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A female advantage in school marks is a common finding in education research, and it extends to most
course subjects (e.g., language, math, science), unlike what is found on achievement tests. However,
questions remain concerning the quantification of these gender differences and the identification of
relevant moderator variables. The present meta-analysis answered these questions by examining studies
that included an evaluation of gender differences in teacher-assigned school marks in elementary,
junior/middle, or high school or at the university level (both undergraduate and graduate). The final
analysis was based on 502 effect sizes drawn from 369 samples. A multilevel approach to meta-analysis
was used to handle the presence of nonindependent effect sizes in the overall sample. This method was
complemented with an examination of results in separate subject matters with a mixed-effects meta-
analytic model. A small but significant female advantage (mean d = 0.225, 95% CI [0.201, 0.249]) was
demonstrated for the overall sample of effect sizes. Noteworthy findings were that the female advantage
was largest for language courses (mean d = 0.374, 95% CI [0.316, 0.432]) and smallest for math courses
(mean d = 0.069, 95% CI [0.014, 0.124]). Source of marks, nationality, racial composition of samples,
and gender composition of samples were significant moderators of effect sizes. Finally, results showed
that the magnitude of the female advantage was not affected by year of publication, thereby contradicting
claims of a recent “boy crisis” in school achievement. The present meta-analysis demonstrated the
presence of a stable female advantage in school marks while also identifying critical moderators.
Implications for future educational and psychological research are discussed.
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Much research has focused on gender differences in various
areas of intellectual achievement (Halpern, 2012). In fact, reliance
on this research often guides policy decisions such as funding for
sex-segregated education (Lindberg, Hyde, Petersen, & Linn,
2010).

In reality, much of what we know about gender differences in
intellectual achievement comes from various meta-analyses that
have summarized and quantified the findings obtained in relevant
research. For example, Hyde, Fennema, and Lamon (1990; see
also Else-Quest, Hyde, & Linn, 2010) reported that gender differ-
ences in mathematics achievement were typically in favor of
males,* although recent data suggest that the gap is closing (or
even disappearing) in this field (Hyde, Lindberg, Linn, Ellis, &
Williams, 2008; Lindberg et al., 2010). A male advantage has also
been reported for science achievement tests (Hedges & Nowell,
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1995), whereas a female advantage is typically reported in reading
comprehension (e.g., Hedges & Nowell, 1995; Lynn & Mikk,
2009; Nowell & Hedges, 1998). These findings have essentially
become part of the stereotypical view of men and women (Lind-
berg et al., 2010; Nosek et al., 2009).

Defining Achievement

To our knowledge, all existing meta-analyses examining math-
ematics, science, and reading achievement have relied either on
tests of cognitive abilities or on national test scores as their
measures of focus. For example, Nowell and Hedges (1998) ex-
amined results obtained in specific data sets in which participants
completed a battery of cognitive measures used in a national test
(see Table 2 in their article for a list). Such achievement tests have
been shown to predict later performance in the classroom (e.g.,
Anastasi, 1988, for the Scholastic Aptitude Test; Kuncel, Henzltet,
& Ones, 2001, for the Graduate Record Examination). Although
gender differences follow essentially stereotypical patterns on
achievement tests, for whatever reasons, females generally have
the advantage on school marks? regardless of the material. This
gender difference has been known to exist for many years (e.g.,

1 We use the terms males and females throughout this article to cover a
variety of age groups. We use the terms girls and boys or women and men
when relevant to the age of the specific samples under discussion.

2We use the word marks throughout this article to refer to the same
thing that is often called grades. Essentially, we used marks to remove the
ambiguity inherent in the word grades, which could also reflect grade level
(Grade 1, Grade 2, etc.).
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Goodenough, 1954; Hosseini, 1975; Kimball, 1989) and has per-
sisted in recent years (e.g., McCornack & McLeod, 1988, for
college students; Pomerantz, Altermatt, & Saxon, 2002, for chil-
dren in Grades 4, 5, and 6).

