, J. R., Braza, P., Carreras, R., Muñoz, J. M., Azurmendi, A., & Verdier,
I. (2012). Girls’ and boys’ choices of peer behavioral characteristics at age five. Social Behavior
and Personality, 40(10), 1749–1760.

Brown, C. S., & Stone, E. A. (2018). Environmental and social contributions to children’s gender-
typed toy play: The role of family, peers, and media. In E. S. Weisgram & L. M. Dinella (Eds.),
Gender typing of children’s toys: How early play experiences impact development
(pp. 121–140). American Psychological Association.

Bussey, K., & Bandura, A. (1999). Social cognitive theory of gender development and differenti-
ation. Psychological Review, 106(4), 676–713.

Campbell, A., Shirley, L., & Candy, J. (2004). A longitudinal study of gender-related cognition and
behaviour. Developmental Science, 7(1), 1–9.

Caravita, S. C. S., Pöyhönen, V., Rajala, I., & Salmivalli, C. (2011). The architecture of high status
among Finnish youth. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 29(3), 668–679.

Card, N. A., Stucky, B. D., Sawalani, G. M., & Little, T. D. (2008). Direct and indirect aggression
during childhood and adolescence: A meta-analytic review of gender differences, intercorrela-
tions, and relations to maladjustment. Child Development, 79(5), 1185–1229.

Carlsen, A., Salam, M., Cain Miller, C., Lu, D., Ngu, A., Patel, J. K., & Wichter, Z. (2018, October
29). #MeToo brought down 201 powerful men; nearly half of their replacements are women.
The New York Times. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2018/10/23/us/
metoo-replacements.html.

Carothers, B. J., & Reis, H. T. (2013). Men and women are from earth: Examining the latent
structure of gender. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 104(2), 385–407.

Carter, D. B., & Patterson, C. J. (1982). Sex roles as social conventions: The development of
children’s conceptions of sex-role stereotypes. Developmental Psychology, 18(6), 812–824.

Castelli, L., De Amicis, L., & Sherman, S. J. (2007). The loyal member effect: On the preference for
ingroup members who engage in exclusive relations with the ingroup. Developmental Psychol-
ogy, 43(6), 1347–1359.

Chang, L. (2004). The role of classroom norms in contextualizing the relations of children’s social
behaviors to peer acceptance. Developmental Psychology, 40(5), 691–702.

6 Origins and Consequences of Childhood Gender Segregation. . . 195

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2018/10/23/us/metoo-replacements.htm
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2018/10/23/us/metoo-replacements.htm


Chaplin, T. M., & Aldao, A. (2013). Gender differences in emotion expression in children: A meta-
analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 139(4), 735–765.

Chen, E. S. L., & Rao, N. (2011). Gender socialization in Chinese kindergartens: Teachers’
contributions. Sex Roles, 64(1–2), 103–116.

Cherney, I. D. (2018). Characteristics of masculine and feminine toys and gender-differentiated
play. In E. S. Weisgram & L. M. Dinella (Eds.), Gender typing of children’s toys: How early
play experiences impact development (pp. 73–93). American Psychological Association.

Cherney, I. D., & London, K. (2006). Gender-linked differences in the toys, television shows,
computer games, and outdoor activities of 5- to 13-year-old children. Sex Roles, 54(9–10),
717–726.

Cheryan, S., Ziegler, S. A., Montoya, A. K., & Jiang, L. (2017). Why are some STEM fields more
gender balanced than others? Psychological Bulletin, 143(1), 1–35.

Chong, E. S. K., Poteat, V. P., Yoshikawa, H., & Calzo, J. P. (2019). Fostering youth self-efficacy
to address transgender and racial diversity issues: The role of gay–straight alliances. School
Psychology, 34(1), 54–63.

Closson, L. M. (2009). Status and gender differences in early adolescents’ descriptions of popu-
larity. Social Development, 18(2), 412–426.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Erlbaum.
Cohen, P. N. (2013). The persistence of workplace gender segregation in the US. Sociology

Compass, 7(11), 889–899.
Colwell, M. J., & Lindsey, E. W. (2005). Preschool children’s pretend and physical play and sex of

play partner: Connections to peer competence. Sex Roles, 52(7–8), 497–509.
Connolly, J., Craig, W., Goldberg, A., & Pepler, D. (2004). Mixed-gender groups, dating, and

romantic relationships in early adolescence. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 14(2),
185–207.

Cvencek, D., Greenwald, A. G., & Meltzoff, A. N. (2016). Implicit measures for preschool children
confirm self-esteem’s role in maintaining a balanced identity. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 62, 50–57.

Das, S., & Kotikula, A. (2019). Gender-based employment segregation: Understanding causes and
policy interventions (Jobs Working Paper, No. 26). World Bank.

Davis, J. T. M., & Hines, M. (2020). How large are gender differences in toy preferences? A
systematic review and meta-analysis of toy preference research. Archives of Sexual Behavior,
49(2), 373–394.

DeLoache, J. S., Simcock, G., & Macari, S. (2007). Planes, trains, automobiles--and tea sets:
Extremely intense interests in very young children. Developmental Psychology, 43(6),
1579–1586.

DeSantis, A. D. (2007). Inside Greek U.: Fraternities, sororities, and the pursuit of pleasure,
power, and prestige. University Press of Kentucky.

Diamond, L. M., & Dubé, E. M. (2002). Friendship and attachment among heterosexual and sexual-
minority youths: Does the gender of your friend matter? Journal of Youth and Adolescence,
31(2), 155–166.

Dijkstra, J. K., Cillessen, A. H. N., Lindenberg, S., & Veenstra, R. (2010). Same-gender and cross-
gender likeability: Associations with popularity and status enhancement: The TRAILS study.
The Journal of Early Adolescence, 30(6), 773–802.

Drescher, J. (2015). Queer diagnoses revisited: The past and future of homosexuality and gender
diagnoses in DSM and ICD. International Review of Psychiatry, 27(5), 386–395.

Drescher, J., & Byne, W. (2012). Gender dysphoric/gender variant (GD/GV) children and adoles-
cents: Summarizing what we know and what we have yet to learn. Journal of Homosexuality,
59(3), 501–510.

Dunham, Y., & Olson, K. R. (2016). Beyond discrete categories: Studying multiracial, intersex, and
transgender children will strengthen basic developmental science. Journal of Cognition and
Development, 17(4), 642–665.

196 C. Leaper



Ellis, W. E., & Zarbatany, L. (2017). Understanding processes of peer clique influence in late
childhood and early adolescence. Child Development Perspectives, 11(4), 227–232.

Else-Quest, N., Hyde, J. S., Goldsmith, H. H., & van Hulle, C. A. (2006). Gender differences in
temperament: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 132(1), 33–72.

Endendijk, J. J., Groeneveld, M. G., & Mesman, J. (2018). The gendered family process model: An
integrative framework of gender in the family. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 47(4), 877–904.

Fabes, R. A., Martin, C. L., & Hanish, L. D. (2003). Young children’s play qualities in same-, other-
, and mixed-sex peer groups. Child Development, 74(3), 921–932.

Fabes, R. A., Martin, C. L., Hanish, L. D., & DeLay, D. (2018). Gender integration in coeducational
classrooms: Advancing educational research and practice. School Psychology Quarterly, 33(2),
182–190.

Fagot, B. I. (1985). Beyond the reinforcement principle: Another step toward understanding sex
role development. Developmental Psychology, 21(6), 1097–1104.

Farkas, T., & Leaper, C. (2016). Chivalry’s double-edged sword: How girls’ and boys’ paternalistic
attitudes relate to their possible family and work selves. Sex Roles, 74(5–6), 220–230.

Farmer, T. W., & Rodkin, P. C. (1996). Antisocial and prosocial correlates of classroom social
positions: The social network centrality perspective. Social Development, 5(2), 174–188.

Feinman, S. (1981). Why is cross-sex-role behavior more approved for girls than boys? A status
characteristics approach. Sex Roles, 7(3), 289–300.

Feiring, C., & Lewis, M. (1987). The child’s social network: Sex differences from three to six years.
Sex Roles, 17(11–12), 621–636.

Fouts, H. N., Hallam, R. A., & Purandare, S. (2013). Gender segregation in early-childhood social
play among the Bofi foragers and Bofi farmers in central Africa. American Journal of Play, 5(3),
333–356.