Many attempts have been made to explain the apparent contra-
diction between what is observed on gender differences with
achievement tests and with actual school performance. For exam-
ple, Wentzel (1991) suggested that school marks reflect learning in
the larger social context of the classroom. School marks also
require effort and persistence over long periods of time, whereas
performance on standardized tests assesses basic or specialized
academic abilities and aptitudes at one point in time without social
influences. Kimball (1989) and Kenney-Benson, Pomerantz, Ryan,
and Patrick (2006) elaborated on factors that distinguish school
marks and achievement tests, including the type of learning re-
quired, the familiarity level of each of these test settings, the role
of anxiety and confidence in performance, the influence of sub-
jective factors, and gender stereotypes. An in-depth coverage of
these factors is beyond the scope of the present article. However,
existing data for achievement tests are based on meta-analytic
findings, whereas research on teacher-assigned school marks has
not been examined as a whole to date. Therefore, a systematic
meta-analysis examining gender differences in school marks is
clearly required to summarize the literature on this topic in the
same way that this has been done for achievement tests.

Accordingly, the purpose of the present research was to fill that
gap by reporting the results of a meta-analysis of gender differ-
ences in scholastic achievement focusing exclusively on school
achievement in the form of teacher-assigned school marks. Two
questions were considered as part of that purpose. First, are there
overall gender differences in school performance? Second, what
factors moderate these gender differences? The first question is
straightforward as it requires only a global test of significance on
a set of retrieved studies. However, the second question requires
the a priori identification of potential factors that might moderate
the magnitude of the gender differences.

Potential Moderating Variables

The identification of potential moderating variables relies on
what researchers have considered important in past research. From
this perspective, factors that have been examined both in research
on school marks (the focus of the present article) and in work
examining tests of achievement and cognitive abilities are relevant.

Age

Age of the participants sampled in a given study is likely the
most obvious variable to consider. However, when considering
school achievement, age in years is confounded with school level
(preschool, elementary, high school, college). From this perspec-
tive, age can be considered either as a continuous variable or as a
categorical variable. Lindberg et al. (2010), who opted for the
categorical approach, found much variability in the magnitude of
gender differences depending on whether achievement scores were
obtained with preschool, elementary school, middle school, high
school, college, or adult samples. It is possible that this categorical
approach produced a significant effect of this moderator in their
analysis because it captured the existing nonlinearity that the

typical linear metaregression approach based on a continuous
variable would not detect. Accordingly, a categorical approach is
followed here when assessing age. However, one also has to
consider that there are studies sampling, for example, university
students, but their high school grade point average (GPA) is
reported. This discrepancy means that an examination of age in the
present analysis has to be further refined. Specifically, the source
of the grades is more informative than the mean age reported in the
study or the current school level of the participants. Accordingly,
the source of the grades was used as a variable in the present
analysis.

In their analysis of achievement tests, Lindberg et al. (2010)
reported that the male advantage in mathematics achievement tests
increased with age, with a peak in high school and a decline in
college and adult samples. In contrast, in our analysis of school
marks, we predict a decrease in the magnitude of gender dif-
ferences with sources that reflect different age groups. Specif-
ically, individual studies suggest that a female advantage is
found in elementary school (Pomerantz et al., 2002), middle
school (Mickelson & Greene, 2006), and high school (McCor-
nack & McLeod, 1988). At the university level, findings are
more variable, with some researchers reporting a female advan-
tage (McCornack & McLeod, 1988), others reporting no gender
difference (Sulaiman & Mohezar, 2006), and yet others report-
ing a male advantage (Beaudin, Horvath, & Wright, 1992).
Thus, gender differences at the university level should reflect
more dilution of the effects.

Course Material

The actual topic on which the school marks were based is
another rather obvious variable requiring consideration. GPA is a
global score and can thus be considered as a composite measure
that might result in somewhat heterogeneous findings depending
on the combination of courses that form the score. However, as it
is expected that the magnitude of gender differences in school
performance should fluctuate as a function of the course material,
we attempted to enter separate grades for each material type.
Accordingly, we entered a global score such as the GPA in the
meta-analytic data set when it was the only one available. Fortu-
nately, in many studies, the authors presented data for specific
subject matters so that effect sizes for gender differences in each
subject were considered in the analysis. Research examining
school performance suggests the expectation that females should
outperform males in all subjects (Pomerantz et al., 2002), includ-
ing global measures.

National Origin

Potential national differences in the magnitude of gender differ-
ences in school achievement as well as in test achievement have
been examined extensively (Else-Quest et al., 2010). Thus, it is
only fitting that this variable should be considered here. However,
in view of the potential variability in cross-national findings and in
the composition of the final sample of studies, this variable should
be seen as exploratory. Therefore, no predictions on possible
outcomes are presented at this time.
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Year of Publication

Some support exists for the notion that gender differences have
decreased in magnitude for some areas of cognitive achievement in
recent years (Feingold, 1988; Voyer, Voyer, & Bryden, 1995).
Specifically, Feingold (1988) and Voyer et al. (1995) reported a
trend for decreasing gender differences in tests of spatial abilities
as a function of year of publication. These results have typically
been interpreted as reflecting social changes that promote more
equality in how children are raised and educated. To determine
whether such trends would be found for gender differences in
school marks, year of publication is examined in the present
analysis.

The inclusion of year of publication as a moderator also has
important implications to address popular views on gender differ-
ences in school achievement. In particular, the literature presented
earlier suggests that many researchers have been aware of a female
advantage in school achievement for decades. However, it is
interesting that it just received media attention recently, leading to
the notion that this is a new phenomenon. Specifically, a 2006
Newsweek article (Tyre, 2006) suggested that boys across the
United States are falling behind girls in terms of school achieve-
ment, whereas, 30 years ago, it was presumably females who were
lagging. Unfortunately, no specific references were provided to
support these statements. However, this did not prevent more
reporting of this so-called boy crisis in various newspapers, mag-
azines, and other media (Rybak Lang, 2011). In fact, this issue has
also received attention in many countries (Cappon & Canadian
Council on Learning, 2011). Critics such as Rybak Lang (2011),
Vail (2006), and Mead (2006) showed skepticism about the notion
of crisis, suggesting that males’ performance has not declined but
rather females’ performance has improved. Most of the data (at
least in Cappon & Canadian Council on Learning, 2011, and
Mead, 2006) are based on relatively recent achievement test scores
or enrollment figures, but the school performance data required for
a complete test of the boy-crisis claims are lacking. Fortunately,
the examination of year of publication as a potential moderator of
gender differences in school achievement fills this gap. Essen-
tially, a positive relation between year and magnitude of the effect
would support the notions underlying the claims of a boy crisis by
showing that gender differences have either changed in direction
or increased in magnitude. In contrast, a nonsignificant or negative
relation would allow us to reject the central claims inherent in the
boy crisis. Therefore, this important question is examined with the
inclusion of year of publication as a moderator in the present
analysis.

Racial Composition of the Sample

In her discussion of the boy crisis, Mead (2006) also pointed out
that achievement gaps are actually larger when racial origin is
examined as opposed to gender in United States samples. For
example, the graduation rate is much lower for students who are
Hispanic or Black when compared to their Asian or White peers.
When considering reading achievement tests, White males and
females essentially form a cluster of achievement above that for
Hispanic and Black males and females. In fact, Black males show
the lowest level of performance across 13 years of data (see
Meade, 2006, Figure 3). Therefore, examining potential variations
in the magnitude of gender differences in school achievement

as a function of racial composition, at least for samples from the
United States, is crucial to better inform critical areas of concerns
for school performance. Based on Mead’s report, it would not be
surprising to find that the gender differences are largest among
samples composed of a majority of Black students in the United
States.

Other Potential Moderators

When we reviewed the literature on school achievement and
gender, only a limited set of moderators directly relevant to gender
differences became apparent. In fact, much of the research did not
focus on gender differences. Accordingly, other potential moder-
ators of general applicability were considered as exploratory vari-
ables.

A number of authors have suggested that socioeconomic status
(SES) might relate to school achievement (e.g., Dewaele, 2007;
Fischbein, 1990; Undheim & Nordvik, 1992). Specifically, the
underlying reasoning is that values and beliefs held by parents with
a higher SES might contribute to better school achievement in their
children. However, SES is rarely reported directly in research and
could not be used for all the studies sampled here. In contrast,
school type (private or public) is always reported or can be
determined with further research on the nature of the schools
involved in data collection. Accordingly, this dichotomy provided
an indirect measure of SES following the notion that, on average,
students in a private school should typically come from a higher
SES family than those in public schools. Based on this classifica-
tion, the general expectation is that private school samples should
achieve better grades than public school samples. From this per-
spective, it is possible that ceiling effects found in private school
samples could potentially reduce the magnitude of gender differ-
ences. This possibility was explored here.

School achievement can be measured on a seemingly infinite
number of scales. Specifically, some schools rely on percentage
marks, others use a 4-point scale, while others report marks on a
12-point scale, and so on. Although this is a strictly statistical
moderator, it has to be considered as the underlying variation in
range of scores could potentially affect the magnitude of the
effects. However, this scale of measurement moderator should be
considered more of a control variable than a meaningful factor
with cognitive implications.