Fridell, S. R., Owen-Anderson, A., Johnson, L. L., Bradley, S. J., & Zucker, K. J. (2006). The
playmate and play style preferences structured interview: A comparison of children with gender
identity disorder and controls. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 35(6), 729–737.

Gasparini, C., Sette, S., Baumgartner, E., Martin, C. L., & Fabes, R. A. (2015). Gender-biased
attitudes and attributions among young Italian children: Relation to peer dyadic interaction. Sex
Roles, 73(9–10), 427–441.

Geary, D. C. (2021). Male, female: The evolution of human sex differences (3rd ed., pp. 255–292).
American Psychological Association.

Gleason, T. R., Gower, A. L., Hohmann, L. M., & Gleason, T. C. (2005). Temperament and
friendship in preschool-aged children. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 29(4),
336–344.

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2001). An ambivalent alliance: Hostile and benevolent sexism as
complementary justifications for gender inequality. American Psychologist, 56(2), 109–118.

Golombok, S., Rust, J., Zervoulis, K., Golding, J., & Hines, M. (2012). Continuity in sex-typed
behavior from preschool to adolescence: A longitudinal population study of boys and girls aged
3–13 years. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 41(3), 591–597.

Green, V. A., & Rechis, R. (2006). Children’s cooperative and competitive interactions in limited
resource situations: A literature review. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 27(1),
42–59.

Greenwald, A. G., Banaji, M. R., Rudman, L. A., Farnham, S. D., Nosek, B. A., & Mellott, D. S.
(2002). A unified theory of implicit attitudes, stereotypes, self-esteem, and self-concept. Psy-
chological Review, 109(1), 3–25.

Guinea-Martin, D., Mora, R., & Ruiz-Castillo, J. (2018). The evolution of gender segregation over
the life course. American Sociological Review, 83(5), 983–1019.

Halim, M. L. D., Gutierrez, B. C., Bryant, D. N., Arredondo, M., & Takesako, K. (2018). Gender is
what you look like: Emerging gender identities in young children and preoccupation with
appearance. Self and Identity, 17(4), 455–466.

6 Origins and Consequences of Childhood Gender Segregation. . . 197



Halim, M. L., Ruble, D., Tamis-LeMonda, C., & Shrout, P. E. (2013). Rigidity in gender-typed
behaviors in early childhood: A longitudinal study of ethnic minority children. Child Develop-
ment, 84(4), 1269–1284.

Halim, M. L., Ruble, D. N., Tamis-LeMonda, C., Zosuls, K. M., Lurye, L. E., & Greulich, F. K.
(2014). Pink frilly dresses and the avoidance of all things “girly”: Children’s appearance rigidity
and cognitive theories of gender development. Developmental Psychology, 50(4), 1091–1101.

Halpern, D. F., Eliot, L., Bigler, R. S., Fabes, R. A., Hanish, L. D., Hyde, J., Liben, L. S., & Martin,
C. L. (2011). The pseudoscience of single-sex schooling. Science, 333(6050), 1706–1707.

Harkness, S., & Super, C. M. (1985). The cultural context of gender segregation in children’s peer
groups. Child Development, 56(1), 219–224.

Harris, A. (2019, August 8). ‘This Changes Everything’ Review: Hollywood’s men, called to
action. The New York Times. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/08/movies/
this-changes-everything-review.html

Harris, J. R. (1995). Where is the child’s environment? A group socialization theory of develop-
ment. Psychological Review, 102(3), 458–489.

Hay, D. F. (2007). The gradual emergence of sex differences in aggression: Alternative hypotheses.
Psychological Medicine, 37, 1527–1537.

Hilliard, L. J., & Liben, L. S. (2010). Differing levels of gender salience in preschool classrooms:
Effects on children’s gender attitudes and intergroup bias. Child Development, 81(6),
1787–1798.

Hills, L. A., & Croston, A. (2012). ‘It should be better all together’: Exploring strategies for
‘undoing’ gender in coeducational physical education. Sport, Education and Society, 17(5),
591–605.

Hines, M. (2018). The integrative psychobiology of early gender development. In N. K. Dess,
J. Marecek, & L. C. Bell (Eds.), Gender, sex, and sexualities: Psychological perspectives
(pp. 247–270). Oxford University Press.

Hoffmann, M. L., & Powlishta, K. K. (2001). Gender segregation in childhood: A test of the
interaction style theory. The Journal of Genetic Psychology: Research and Theory on Human
Development, 162(3), 298–313.

Hollingsworth, H. L., & Buysse, V. (2009). Establishing friendships in early childhood inclusive
settings: What roles do parents and teachers play? Journal of Early Intervention, 31(4),
287–307.

Howes, C., & Phillipsen, L. (1992). Gender and friendship: Relationships within peer groups of
young children. Social Development, 1(3), 230–242.

Huston, A. C. (1985). The development of sex typing: Themes from recent research.Developmental
Review, 5(1), 1–17.

Hyde, J. S. (2005). The gender similarities hypothesis. American Psychologist, 60(6), 581–592.
Hyde, J. S., Bigler, R. S., Joel, D., Tate, C. C., & van Anders, S. M. (2019). The future of sex and

gender in psychology: Five challenges to the gender binary. American Psychologist, 74(2),
171–193.

Jewell, J., Brown, C. S., & Perry, B. (2015). All my friends are doing it: Potentially offensive sexual
behavior perpetration within adolescent social networks. Journal of Research on Adolescence,
25(3), 592–604.

Joel, D., & Vikhanski, L. (2019). Gender mosaic: Beyond the myth of the male and female brain.
Little, Brown Spark.

Johnson, K. E., Alexander, J. M., Spencer, S., Leibham, M. E., & Neitzel, C. (2004). Factors
associated with the early emergence of intense interests within conceptual domains. Cognitive
Development, 19(3), 325–343.

Katz, P. A., & Ksansnak, K. R. (1994). Developmental aspects of gender role flexibility and
traditionality in middle childhood and adolescence. Developmental Psychology, 30(2),
272–282.

Kidd, B. (2013). Sports and masculinity. Sport in Society, 16(4), 553–564.
Kimmel, M. (2018, April 8). Almost all violent extremists share one thing: their gender. The

Guardian. Retrieved from https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/apr/08/violent-extrem
ists-share-one-thing-gender-michael-kimmel

198 C. Leaper

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/08/movies/this-changes-everything-review.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/08/movies/this-changes-everything-review.html
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/apr/08/violent-extremists-share-one-thing-gender-michael-kimmel
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/apr/08/violent-extremists-share-one-thing-gender-michael-kimmel


Kornienko, O., Santos, C. E., Martin, C. L., & Granger, K. L. (2016). Peer influence on gender
identity development in adolescence. Developmental Psychology, 52(10), 1578–1592.

Kovacs, D. M., Parker, J. G., & Hoffman, L. W. (1996). Behavioral, affective, and social correlates
of involvement in cross-sex friendship in elementary school. Child Development, 67(5),
2269–2286.

Kreager, D. A., Molloy, L. E., Moody, J., & Feinberg, M. E. (2016). Friends first? The peer network
origins of adolescent dating. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 26(2), 257–269.

Kwan, K. M. W., Shi, S. Y., Nabbijohn, A. N., MacMullin, L. N., VanderLaan, D. P., & Wong,
W. I. (2020). Children’s appraisals of gender nonconformity: Developmental pattern and
intervention. Child Development, 91(4), 780–798.

LaFreniere, P., Strayer, F. F., & Gauthier, R. (1984). The emergence of same-sex affiliative
preferences among preschool peers: A developmental/ethological perspective. Child Develop-
ment, 55(5), 1958–1965.

Lam, C. B., McHale, S. M., & Crouter, A. C. (2014). Time with peers from middle childhood to late
adolescence: Developmental course and adjustment correlates. Child Development, 85(4),
1677–1693.

Larson, R. W., & Verma, S. (1999). How children and adolescents spend time across the world:
Work, play, and developmental opportunities. Psychological Bulletin, 125(6), 701–736.

Lauer, J. E., Ilksoy, S. D., & Lourenco, S. F. (2018). Developmental stability in gender-typed
preferences between infancy and preschool age. Developmental Psychology, 54(4), 613–620.

Leaper, C. (1985). The implementation of gender systems research in developmental psychology.
In B. H. Banathy (Ed.), Systems inquiring: Vol. 2, Applications (Proceedings of the Society for
General Systems Research, May 27–31, 1985, Los Angeles). Intersystems Publications.