Some research on gender stereotypes suggests that males and
females tend to expect the gender composition (male to female
ratio) to vary depending on specific areas of study. For example, S.
Beyer (1999) reported that undergraduate participants estimated
that gender composition would be about 61% females in an Eng-
lish major when the actual value was 64%. In contrast, for biology,
the expected percentage of females was estimated at 42.2% by
female participants and 45.1% by male participants when the
actual value was 59.6%. In a sense, this perception that there are
male- or female-dominated areas could reflect highly publicized
findings of gender differences in these domains. However, the data
reported by Beyer also indicated that there is some truth in the
stereotypical expectations, at least at the university level. There-
fore, considering the ratio of males to females in each sample
might provide a further, indirect measure of whether an area is
female or male dominated. Of course, the male to female ratio is
bound to reflect the availability of volunteer participants in many
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of the studies. However, much of the retrieved data came from
whole classes so that it would reflect class composition. In any
case, a significant effect of this variable as a moderator would
provide an indirect validity check. This variable also provides
additional information to interpret the results. Accordingly, gender
composition of the samples in terms of male to female ratio was
considered as a potential moderator.

Current Meta-Analysis

The present analysis aimed to provide a summary of findings
pertaining to gender differences in scholastic achievement. In
doing so, we attempted to provide an exhaustive sample of the
published literature providing relevant data. The quantification of
these gender differences and the identification of relevant moder-
ator variables formed the primary goals of the analysis.

One novel aspect of the work presented here lies in the fact that,
to our knowledge, no such meta-analysis has been published to
date as those that have been published focused on achievement
tests. Therefore, in the present study, effect sizes were derived
exclusively from the school marks obtained from teachers rather
than from individual tests. As such, a new light is shed on gender
differences in school achievement. It should be noted that this
approach also limits the number of relevant studies as it eliminates
those relying exclusively on self-reported grades. Essentially, is-
sues relevant to social desirability would add a potential confound,
limiting conclusions that can be drawn from the findings. Simi-
larly, only typical samples were included as the inclusion of
atypical samples such as remedial groups or gifted samples would
also add extraneous variances. Finally, a numerical value was
required for effect-size calculation (either directly available or
converted from a letter grade). As numerical values are generally
unavailable for preschool and kindergarten samples, data retrieval
started with elementary school samples.

A second crucial novel aspect of the present analysis is its
reliance on powerful approaches to meta-analysis. In particular, a
direct comparison of course material has often been impossible.
Specifically, in the research sampled here, effect sizes for different
types of course material (e.g., math, science, and reading) were
often obtained from the same samples. When using conventional
meta-analytic techniques, this violation of the independence of
effects assumption would invalidate the results (Borenstein,
Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2009). Accordingly, in the overall
sample, the present analysis applied hierarchical linear modeling to
the meta-analysis (also known as multilevel meta-analysis; see
Hox, 2010; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). This approach makes no
assumption concerning independence of effects and is ideal for
the analysis of meta-analytic data as they follow a clear hier-
archical structure. This technique was necessary to examine
variations in the magnitude of gender differences across course
materials. In addition, mixed-effects meta-analysis was applied
to examine the influence of moderator variables within course
material as it was expected that effect sizes within these group-
ings would be independent. Therefore, the combination of ap-
proaches to meta-analysis provides a powerful analytic strategy
that maximizes the amount of information gained from the
research presented here.

M ethod

Study Selection

Retrieving studies initially involved searching for periodicals in
the databases of PsycINFO, PsycARTICLES, and ERIC using the
search terms sex, gender, sex differences, or gender differences
with school grades, GPA, school achievement, or school marks.
The initial search excluded theses, government reports, books,
magazine articles, and any other clearly nonrefereed source. How-
ever, most government reports are represented in refereed sources
(e.g., Balsa, Giuliano, & French, 2011; Catsambis, 1994; Keith &
Benson, 1992) so that they were actually included in the present
meta-analysis. These searches resulted in 6,048 nonoverlapping
hits. However, as the inclusion of sex, gender, sex differences, or
gender differences might have limited the hits to those where
gender differences were central to the research question, a second
set of searches was performed without these terms. An additional
8,994 hits resulted from this new search set. The searches included
foreign-language articles as the databases provided an English
abstract for all of them. In addition, theses and dissertations were
considered as a possible source of unpublished material. There-
fore, altogether, 15,042 published articles (including 753 articles in
languages other than English) and 2,265 theses and dissertations
were reviewed for possible inclusion in the meta-analysis.

In addition, researchers whose articles were retrieved for inclu-
sion in the analysis and who published this work in the last 10
years were contacted by e-mail with a request for similar unpub-
lished research. Furthermore, all researchers contacted for other
reasons (clarifications, additional information on data reported,
etc.) received a similar request. Altogether, 118 researchers were
contacted directly. A posting requesting unpublished research was
also sent to the following electronic mailing lists: American Edu-
cation Research Association, Spatial Learning Network, Bilingual-
ism and Bilingual Education Network, Educational Research List,
Athens Institute for Education and Research, European Early
Childhood Education Research Association (plus the Hong Kong
and Japan chapters of this association), and the Alliance for Inter-
national Education. Finally, the first author of the present article
requested unpublished research of relevance as a question topic on
his Research Gate webpage. As a result of these efforts, we
received only eight responses to our request, and of those, only one
provided previously unpublished data (three effect sizes). Thank-
fully, 25 unpublished dissertations relevant to our purpose were
retrieved in the electronic search. Therefore, the final data set
included a small subset of unpublished research.

Specific selection criteria determined whether a study could be
included in the final sample in order to control for extraneous
variables and ensure validity. Accordingly, one of the two authors
carefully read the abstract for each study as a first step in deter-
mining if the inclusion criteria were met. When fit with the
inclusion criteria was unclear from the abstract, the actual article
was consulted.

The specific criteria used in making inclusion decisions required
studies to have both male and female participants in Grade 1
(elementary school) or later. A study had to report teacher-
assigned official subject/school marks or global GPA to be in-
cluded. One-time measures such as Scholastic Aptitude Test scores
and national assessment tests were therefore excluded. In addition,
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the use of official marks excluded studies that relied on self-
reported values.

As is always the case with a meta-analysis, the studies had to
report usable data for calculating the effect size (see the Measure
of Effect Size section) to be included. For example, some studies
dichotomized GPA as low or high, whereas others did not report
the direction of the effect. When information was missing and the
study was published in 2000 or more recently, the first author was
contacted. A publication year of 2000 was deemed recent enough
so that the data might still be available to the authors. Only seven
authors had to be contacted in this manner, and five of them
provided clarifications that resulted in usable data.

Specific exclusion criteria were also defined. In particular, stud-
ies that reported on special populations were not included. For
example, some studies had a selection criterion such as high-risk or
mentored students or students born at low birth weights. Such
studies were excluded so that the present results can be interpreted
as reflecting what is found in the average, typical student. It should
be noted, however, that if a study reported on a control group that
met the other criteria, data from such a group were included. When
a study reported on a longitudinal sample, only the first year of
data collection was used. This decision was based on the notion
that aging effects are clearly beyond the scope of the present report
and extensive inclusion of longitudinal data would introduce ex-
traneous variance. Similarly, when multiple articles reported on
the same sample, only the first study reporting on these data was
included to avoid data duplication.

Reference lists obtained from the initial search were also used to
retrieve a number of relevant studies. The data-collection window
ended in August 2011 and, with the application of the inclusion/
exclusion criteria, resulted in a final sample of 502 effect sizes
drawn from 369 samples. The actual effect sizes included in the
final sample are presented in Table 1, along with the moderators
that produced significant findings. Out of the 502 effect sizes, 33
came from unpublished research in English (30 from dissertations,
three from one unpublished paper). For the remainder, 436 effect
sizes were from papers published in English, and 33 were from
work published in other languages (Chinese, French, German, and
Spanish).

Coding of Variables

A number of sample-level and measure-level variables were
coded to assist in the goal of identifying factors that might mod-
erate gender differences in school achievement. Sample-level vari-
ables would be characteristics inherent in the samples themselves,
such as mean age, race/ethnicity, and so on. Similarly, measure-
level variables reflect factors that are inherent in the school marks
themselves, such a scale of measurement, their source, the content
area, and so on.