Leaper, C. (1994). Exploring the consequences of gender segregation on social relationships. In
C. Leaper (Ed.), Childhood gender segregation: Causes and consequences (pp. 67–86). Jossey-
Bass.

Leaper, C. (2000). The social construction and socialization of gender during development. In P. H.
Miller & E. K. Scholnick (Eds.), Toward a feminist developmental psychology (pp. 127–152).
Taylor & Frances/Routledge.

Leaper, C. (2011). More similarities than differences in contemporary theories of social develop-
ment? A plea for theory bridging. In J. B. Benson (Ed.), Advances in child development and
behavior, Vol 40 (pp. 337–378). Elsevier Academic Press.

Leaper, C. (2015). Gender and social-cognitive development. In L. S. Liben, U. Müller, & R. M.
Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology and developmental science: Cognitive processes
(Vol. 2, 7th ed., pp. 806–853). John Wiley & Sons Inc.

Leaper, C. (2018). Gender, dispositions, peer relations, and identity: Toward an integrative devel-
opmental model. In N. K. Dess, J. Marecek, & L. C. Bell (Eds.), Gender, sex, and sexualities:
Psychological perspectives (pp. 219–245). Oxford University Press.

Leaper, C., & Bigler, R. S. (2018). Societal causes and consequences of gender typing of children’s
toys. In E. S. Weisgram & L. M. Dinella (Eds.), Gender typing of children’s toys: How early
play experiences impact development (pp. 287–308). American Psychological Association.

Leaper, C., & Brown, C. S. (2014). Sexism in schools. In L. S. Liben & R. S. Bigler (Eds.),
Advances in child development and behavior (The role of gender in educational contexts and
outcomes) (Vol. 47, pp. 189–223). Elsevier Academic Press.

Leaper, C., & Brown, C. S. (2018). Sexism in childhood and adolescence: Recent trends and
advances in research. Child Development Perspectives, 12(1), 10–15.

Leaper, C., Gutierrez, B. C., & Farkas, T. (2020). Ambivalent sexism and reported relationship
qualities in emerging adult heterosexual dating couples. Emerging Adulthood. https://doi.org/
10.1177/2167696820934687

Leaper, C., & Smith, T. E. (2004). A meta-analytic review of gender variations in children’s
language use: Talkativeness, affiliative speech, and assertive speech. Developmental Psychol-
ogy, 40(6), 993–1027.

Leaper, C., & Starr, C. R. (2019). Helping and hindering undergraduate women’s STEM motiva-
tion: Experiences with STEM encouragement, STEM-related gender bias, and sexual harass-
ment. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 43(2), 165–183.

6 Origins and Consequences of Childhood Gender Segregation. . . 199

https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696820934687
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696820934687


Lee, L., Howes, C., & Chamberlain, B. (2007). Ethnic heterogeneity of social networks and cross-
ethnic friendships of elementary school boys and girls. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 53(3),
325–346.

Lemish, D. (2015). Feminist theory approaches to the study of children and media. In D. Lemish
(Ed.), The Routledge international handbook of children, adolescents and media (pp. 68–74).
Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.

Levin, D. (2019, August 28). In an all-gender cabin, summer campers ‘don’t have to hide’. The
New York Times. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/22/us/summer-camp-
gender-transgender.html

Lew-Levy, S., Boyette, A. H., Crittenden, A. N., Hewlett, B. S., & Lamb, M. E. (2020). Gender-
typed and gender-segregated play among Tanzanian Hadza and Congolese BaYaka hunter-
gatherer children and adolescents. Child Development, 91(4), 1284–1301.

Li, G., & Wong, W. I. (2018). Single-sex schooling: Friendships, dating, and sexual orientation.
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 47, 1025–1039.

Liben, L. S., & Bigler, R. S. (2002). The developmental course of gender differentiation: Concep-
tualizing, measuring, and evaluating constructs and pathways. Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development, 67(2), vii–147.

Liben, L. S., & Bigler, R. S. (2008). Developmental gender differentiation: Pathways in conforming
and nonconforming outcomes. Journal of Gay & Lesbian Mental Health, 12(1), 95–119.

Lloyd, B., & Duveen, G. (1992). Gender identities and education: The impact of starting school.
St. Martin’s Press.

Lytton, H., & Romney, D. M. (1991). Parents’ differential socialization of boys and girls: A meta-
analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 109(2), 267–296.

Maccoby, E. E. (1998). The two sexes: Growing up apart, coming together. Belknap Press/Harvard
University Press.

Maccoby, E. E., & Jacklin, C. N. (1987). Gender segregation in childhood. In H. W. Reese (Ed.),
Advances in child development and behavior (Vol. 20, pp. 239–287). Academic Press.

Magnusson, K. (2020, January 7). Interpreting Cohen’s d effect size: An interactive visualization.
Retrieved from https://rpsychologist.com/d3/cohend/

Markiewicz, D., Devine, I., & Kausilas, D. (2000). Friendships of women and men at work: Job
satisfaction and resource implications. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 15(1–2), 161–184.

Martin, C. L., Andrews, N. C. Z., England, D. E., Zosuls, K., & Ruble, D. N. (2017). A dual identity
approach for conceptualizing and measuring children’s gender identity. Child Development,
88(1), 167–182.

Martin, C. L., & Fabes, R. A. (2001). The stability and consequences of young children’s same-sex
peer interactions. Developmental Psychology, 37(3), 431–446.

Martin, C. L., Fabes, R. A., Evans, S. M., & Wyman, H. (1999). Social cognition on the
playground: Children’s beliefs about playing with girls versus boys and their relations to sex
segregated play. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 16(6), 751–771.

Martin, C. L., Fabes, R. A., & Hanish, L. D. (2011a). Gender and temperament in young children’s
social interactions. In A. D. Pellegrini (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of the development of play
(pp. 214–230). Oxford University Press.

Martin, C. L., Fabes, R. A., & Hanish, L. D. (2014). Gendered-peer relationships in educational
contexts. In L. S. Liben & R. S. Bigler (Eds.), Advances in child development and behavior: The
role of gender in educational contexts and outcomes (Vol. 47, pp. 151–187). Elsevier Academic
Press.

Martin, C. L., Fabes, R. A., Hanish, L. D., & Hollenstein, T. (2005). Social dynamics in the
preschool. Developmental Review, 25(3–4), 299–327.

Martin, C. L., Fabes, R. A., Hanish, L., Leonard, S., & Dinella, L. M. (2011b). Experienced and
expected similarity to same-gender peers: Moving toward a comprehensive model of gender
segregation. Sex Roles, 65(5–6), 421–434.

200 C. Leaper

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/22/us/summer-camp-gender-transgender.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/22/us/summer-camp-gender-transgender.html
https://rpsychologist.com/d3/cohend/


Martin, C. L., Kornienko, O., Schaefer, D. R., Hanish, L. D., Fabes, R. A., & Goble, P. (2013). The
role of sex of peers and gender-typed activities in young children’s peer affiliative networks: A
longitudinal analysis of selection and influence. Child Development, 84(3), 921–937.

Martin, C. L., & Little, J. K. (1990). The relation of gender understanding to children’s sex-typed
preferences and gender stereotypes. Child Development, 61(5), 1427–1439.

Martin, C. L., & Ruble, D. N. (2010). Patterns of gender development. Annual Review of Psychol-
ogy, 61, 353–381.

Martin, C. L., Ruble, D. N., & Szkrybalo, J. (2002). Cognitive theories of early gender develop-
ment. Psychological Bulletin, 128(6), 903–933.

Mays, V. M., & Ghavami, N. (2018). History, aspirations, and transformations of intersectionality:
Focusing on gender. In C. B. Travis, J. W. White, A. Rutherford, W. S. Williams, S. L. Cook, &
K. F. Wyche (Eds.), APA handbook of the psychology of women: History, theory, and battle-
grounds (Vol. 1, pp. 541–566). American Psychological Association.

Mazzarella, S. R. (2015). Media and gender identities: Learning and performing femininity and
masculinity. In D. Lemish (Ed.), The Routledge international handbook of children, adolescents
and media (pp. 279–286). Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.

Mehta, C. M., & Strough, J. (2009). Sex segregation in friendships and normative contexts across
the life span. Developmental Review, 29(3), 201–220.

Messinger, D. S., Prince, E. B., Zheng, M., Martin, K., Mitsven, S. G., Huang, S., Stolzel, T.,
Johnson, N., Rudolph, U., Perry, L. K., Laursen, B., & Song, C. (2019). Continuous measure-
ment of dynamic classroom social interactions. International Journal of Behavioral Develop-
ment, 43(3), 263–270.

Messner, M. A., & Bozada-Deas, S. (2009). Separating the men from the moms: The making of
adult gender segregation in youth sports. Gender & Society, 23(1), 49–71.

Metz, C. (2019, June 21). The gender gap in computer science research won’t close for 100 years.
The New York Times. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/21/technology/gender-
gap-tech-computer-science.html

Miller, C. C. (2018, December 3). Americans value equality at work more than equality at home.
The New York Times. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2018/12/03/upshot/americans-
value-equality-at-work-more-than-equality-at-home.html

Miller, C. F., Martin, C. L., Fabes, R. A., & Hanish, L. D. (2013). Bringing the cognitive and the
social together: How gender detectives and gender enforcers shape children’s gender develop-
ment. In M. R. Banaji & S. A. Gelman (Eds.), Navigating the social world: What infants,
children, and other species can teach us (pp. 306–313). Oxford University Press.

Minow, J. C., & Einolf, C. J. (2009). Sorority participation and sexual assault risk. Violence Against
Women, 15(7), 835–851.

Molano, A., & Jones, S. M. (2018). Social centrality and aggressive behavior in the elementary
school: Gender segregation, social structure, and psychological factors. Social Development,
27(2), 415–430.

Moller, L. C., & Serbin, L. A. (1996). Antecedents of toddler gender segregation: Cognitive
consonance, gender-typed toy preferences and behavioral compatibility. Sex Roles, 35(7–8),
445–460.

Montañés, P., de Lemus, S., Moya, M., Bohner, G., & Megías, J. L. (2013). How attractive are
sexist intimates to adolescents? The influence of sexist beliefs and relationship experience.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37(4), 494–506.

Mulvey, K. L., Miedema, S. T., Stribing, A., Gilbert, E., & Brian, A. (2020). Skiping together: A
motor competence intervention promotes gender-integrated friendships for young children. Sex
Roles, 82, 550–557.

Munroe, R. L., & Romney, A. K. (2006). Gender and age differences in same-sex aggregation and
social behavior: A four-culture study. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 37(1), 3–19.

Murnen, S. K., & Kohlman, M. H. (2007). Athletic participation, fraternity membership, and sexual
aggression among college men: A meta-analytic review. Sex Roles, 57(1–2), 145–157.

6 Origins and Consequences of Childhood Gender Segregation. . . 201

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/21/technology/gender-gap-tech-computer-science.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/21/technology/gender-gap-tech-computer-science.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/12/03/upshot/americans-value-equality-at-work-more-than-equality-at-home.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/12/03/upshot/americans-value-equality-at-work-more-than-equality-at-home.html


Nabbijohn, A. N., MacMullin, L. N., Kwan, K. M. W., Santarossa, A., Peragine, D. E., Wong,
W. I., & VanderLaan, D. P. (2020). Children’s bias in appraisals of gender-variant peers.
Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 196, 104865. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.
104865

Neal, J. W., Durbin, C. E., Gornik, A. E., & Lo, S. L. (2017). Codevelopment of preschoolers’
temperament traits and social play networks over an entire school year. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 113(4), 627–640.

Olson, K. R., Durwood, L., DeMeules, M., & McLaughlin, K. A. (2016). Mental health of
transgender children who are supported in their identities. Pediatrics, 137(3), 1–8.

Pahlke, E., Hyde, J. S., & Allison, C. M. (2014). The effects of single-sex compared with
coeducational schooling on students’ performance and attitudes: A meta-analysis. Psycholog-
ical Bulletin, 140(4), 1042–1072.

Parten, M. B. (1933). Social play among preschool children. The Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 28(2), 136–147.

Patterson, M. M., & Bigler, R. S. (2018). Effects of consistency between self and in-group on
children’s views of self, groups, and abilities. Social Development, 27(1), 154–171.

Paynter, A., & Leaper, C. (2016). Heterosexual dating double standards in undergraduate women
and men. Sex Roles, 75(7–8), 393–406.

Pellegrini, A. D., Long, J. D., Roseth, C. J., Bohn, C. M., & van Ryzin, M. (2007). A short-term
longitudinal study of preschoolers’ (homo sapiens) sex segregation: The role of physical
activity, sex, and time. Journal of Comparative Psychology, 121(3), 282–289.

Peragine, D. E., Gill, B., Troisi, V. V., MacMullin, L. N., & VanderLaan, D. P. (2020). Children’s
intergroup gender bias and self-perceived same- and other-gender similarity. British Journal of
Developmental Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12351

Perry, D. G., Pauletti, R. E., & Cooper, P. J. (2019). Gender identity in childhood: A review of the
literature. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 43(4), 289–304.

Pfaff, N. (2010). Gender segregation in pre-adolescent peer groups as a matter of class: Results from
two German studies. Childhood, 17(1), 43–60.

Poulin, F., & Pedersen, S. (2007). Developmental changes in gender composition of friendship
networks in adolescent girls and boys. Developmental Psychology, 43(6), 1484–1496.

Powlishta, K. K. (1995). Intergroup processes in childhood: Social categorization and sex role
development. Developmental Psychology, 31(5), 781–788.

Powlishta, K. K., Serbin, L. A., Doyle, A., & White, D. R. (1994). Gender, ethnic, and body type
biases: The generality of prejudice in childhood. Developmental Psychology, 30(4), 526–536.

Powlishta, K. K., Serbin, L. A., & Moller, L. C. (1993). The stability of individual differences in
gender typing: Implications for understanding gender segregation. Sex Roles, 29(11–12),
723–737.

Prinstein, M. J., Brechwald, W. A., & Cohen, G. L. (2011). Susceptibility to peer influence: Using a
performance-based measure to identify adolescent males at heightened risk for deviant peer
socialization. Developmental Psychology, 47(4), 1167–1172.

Reigeluth, C. S., & Addis, M. E. (2016). Adolescent boys’ experiences with policing of masculin-
ity: Forms, functions, and consequences. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 17(1), 74–83.

Rhee, S. H., Boeldt, D. L., Friedman, N. P., Corley, R. P., Hewitt, J. K., Young, S. E., Knafo, S. E.,
Robinson, A., Waldman, J., van Hulle, I. D., & Zahn-Waxler, C. (2013). The role of language in
concern and disregard for others in the first years of life. Developmental Psychology, 49(2),
197–214.

Richmond, K., Levant, R., Smalley, B., & Cook, S. (2015). The femininity ideology scale (FIS):
Dimensions and its relationship to anxiety and feminine gender role stress. Women & Health,
55(3), 263–279.

Robnett, R. D., & Leaper, C. (2013). “Girls don’t propose! Ew.”: A mixed-methods examination of
marriage tradition preferences and benevolent sexism in emerging adults. Journal of Adolescent
Research, 28(1), 96–121.

Robnett, R. D., & Susskind, J. E. (2010). Who cares about being gentle? The impact of social
identity and the gender of one’s friends on children’s display of same-gender favoritism. Sex
Roles, 63(11–12), 820–832.

202 C. Leaper

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.104865
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.104865
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12351


Rogoff, B., Morelli, G. A., & Chavajay, P. (2010). Children’s integration in communities and
segregation from people of differing ages. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(4),
431–440.

Rose, A. J., Glick, G. C., & Smith, R. L. (2011). Popularity and gender: The two cultures of boys
and girls. In A. H. N. Cillessen, D. Schwartz, & L. Mayeux (Eds.), Popularity in the peer
system; popularity in the peer system (pp. 103–122). The Guilford Press.

Rose, A. J., & Rudolph, K. D. (2006). A review of sex differences in peer relationship processes:
Potential trade-offs for the emotional and behavioral development of girls and boys. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 132(1), 98–131.

Rosenfeld, R. A. (2002). What do we learn about difference from the scholarship on gender? Social
Forces, 81(1), 1–24.

Ruble, D. N., Martin, C. L., & Berenbaum, S. A. (2006). Gender development. In W. Damon &
N. Eisenberg (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology. Volume 3. Social, emotional, and person-
ality development (6th ed., pp. 858–932). Wiley.

Ryan, C. L., Patraw, J. M., & Bednar, M. (2013). Discussing princess boys and pregnant men:
Teaching about gender diversity and transgender experiences within an elementary school
curriculum. Journal of LGBT Youth, 10(1–2), 83–105.