Sample-level variables. Considering the variety of research
questions investigated in the retrieved literature, the actual national
origin of the participants was often unavailable. However, the
country where testing took place was always mentioned, if only in
the first author’s affiliation. Accordingly, when nationality was not
explicitly reported, the country of testing was used in lieu of
national origin, based on the rationale that the majority of the
sample would originate in this country. However, when this vari-
able was considered more closely, it turned out that 258 out of 369

samples (69.9%) originated in the United States. Other regions that
were represented involved samples from Norway (k = 21), Canada
(13), Turkey (eight), Germany (13), Taiwan (six), Malaysia (six),
Israel (five), New Zealand or Australia (five), Sweden (five),
Slovakia (four), United Kingdom (three), Africa (three), Finland
(three), and multiple countries (two). The remaining countries
were represented in only one sample (Belgium, Czech Republic,
Estonia, Mexico, Hong Kong, India, Iran, Jordan, the Netherlands,
Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Serbia, and Slovenia). Coding of all these
countries would produce essentially uninterpretable results. Ac-
cordingly, nationality was coded into three categories. North
America included the United States and Canada; Scandinavia was
formed by grouping samples from Norway, Finland, and Sweden;
and the remaining regions were grouped in what was essentially an
“other countries excluding North America and Scandinavia” cat-
egory. Although crude and admittedly post hoc, it was hoped that
this categorization might distinguish between the reputedly more
egalitarian Scandinavian class structure and educational systems
(e.g., Nordvik & Amponsah, 1998; Wiborg, 2004) and other,
presumably less egalitarian societies.

Year of publication was also coded routinely and was included
as a potential moderator. This factor could potentially reflect social
changes that might promote fluctuations in gender differences on
school marks.

In coding racial composition of the sample, we followed an
approach similar to that proposed by Goldberg, Prause, Lucas-
Thompson, and Himsel (2008). Therefore, United States samples
were coded as composed of participants who were 75% or more
White, 75% or more Black, 75% or more Hispanic, 75% or more
Asian, racially diverse (no majority), or not reported. Samples
from countries other than the United States were coded as non-
U.S. samples so that the whole sample of retrieved effect sizes
could be considered in the analysis.

Although it might seem appealing to code gender composition
as a continuous variable reflecting the male to female ratio, in
some cases the number of males and females in a sample had to be
estimated as equal as only a total sample size was provided. Such
an estimation of sample size was only implemented to make it
possible to calculate the weights required in meta-analysis. How-
ever, in the context of gender ratio as a moderator, such estima-
tions could potentially introduce extraneous variance. Accord-
ingly, gender composition was coded into four categories: more
females than males, equal number of each gender, more males than
females, and estimated composition of samples. Of further rele-
vance to sample size and composition, it should be noted that when
the sample size was given as a range, the lower value was used as
a conservative measure.

A final sample characteristic considered whether a sample was
obtained in a public or private/parochial school. In the rare cases
when type of school was not clearly labeled as public or private, it
was coded as public. As previously mentioned, this variable was
used as an indirect measure of SES.

Measure-level variables. At the level of measure-specific
characteristics, the course material or subject in which the mark
was obtained was coded as a global measure (typically reflecting
a GPA), language (including, e.g., marks obtained in native-
language and foreign-language courses), mathematics (also includ-
ing economics and statistics courses), science (including both
specific courses in biology, physics, etc., as well as general science
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Table 1
Sudies Included in the Present Analysis
Racial Gender

Study Pub  Nm Nf Nationality Source composition  composition ~ Course d
Abbott (1981) yes 54 62 North America elementary Black f>m global .522
Abedi (1991) yes 3,316 3,145 North America graduate diverse m > f global .000
D. Adams, Astone, Nunez-Wormack, &

Smodlaka (1994) yes 237 253 North America  high school Hispanic f>m global .387
R. E. Adams & Laursen (2007) yes 231 238 North America  middle/junior diverse f>m global .303
Ajiboye & Tella (2006) yes 22 54  Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m SOCSCi —.217
Alessandri (1992) yes 72 72 North America  elementary diverse f=m global 971
Alfan & Othman (2005) yes 66 248  Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .285
Al-Mannie (1990) yes 15,120 5,354 Other undergraduate non-U.S. m > f global .064
Alnabhan, Al-Zegoul, & Harwell (2001) yes 300 300 Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .000
Altschul, Oyserman, & Bybee (2006) yes 69 70 North America  middle/junior diverse f>m global 571
Anderson (2006) yes 1,610 1,487 North America graduate NR m > f global .335
Annor (2010) no 55 35 North America  undergraduate diverse m > f global 153
Ari, Atalay, & Aljamhan (2010) yes 22 91 North America  undergraduate NR f>m global .330
Ari, Atalay, & Aljamhan (2010) yes 22 91 North America  high school NR f>m global .359
Arrison (1998) no 207 208 North America  undergraduate NR f=m global .697
Attaway & Bry (2004) yes 31 28 North America  middle/junior Black m > f global .046
Aunio & Niemivirta (2010) yes 105 107 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S f>m math .067
Ayers, Bustamante, & Campana (1973)  yes 112 112 North America  undergraduate NR estimated lang .539
Ayers & Quattlebaum (1992) yes 60 7 North America  graduate NR m > f global .000
Azen, Bronner, & Gafni (2002) yes 26,278 35,607 Other undergraduate non-U.S f>m global —.077
Babaoye (2000) no 880 847 North America  undergraduate Black m > f global .342
Balsa, Giuliano, & French (2011) yes 2,049 2,243 North America high school diverse f>m global 314
Banducci (1967) yes 1,520 1,494 North America high school NR m > f global .309
Banreti-Fuchs (1972) yes 356 304 North America  high school non-U.S. m > f global .000
Baucal, Pavlovic-Babic, & Willms