Sandberg, D. E., Meyer-Bahlburg, H., Ehrhardt, A. A., & Yager, T. J. (1993). The prevalence of
gender-atypical behavior in elementary school children. Journal of the American Academy of
Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 32(2), 306–314.

Serbin, L. A., Moller, L. C., Gulko, J., Powlishta, K. K., & Colburne, K. A. (1994). The emergence
of gender segregation in toddler playgroups. In C. Leaper (Ed.), Childhood gender segregation:
Causes and consequences (pp. 7–17). San Francisco.

Serbin, L. A., Poulin-Dubois, D., Colburne, K. A., Sen, M. G., & Eichstedt, J. A. (2001). Gender
stereotyping in infancy: Visual preferences for and knowledge of gender-stereotyped toys in the
second year. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 25(1), 7–15.

Serbin, L. A., Powlishta, K. K., & Gulko, J. (1993). The development of sex typing in middle
childhood. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 58(2), 5–74.

Serbin, L. A., & Sprafkin, C. (1986). The salience of gender and the process of sex typing in three-
to seven-year-old children. Child Development, 57(5), 1188–1199.

Shakib, S., Veliz, P., Dunbar, M. D., & Sabo, D. (2011). Athletics as a source for social status
among youth: Examining variation by gender, race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Soci-
ology of Sport Journal, 28(3), 303–328.

Shiffman, M., VanderLaan, D. P., Wood, H., Hughes, S. K., Owen-Anderson, A., Lumley, M. M.,
Lollis, S. P., & Zucker, K. J. (2016). Behavioral and emotional problems as a function of peer
relationships in adolescents with gender dysphoria: A comparison with clinical and nonclinical
controls. Psychology of Sexual Orientation and Gender Diversity, 3, 27–36.

Shutts, K., Kenward, B., Falk, H., Ivegran, A., & Fawcett, C. (2017). Early preschool environments
and gender: Effects of gender pedagogy in Sweden. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology,
162, 1–17.

Signorella, M. L. (1999). Multidimensionality of gender schemas: Implications for the development
of gender-related characteristics. In W. B. Swann Jr., J. H. Langlois, & L. A. Gilbert (Eds.),
Sexism and stereotypes in modern society: The gender science of Janet Taylor Spence
(pp. 107–126). American Psychological Association.

Smetana, J. G., & Letourneau, K. J. (1984). Development of gender constancy and children’s
sex-typed free play behavior. Developmental Psychology, 20(4), 691–696.

Smith, A. B., & Inder, P. M. (1990). The relationship of classroom organisation to cross-age and
cross-sex friendships. Educational Psychology, 10(2), 127–140.

Snyder, J., West, L., Stockemer, V., Gibbons, S., & Almquist-Parks, L. (1996). A social learning
model of peer choice in the natural environment. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology,
17(2), 215–237.

Sroufe, L. A., Bennett, C., Englund, M., Urban, J., & Shulman, S. (1993). The significance of
gender boundaries in preadolescence: Contemporary correlates and antecedents of boundary
violation and maintenance. Child Development, 64(2), 455–466.

6 Origins and Consequences of Childhood Gender Segregation. . . 203



Staurowsky, E., Hogshead-Makar, N., Kane, M. J., Wughalter, E., Yiamouyiannis, A., & Lerner,
P. K. (2007). Gender equity in physical education and athletics. In S. S. Klein, B. Richardson,
D. A. Grayson, L. H. Fox, C. Kramarae, D. S. Pollard, & C. A. Dwyer (Eds.), Handbook for
achieving gender equity through education (2nd ed., pp. 381–410). NJ Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates Publishers.

Steensma, T. D., & Cohen-Kettenis, P. (2011). Gender transitioning before puberty? Archives of
Sexual Behavior, 40(4), 649–650.

Strough, J., & Covatto, A. M. (2002). Context and age differences in same- and other-gender peer
preferences. Social Development, 11(3), 346–361.

Sussman, S., Pokhrel, P., Ashmore, R. D., & Brown, B. B. (2007). Adolescent peer group
identification and characteristics: A review of the literature. Addictive Behaviors, 32(8),
1602–1627.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. Austin &
S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33–47). Brooks/Cole.

Theisen, J. G., Sundaram, V., Filchak, M. S., Chorich, L. P., Sullivan, M. E., Knight, J., Kim, H.-G.,
& Layman, L. C. (2019). The use of whole exome sequencing in a cohort of transgender
individuals to identify rare genetic variants. Scientific Reports, 9, 20099. https://doi.org/10.
1038/s41598-019-53500-y

Thompson, E. H., Jr., & Bennett, K. M. (2015). Measurement of masculinity ideologies: A (critical)
review. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 16(2), 115–133.

Tobin, D. D., Menon, M., Menon, M., Spatta, B. C., Hodges, E. V. E., & Perry, D. G. (2010). The
intrapsychics of gender: A model of self-socialization. Psychological Review, 117(2), 601–622.

Todd, B. K., Fischer, R. A., Di Costa, S., Roestorf, A., Harbour, K., Hardiman, P., & Barry, J. A.
(2017). Sex differences in children’s toy preferences: A systematic review, meta-regression, and
meta-analysis. Infant and Child Development, 27(2), e2064. https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2064

Underwood, M. K. (2004). Gender and peer relations: Are the two gender cultures really all that
different? In J. B. Kupersmidt & K. A. Dodge (Eds.), Children’s peer relations: From
development to intervention (pp. 21–36). American Psychological Association.

U.S. Department of Education. (2018). Digest of education statistics: 2018. Retrieved from https://
nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d18/

VanderLaan, D. P. (2018). Third gender children in Northern Thailand. Presentation at the Gender
Development Research Conference. California, USA.

VanderLaan, D. P., Postema, L., Wood, H., Singh, D., Fantus, S., Hyun, J., Leef, J., Bradley, S. J.,
& Zucker, K. J. (2015). Do children with gender dysphoria have intense/obsessional interests?
Journal of Sex Research, 52(2), 213–219.

van der Miesen, A. I. R., Nabbijohn, A. N., Santarossa, A., & VanderLaan, D. P. (2018). Behavioral
and emotional problems in gender-nonconforming children: A Canadian community-based
study. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 57(7), 491–499.

Vasey, P. L., & Bartlett, N. H. (2007). What can the Samoan “fa’afafine” teach us about the Western
concept of gender identity disorder in childhood? Perspectives in Biology and Medicine, 50(4),
481–490.

von Bertalanffy, L. (1968). General systems theory: Foundations, development, and applications.
George Braziller.

Wallien, M. S., Veenstra, R., Kreukels, B. P., & Cohen-Kettenis, P. T. (2010). Peer group status of
gender dysphoric children: A sociometric study. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 39, 553–560.

Walsh, A., & Leaper, C. (2020). A content analysis of gender representations in preschool
children’s television. Mass Communication & Society, 23(3), 331–355.

Ward, L. M., & Aubrey, J. S. (2017). Watching gender: How stereotypes in movies and TV impact
kids’ development. Common Sense. Retrieved from https://wnywomensfoundation.org/app/
uploads/2017/08/16.-Watching-Gender-How-Stereotypes-in-Movies-and-on-TV-Impact-Kids-
Development.pdf

Weisgram, E. S. (2016). The cognitive construction of gender stereotypes: Evidence for the dual
pathways model of gender differentiation. Sex Roles, 75(7–8), 301–313.

Whiting, B. B., & Edwards, C. P. (1988). Children of different worlds: The formation of social
behavior. Harvard University Press.

204 C. Leaper

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-53500-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-53500-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2064
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d18/
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d18/
https://wnywomensfoundation.org/app/uploads/2017/08/16.-Watching-Gender-How-Stereotypes-in-Movies-and-on-TV-Impact-Kids-Development.pdf
https://wnywomensfoundation.org/app/uploads/2017/08/16.-Watching-Gender-How-Stereotypes-in-Movies-and-on-TV-Impact-Kids-Development.pdf
https://wnywomensfoundation.org/app/uploads/2017/08/16.-Watching-Gender-How-Stereotypes-in-Movies-and-on-TV-Impact-Kids-Development.pdf


Williams, R. H., Irby, C. A., & Warner, R. S. (2017). “Dare to be different”: How religious groups
frame and enact appropriate sexuality and gender norms among young adults. In P. N. Claster &
S. L. Blair (Eds.), Gender, sex, and sexuality among contemporary youth (Sociological Studies
of Children and Youth) (Vol. 23, pp. 1–22). Emerald Publishing Limited.

Women’s Sports Foundation. (2011). Single-sex physical education classes: The Foundation
position. Retrieved from https://www.womenssportsfoundation.org/advocacy/single-sex-physi
cal-education-classes-foundation-position/

Wong, W. I., & Hines, M. (2015). Effects of gender color-coding on toddlers’ gender-typical toy
play. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 44(5), 1233–1242.

Wong, W. I., Shi, S. Y., & Chen, Z. (2018). Students from single-sex schools are more gender-
salient and more anxious in mixed-gender situations: Results from high school and college
samples. PLoS One, 13(12), e0208707. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208707

Wong, W. I., & Yeung, S. P. (2019). Early gender differences in spatial and social skills and their
relations to play and socialization in children from Hong Kong. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 48,
1589–1602.

Wood, W., & Eagly, A. H. (2012). Biosocial construction of sex differences and similarities in
behavior. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 46, 55–123.

World Economic Forum (2020). Global gender gap report 2020. Geneva, Switzerland: Author.
Retrieved from http://reports.weforum.org/global-gender-gap-report-2020

Worthen, M. G. F. (2014). Blaming the jocks and the Greeks? Exploring collegiate athletes’ and
fraternity/sorority members’ attitudes toward LGBT individuals. Journal of College Student
Development, 55(2), 168–195.

Yee, M., & Brown, R. (1994). The development of gender differentiation in young children. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 33(2), 183–196.

Yu, L., & Winter, S. (2011). Gender atypical behavior in Chinese school-aged children: Its
prevalence and relation to sex, age, and only child status. Journal of Sex Research, 48(4),
334–348.

Zosuls, K. M., Martin, C. L., Ruble, D. N., Miller, C. F., Gaertner, B. M., England, D. E., & Hill,
A. P. (2011). ‘It’s not that we hate you’: Understanding children’s gender attitudes and
expectancies about peer relationships. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 29(2),
288–304.

Zucker, K. J. (2017). Epidemiology of gender dysphoria and transgender identity. Sexual Health,
14(5), 404–411.

6 Origins and Consequences of Childhood Gender Segregation. . . 205

https://www.womenssportsfoundation.org/advocacy/single-sex-physical-education-classes-foundation-position/
https://www.womenssportsfoundation.org/advocacy/single-sex-physical-education-classes-foundation-position/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208707
http://reports.weforum.org/global-gender-gap-report-2020


Doug P. VanderLaan • Wang Ivy Wong
Editors

Gender and Sexuality
Development
Contemporary Theory and Research



Editors
Doug P. VanderLaan
Department of Psychology
University of Toronto Mississauga
Mississauga, ON, Canada

Child and Youth Psychiatry
Centre for Addiction and Mental Health
Toronto, ON, Canada

Wang Ivy Wong
Gender Studies Programme
and Department of Psychology
Faculty of Social Science
The Chinese University of Hong Kong
Hong Kong, China

ISSN 2195-2264 ISSN 2195-2272 (electronic)
Focus on Sexuality Research
ISBN 978-3-030-84272-7 ISBN 978-3-030-84273-4 (eBook)
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-84273-4

© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature Switzerland
AG 2022
This work is subject to copyright. All rights are solely and exclusively licensed by the Publisher, whether
the whole or part of the material is concerned, specifically the rights of translation, reprinting, reuse of
illustrations, recitation, broadcasting, reproduction on microfilms or in any other physical way, and
transmission or information storage and retrieval, electronic adaptation, computer software, or by
similar or dissimilar methodology now known or hereafter developed.
The use of general descriptive names, registered names, trademarks, service marks, etc. in this publication
does not imply, even in the absence of a specific statement, that such names are exempt from the relevant
protective laws and regulations and therefore free for general use.
The publisher, the authors and the editors are safe to assume that the advice and information in this
book are believed to be true and accurate at the date of publication. Neither the publisher nor the authors or
the editors give a warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to the material contained herein or for any
errors or omissions that may have been made. The publisher remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional
claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

This Springer imprint is published by the registered company Springer Nature Switzerland AG
The registered company address is: Gewerbestrasse 11, 6330 Cham, Switzerland

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-84273-4

	Preface
	Why Gender and Sexuality Development?
	Origin Story
	Aims
	Overview
	Terminology

	Acknowledgments
	Contents
	Contributors
	Chapter 1: Measuring Sex Differences and Similarities
	1.1 Sex or Gender?
	1.1.1 The Sex Binary

	1.2 Quantification of Sex Differences/Similarities
	1.2.1 Common Indices of Difference/Similarity
	1.2.1.1 Univariate Standardized Difference (Cohen´s d)
	1.2.1.2 Multivariate Standardized Difference (Mahalanobis´ D)
	1.2.1.3 Indices of Overlap (OVL, OVL2)
	1.2.1.4 Indices of Superiority (U3, CL)
	1.2.1.5 Probability of Correct Classification (PCC)
	1.2.1.6 Variance Explained (η2)
	1.2.1.7 Variance Ratio (VR)
	1.2.1.8 Tail Ratio (TR)

	1.2.2 Other Methods
	1.2.2.1 Relative Distribution Methods
	1.2.2.2 Taxometric Methods
	1.2.2.3 Internal Consistency Analysis

	1.2.3 Visualization

	1.3 Statistical and Methodological Issues
	1.3.1 Assumption Violations
	1.3.2 Biases in Effect Sizes
	1.3.3 Measurement Error and Other Artifacts
	1.3.4 Meta-Analysis

	1.4 Conclusion
	References

	Chapter 2: Prenatal Steroid Hormones and Sex Differences in Juvenile Rhesus Macaque Behavior
	2.1 Sexually Differentiated Behavior in Rhesus Monkeys
	2.2 Social Influences on Behavioral Sex Differences
	2.3 Neonatal Hormonal Secretions and Rhesus Monkey Behavioral Sex Differences
	2.4 Sex Differences in Maternal Treatment of Infants
	2.5 Prenatal Hormonal Influences on Behavioral Sex Differences
	2.5.1 Sex Differences in Juvenile Social Behavior
	2.5.1.1 Studies of Effects of Exogenous Prenatal Steroid Administration on Rough Play and Mounting in Genetic Females
	2.5.1.2 Effects of Altering Endogenous or Exogenous Androgens on Rough Play and Mounting in Males and Females
	2.5.1.3 Sex Differences in Juvenile Interest in Infants
	2.5.1.4 Juvenile Sex Differences in Preferences for Human Toys


	2.6 Conclusion
	Spotlight Feature: The Implications of Social Environment for Sex Differences in Brain and Behavior
	References

	Chapter 3: Biological Approaches to Studying Gender Development
	3.1 Sex Differences in Human Behavior
	3.2 Sex Determination and Differentiation of Primary Sex Characteristics
	3.3 Hormone Influences in Sex Differences
	3.3.1 Animal Studies of Biological Influences on Sex-Typed Behavior
	3.3.2 Studies of Hormone Influences in Humans
	3.3.2.1 Congenital Adrenal Hyperplasia (CAH)
	3.3.2.2 Complete Androgen Insensitivity Syndrome (CAIS)
	3.3.2.3 Hormones Measured in Normative Development
	3.3.2.4 Markers of Hormone Exposure


	3.4 Genetic Approaches to Studying Sex Differences
	3.5 Conclusions
	Spotlight Feature: The Neurobiology of Gender Dysphoria
	Spotlight Feature: Hormonal Treatment Effects on Adolescent Brain Development
	References

	Chapter 4: Social Influences on Gender Development: Theory and Context
	4.1 Theoretical Roots of Social Influence on Gender Development
	4.1.1 Social Cognitive Theory
	4.1.2 Developmental Persuasion Model

	4.2 Social Contextual Factors Influencing Gender Development
	4.2.1 Family
	4.2.2 Peers
	4.2.3 School
	4.2.4 Toys and Media

	4.3 Conclusions
	References

	Chapter 5: Contemporary Cognitive Approaches to Gender Development: New Schemas, New Directions, and New Conceptualizations of...
	5.1 Themes of Cognitive Theories of Gender Development
	5.2 Rethinking Gender as a Social Category and as a Motivator
	5.2.1 Sex Does Not Equal Gender
	5.2.2 Gender Is Not Unchanging
	5.2.3 The Expanding Role of Gender Labels/Identity as Motivator of Behavior
	5.2.4 Summary

	5.3 Expanding and Rethinking the Multidimensionality of Gender Identity
	5.3.1 Conceptualizations of Gender Identity
	5.3.2 Gender Similarity as a Central Dimension of Identity
	5.3.3 Felt Pressure to Conform