(2006) yes 1,995 1,994 Other middle/junior non-U.S estimated global .062
Bean & Bradley (1986) yes 571 947  North America  undergraduate White f>m global .096
Beaudin, Horvath, & Wright (1992) yes 204 119 North America  undergraduate White m > f math —.358
Beecher & Fischer (1999) yes 178 231 North America high school NR f>m global .000
Beecher & Fischer (1999) yes 178 231 North America  undergraduate NR f>m global .000
Beer (1989) yes 24 28 North America elementary NR f>m global 1.186
Behrens & Vernon (1978) yes 155 137 North America  middle/junior non-U.S m > f lang .709
Behrens & Vernon (1978) yes 155 137 North America  middle/junior non-U.S m > f math .220
Benedict & Hoag (2004) yes 116 82 North America  undergraduate NR m > f math —.242
Bennett, Gottesman, Rock, & Cerullo

(1993) yes 84 86 North America elementary diverse f>m global 154
Bennett, Gottesman, Rock, & Cerullo

(1993) yes 89 93 North America elementary diverse f>m global .400
Bennett, Gottesman, Rock, & Cerullo

(1993) yes 88 78 North America elementary diverse m > f global .286
Bennett, Gottesman, Rock, & Cerullo

(1993) yes 45 37 North America  elementary diverse m > f global —.125
Bennett, Gottesman, Rock, & Cerullo

(1993) yes 60 53 North America elementary diverse m > f global .180
Bennett, Gottesman, Rock, & Cerullo

(1993) yes 43 38 North America elementary diverse m > f global .200
Berndt & Miller (1990) yes 54 99 North America  middle/junior White f>m lang .345
Betts & Morell (1999) yes 2,738 2,885 North America undergraduate diverse f>m global 128
H. N. Beyer (1971) yes 695 756 North America  undergraduate NR f>m global .170
Bienstock, Martin, Tzou, & Fox (2002)  yes 193 62 North America graduate NR m > f other/NR .480
Bink, Biner, Huffman, Geer, & Dean

(1995) yes 37 69 North America  undergraduate NR f>m global 181
Blackman, Hall, & Darmawan (2007) yes 25 154  Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .000
Blair & Millea (2004) yes 2,990 2,516 North America undergraduate White m > f global .559
Blaser (1981) yes 72 71 North America  undergraduate NR estimated  global 479
Boldt (2000) no 79 141  North America  undergraduate diverse f>m global .039
Booth (1983) yes 25 23 North America  high school NR m > f global .205
Borde (1998) yes 185 164 North America  undergraduate NR m > f other/NR .075
Borup (1971) yes 260 260 North America  undergraduate diverse estimated  global 445
Bourquin (1999) no 60 170 North America  undergraduate NR f>m math 274
Bowman & Partin (1993) yes 40 40 North America undergraduate NR f=m global .456

(table continues)



This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

SCHOLASTIC ACHIEVEMENT 7
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Racial Gender
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Brady, Tucker, Harris, & Tribble