	5.4 Expanding Concepts Related to Gender Groups
	5.4.1 Rethinking Stereotypes
	5.4.2 Rethinking Gendered Social Relationships

	5.5 Rethinking and Expanding Processes of Gender Development
	5.5.1 Dual Pathways
	5.5.2 Tobin´s Intrapsychics of Gender

	5.6 Future Directions in Theory and Research
	5.6.1 Expanding the Range of Gender Identity and Social Comparisons
	5.6.2 Broadening Understanding of Gender-Diverse Children
	5.6.3 Integration as a Theme in Future Theory Development

	5.7 Conclusion
	Spotlight Feature: The Malleability of Gender: Conceptualizing Gender as a Contextual Variable
	References

	Chapter 6: Origins and Consequences of Childhood Gender Segregation: Toward an Integrative Developmental Systems Model
	6.1 Gender-Segregated Peer Affiliations from Childhood into Adulthood
	6.1.1 Early to Middle Childhood
	6.1.2 Adolescence
	6.1.3 Adulthood

	6.2 Possible Explanations for the Emergence of Gender Segregation in Early Childhood
	6.2.1 Families and Schools
	6.2.2 Popular Media
	6.2.3 Behavioral Compatibility
	6.2.3.1 Evidence for Early Average Gender Differences in Behavior
	6.2.3.2 Evidence Regarding the Behavioral Compatibility Hypothesis

	6.2.4 Gender-Related Cognitions
	6.2.4.1 Early Gender-Related Cognitions
	6.2.4.2 Evidence Regarding the Cognitive Consonance Hypothesis

	6.2.5 Need for Multidimensional and Multi-Domain Approach
	6.2.5.1 Multi-Domain Approach to Behavioral Compatibility
	6.2.5.2 Multidimensional and Multi-Domain Approach to Gender Identity and Schemas


	6.3 Maintenance and Consequences of Gender Segregation in Childhood and Beyond
	6.3.1 Peer Groups in Childhood and Adolescence
	6.3.1.1 Ingroup Bias
	6.3.1.2 Ingroup Assimilation
	6.3.1.3 Outgroup Stereotyping, Prejudice, and Hostility

	6.3.2 Institutionalized Gender Segregation in School and Work Settings
	6.3.2.1 Single-Gender Schooling
	6.3.2.2 Fraternities and Sororities
	6.3.2.3 Athletic and Academic Programs
	6.3.2.4 Occupations


	6.4 Toward an Integrative Developmental Systems Model of Gender Segregation
	6.4.1 Between-Group Overlap and Within-Gender Variability
	6.4.2 Emulating Culturally Meaningful Role Models
	6.4.3 Gender-Nonconforming Children
	6.4.4 Summary and Conclusion

	6.5 Looking Ahead: Building an Integrative Dynamic Systems Model
	Spotlight Feature: Education Beyond Academics: Gender-Segregated Schooling and Students´ Interpersonal Development
	References

	Chapter 7: Gender, Toys, and Play: How Gendered Early Experiences Shape Later Development
	7.1 A Model of Gender Differentiation via Children´s Gender-Typed Toys and Play
	7.1.1 Gender-Typed Toy Interests
	7.1.2 Gender Differences in Play Style Preferences
	7.1.3 Gender Segregation of Children During Play
	7.1.4 Conclusion

	7.2 Factors Shaping Children´s Gender-Typed Play Behaviors
	7.2.1 Biological Factors
	7.2.2 Social Factors
	7.2.3 Cognitive Factors
	7.2.4 Conclusion

	7.3 The Impact of Gender-Typed Play Behaviors
	7.3.1 Impact on Physical Development
	7.3.2 Impact on Social Development
	7.3.3 Impact on Cognitive Development
	7.3.4 Conclusion

	7.4 General Conclusions
	References

	Chapter 8: Family Gender Socialization in Childhood and Adolescence
	8.1 Parenting and Gender Development
	8.1.1 The Role of Genetics in Parents´ Gender Socialization
	8.1.2 Parents´ Differential Treatment of Girls and Boys
	8.1.3 Parents´ Role as Instructors

	8.2 Interparental Relationships and Youth Gender Development
	8.3 Siblings and Gender Development
	8.4 Conclusion
	References

	Chapter 9: Gender Stereotypes and Education
	9.1 Gender Stereotypes About Intellectual Abilities
	9.2 Stereotypes About the Culture of a Field
	9.3 Links Between the Ability Stereotypes and Women´s Representation
	9.3.1 Motivation and Interests
	9.3.2 Stereotype Threat
	9.3.3 External Biases

	9.4 Changing Stereotypes About Abilities
	9.5 Changing Stereotypes About the Culture of a Field
	9.6 Conclusion
	References

	Chapter 10: Gender-Based Discrimination in Childhood and Adolescence
	10.1 Research on Gender Discrimination in Historical and Legal Context
	10.2 Types of Gender-Based Discrimination Affecting Children and Adolescents
	10.3 Gender-Based Discrimination Across Development and Contexts
	10.3.1 Gender-Based Discrimination at Home
	10.3.2 Gender-Based Discrimination at School
	10.3.2.1 Teachers
	10.3.2.2 Peers

	10.3.3 Structural Discrimination
	10.3.4 Cultural Discrimination

	10.4 Conclusions
	Spotlight Feature: Children´s Appraisals of Peer Gender Nonconformity
	References

	Chapter 11: Gender and Sexuality in Disorders/Differences of Sex Development
	11.1 Play Behaviour, Activities and Interests
	11.2 Cognitive Functioning
	11.3 Brain Development
	11.4 Gender
	11.4.1 Gender Identity and Expression
	11.4.2 Gender Assignment
	11.4.3 Gender Dysphoria and Change

	11.5 Sexual Development in DSD
	11.5.1 Sexual Orientation
	11.5.2 Sexual Behaviour and Function
	11.5.3 Psychosexual Well-being

	11.6 Conclusion: Sex and Gender as Continuum
	Spotlight Feature: Testosterone, Science, and Sport
	References

	Chapter 12: Sexuality Development in Childhood
	12.1 Theoretical Overview
	12.2 Methodological Concerns
	12.3 Child Sexuality
	12.3.1 Solitary Sexual Behavior
	12.3.2 Partnered Sexual Behavior
	12.3.3 Sexual Desire
	12.3.4 Sexual Orientation

	12.4 Biosocial Influences on Sexuality Development
	12.4.1 Adrenarche
	12.4.2 Intimate Peer Relationships
	12.4.3 Parental Influences
	12.4.4 Media

	12.5 Future Research
	12.5.1 Sexual Arousability and Sexual Proceptivity
	12.5.2 Sexual Agency and Sexual Scripts
	12.5.3 Sexual Fluidity
	12.5.4 Nonintrusive Measures

	12.6 Conclusion
	Spotlight Feature: Doctor Games
	References

	Chapter 13: Sexual Pleasure in Adolescence: A Developmental Sexual Embodiment Perspective
	13.1 Framing Sexual Pleasure in the Context of Adolescent Sexual Development
	13.1.1 Elements of Adolescent Sexual Pleasure Development
	13.1.2 Development of Sexual Pleasure Expectations in Adolescents
	13.1.3 Neurocognitive Development of Sexual Pleasure in Adolescents
	13.1.4 Sexual Socialization Influences on Sexual Pleasure in Adolescents

	13.2 The Development of Sexual Embodiment During Adolescence
	13.2.1 Sexual Pleasure Domains in Adolescents´ Sexual Experiences
	13.2.1.1 Dance and Music
	13.2.1.2 Kissing
	13.2.1.3 Masturbation
	13.2.1.4 Sexting
	13.2.1.5 Partnered Genital Behaviors


	13.3 Sexual Pleasure, Diverse Bodies, and Sexual Embodiment in Adolescents
	13.3.1 Spina Bifida
	13.3.2 Autism Spectrum
	13.3.3 Gender Dysphoria

	13.4 Summary and Conclusion
	13.4.1 Pillar 1: The Experiences of Sexual Pleasure in Adolescence
	13.4.2 Pillar 2: Sexual Pleasure and Diverse Sexual Bodies in Adolescence
	13.4.3 Pillar 3: Pleasure as a Sexual Right During Adolescence

	Spotlight Feature: Sexuality Development Among Youth with Intellectual Disability-Societal Aspects in Theory and Practice
	A Normative and Protective World
	The Need for Relevant and Comprehensive Sex Education in a Multicultural Society
	Use of the Internet and Social Media
	Lack of Sexual Agency: Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights

	References

	Chapter 14: Pornography Use in Adolescence and Young Adulthood
	14.1 Theoretical Approaches to Understanding Young People´s Pornography Use
	14.2 The Prevalence of Pornography Use Among Adolescents and Emerging Adults
	14.2.1 Pre-Internet Exposure/Use
	14.2.2 Post-Internet (Online) Exposure/Use
	14.2.3 Changes in Pornography Use across Adolescence
	14.2.4 Exposure to and Use of Pornography: Correlates, Predictors, and Potential Confounds

	14.3 Pornography Use and Sexual Risk Taking
	14.4 Pornography and Sexual Aggression
	14.5 Pornography Use and Young People´s Psychological Health and Sexual Well-Being
	14.6 Emerging Insights on Pornography Literacy and the Role of Parents
	14.7 Recommendations for Future Research
	14.7.1 Using Data to Test Theories
	14.7.2 Terminology and the Importance of Defining the Construct
	14.7.3 Measurement Issues
	14.7.4 Research Design
	14.7.5 Analytical Robustness
	14.7.6 Ideological Biases
	14.7.7 Applied Research

	14.8 Conclusions
	Spotlight Feature: Sexually Explicit Media Use Among Sexual and Gender Minority Adolescents
	References

	Chapter 15: A Review of Theoretical Models and Lifespan Approaches to the Study of Sexual Offending
	15.1 Prevalence and Trends of Sexual Offending Perpetration and Victimization
	15.2 Theoretical Models of Sexual Offending
	15.2.1 Marshall and Barbaree´s Integrated Theory
	15.2.1.1 Learning Experiences
	15.2.1.2 Biological Factors
	15.2.1.3 Situational Factors

	15.2.2 Ward and Beech´s Integrated Theory
	15.2.3 Seto´s Motivation Facilitation Model

	15.3 Developmental Precursors of Sexual Offending
	15.3.1 Developmental and Life-Course Criminology
	15.3.2 DLC and Adolescents Who Sexually Offend
	15.3.3 Trajectories of Child Sexual Behavior Problems

	15.4 Future Research Directions
	15.4.1 Testing of Theoretical Models
	15.4.2 Early Intervention and Prevention

	15.5 Conclusion
	References

	Chapter 16: Learned but Not Chosen: A Reward Competition Feedback Model for the Origins of Sexual Preferences and Orientations
	16.1 Sexual Motivation: Nature and Nurture
	16.2 Sexual Preferences and Orientations
	16.2.1 Gender Differences in Erotic Plasticity
	16.2.2 Sexual Fluidity: The Dynamic Systems Perspective
	16.2.3 Sexual Arousal, Preferences, and Orientations
	16.2.4 On the Significance of Nonspecific Arousal Patterns in Women and Men

	16.3 The Development of Sexual Preferences and Orientations through Reward, Competition, and Feedback
	16.3.1 Physiological Arousal, Learning, and the Development of Sexual Orientations: The Reward Competition Feedback (RCF) Model
	16.3.2 Sex Differences in Arousal and Dynamics of Reward Competition Feedback
	16.3.3 Additional Factors Influencing RCF Dynamics
	16.3.4 Multi-level Evolution and the Development of Adaptive Reproductive Behavior

	16.4 Additional Theories of Sexual Learning
	16.4.1 Exotic Becomes Erotic; Familiar Becomes Boring
	16.4.2 The Emergence of Heterosexual Reproductive Behavior Via Partial Instincts and Cultural Evolution
	16.4.3 Olfaction, Innate Orientations, and Sexual Learning
	16.4.4 Reward Learning and Flexible Critical (or Sensitive) Periods

	16.5 Conclusion
	Spotlight Feature: Bisexuality Across Cultures
	References

	Chapter 17: Carving the Biodevelopment of Same-Sex Sexual Orientation at Its Joints
	17.1 Why is it Important to Study Sexual Orientation Development?
	17.2 The ``Scattered Particulars´´ of Sexual Orientation
	17.2.1 Conceptualization and Measurement
	17.2.2 Study Populations
	17.2.3 Considerations Regarding Terminology
	17.2.4 Summary of the ``Scattered Particulars´´

	17.3 Mechanisms of Sexual Orientation Biodevelopment
	17.3.1 Genetic Influences
	17.3.2 Hormonal Influences
	17.3.3 Immunological Influences
	17.3.4 Brain Differences
	17.3.5 Cross-cultural Research
	17.3.6 Summary Regarding Biodevelopmental Mechanisms

	17.4 One Biodevelopmental Pathway or Many?
	17.4.1 Evidence of Biodevelopmental Subgroups
	17.4.2 Does Gender Expression Reflect Distinct Same-Sex Sexual Orientation Biodevelopmental Pathways?
	17.4.3 Research on Gender Expression and Sexual Orientation Biodevelopment
	17.4.4 Summary Regarding Biodevelopmental Pathways

	17.5 Future Directions
	17.6 Conclusions
	Spotlight Feature: Born to Bottom?
	Spotlight Feature: Evidence for a Curvilinear Androgen Dose Response in Sexual Differentiation of Brain and Behavior
	References

	Chapter 18: Mental Health Among LGBT Youth
	18.1 Minority Stress Experiences of LGBT Adolescents
	18.2 Mental Health Disparities Among LGBT Adolescents
	18.2.1 Suicidality
	18.2.2 Depression and Other Internalizing Symptoms
	18.2.3 Substance Use
	18.2.4 Protective Factors, Coping, and Prevention

	18.3 Limitations and Future Directions
	18.4 Conclusion
	Spotlight Feature: Mental Health and Minority Stress Experiences Among Gender-Nonconforming Children
	Spotlight Feature: Gender and Sexual Diversity in Autism
	References

	Chapter 19: Asexuality: When Sexual Attraction Is Lacking
	19.1 What Is Asexuality?
	19.1.1 Definition
	19.1.2 Prevalence
	19.1.3 Gender Differences
	19.1.4 Sexual Activity and Asexuality
	19.1.5 Romantic Attractions

	19.2 Overview of Alternative Explanations
	19.2.1 Asexuality as a Mental Disorder
	19.2.2 Asexuality as a Sexual Dysfunction
	19.2.3 Asexuality as a Paraphilia
	19.2.4 How Is Asexuality Different from Celibacy?

	19.3 Challenges in Asexuality Research
	19.3.1 Developing a Validated Measure of Asexuality
	19.3.2 Capturing Sexual Orientation and Gender Identities
	19.3.3 Measuring Sex-Related Distress

	19.4 Where the Research on Asexuality Needs to Go 
	19.4.1 Is Asexuality a Lifelong Pattern?
	19.4.2 Understanding the Biological Correlates of Asexuality
	19.4.3 Further Research that Directly Tests Asexuality as a Sexual Orientation

	19.5 Conclusion
	References

	Chapter 20: Erotic Target Identity Inversions
	20.1 Autogynephilia
	20.2 Apotemnophilia
	20.3 Autopedophilia
	20.4 Autoanthropomorphozoophilia
	20.5 Autozoophilia
	20.6 Autoandrophilia
	20.7 Autonecrophilia
	20.8 ETIIs as Paraphilias
	20.9 ETIIs in Natal Females
	20.10 Sexual Masochism as an Alternative to ETIIs
	20.11 Causes and Development of ETIIs
	20.12 Future Directions
	References

	Chapter 21: Consensual Non-monogamy from a Developmental Perspective
	21.1 Categories of CNM
	21.2 Conducting Research with Members of Marginalized Groups
	21.3 Developmental Relationship Models
	21.3.1 Stage-Based Developmental Theories
	21.3.1.1 Theories of Romantic Relationships
	21.3.1.2 Erikson´s Theory of Psychosocial Development

	21.3.2 Attachment Theory and CNM

	21.4 Who Engages in CNM?
	21.5 Developmental Trajectories in CNM
	21.6 Children in CNM Households
	21.6.1 Children in Polygamous Households
	21.6.2 Children in Western Polyamorous Households

	21.7 Living a CNM Life in a Monogamous World
	21.7.1 Stigma against CNM Individuals and Relationships
	21.7.2 Stigmatized Relationships and Minority Stress

	21.8 Directions for Future Research
	21.9 Conclusions
	Spotlight Feature: Current Developments in Research Assessing Mixed-Gender Threesomes
	References