(1992) yes 331 349 North America  middle/junior diverse f>m global .000
Bridgeman & Lewis (1994) yes 208 273 North America  undergraduate NR f>m lang .040
Bridgeman & Lewis (1994) yes 131 169 North America  undergraduate NR f>m science —.030
Bridgeman & Lewis (1994) yes 896 677 North America  undergraduate NR m>f S0CSCi .093
Bridgeman & Wendler (1991) yes 1,678 1,704 North America graduate NR f>m math 115
Britner (2008) yes 233 269 North America  high school White f>m science .309
Brog (1985) yes 32 32 North America  middle/junior NR f=m global .504
Brog (1985) yes 32 32 North America  high school NR f=m global .087
Brooks (1987) yes 154 168 North America undergraduate NR f>m math 591
Brooks & Mercincavage (1991) yes 20 40 North America  undergraduate NR f>m lang .000
Brooks & Mercincavage (1991) yes 206 199 North America  undergraduate NR m > f math 433
Brooks & Mercincavage (1991) yes 120 149 North America  undergraduate NR f>m math .267
Brooks & Rebeta (1991) yes 312 283 North America  undergraduate NR m > f socsci .551
Brown & Jones (2004) yes 152 182 North America  high school Black f>m global .324
Brubeck & Beer (1992) yes 13 18 North America high school White f>m global .668
Brubeck & Beer (1992) yes 12 18 North America  high school White f>m global 476
Brubeck & Beer (1992) yes 17 18 North America  high school White f>m global 1.011
Brubeck & Beer (1992) yes 13 17 North America  high school White f>m global .104
Buck (1985) yes 209 256 North America  undergraduate NR f>m math .000
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461  Other middle/junior non-U.S m>f lang .205
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461  Other middle/junior non-U.S m > f lang 122
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461  Other middle/junior non-U.S m > f lang .205
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461  Other middle/junior non-U.S m > f lang .205
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461  Other middle/junior non-U.S m > f math 122
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461 Other middle/junior non-U.S m > f science .000
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461  Other middle/junior non-U.S m > f S0CSCi .000
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461 Other middle/junior non-U.S m > f other/NR .000
Bunce & Calvert (1974) yes 594 461  Other middle/junior non-U.S m>f other/NR .205
Burgert (1935) yes 95 96 North America  middle/junior NR f>m lang .789
Burgert (1935) yes 95 96  North America  middle/junior NR f>m math 412
Burgert (1935) yes 95 96 North America  middle/junior NR f>m science .361
Burgert (1935) yes 95 96 North America  middle/junior NR f>m SOCSCi .294
Burgert (1935) yes 95 96 North America  middle/junior NR f>m other/NR .667
Burgert (1935) yes 95 96 North America  middle/junior NR f>m other/NR .750
Burgette & Magun-Jackson (2008) yes 477 672 North America undergraduate diverse f>m global 116
Burke (1989) yes 585 660 North America  middle/junior NR f>m lang .592
Burke (1989) yes 278 313 North America  middle/junior NR f>m lang .599
Burke (1989) yes 585 660 North America  middle/junior NR f>m math .230
Burke (1989) yes 585 660 North America  middle/junior NR f>m science .356
Burke (1989) yes 585 660 North America  middle/junior NR f>m SOCSCi 400
Bursik & Martin (2006) yes 64 78 North America  high school White f>m global 372
Burts et al. (1993) yes 79 87 North America elementary diverse f>m lang .602
Burts et al. (1993) yes 79 87 North America  elementary diverse f>m lang .545
Burts et al. (1993) yes 79 87 North America elementary diverse f>m lang .358
Burts et al. (1993) yes 79 87 North America elementary diverse f>m math 372
Burts et al. (1993) yes 79 87 North America elementary diverse f>m science 421
Burts et al. (1993) yes 79 87 North America elementary diverse f>m socsci AT72
Buseman & Harders (1932) yes 840 787  Other elementary non-U.S. m > f global .302
Buytikoztirk (2004) yes 107 141  Other high school non-U.S. f>m global 747
Buyukozturk (2004) yes 139 163 Other high school non-U.S. f>m global .676
Byrd & Chavous (2009) yes 315 248 North America  middle/junior Black m > f global .606
Byrns (1930) yes 27,854 27,854 North America undergraduate NR estimated global .017
Calafiore & Damianov (2011) yes 180 258 North America  undergraduate Hispanic f>m math —.109
Call, Beer, & Beer (1994) yes 63 52  North America elementary NR m > f global 793
Cantwell, Archer, & Bourke (2001) yes 3,515 4,785 Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .254
Caso-Niebla & Hernandez-Guzmén

(2007) yes 681 792  Other high school non-U.S. f>m global 427
Catsambis (1994) yes 8,146 7,951 North America middle/junior diverse m>f math .068
Cauce (1987) yes 42 47 North America  middle/junior Black f>m global .000
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 192 180 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f lang 129
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 196 167 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f lang .245
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 178 203  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m lang —.032
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 205 181 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f lang .057

(table continues)
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Chang & Chen (1977) yes 205 181 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f lang .254
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 179 147  Other elementary non-U.S. m > f lang —.055
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 192 180 Other elementary non-U.S. m>f math —.236
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 196 167 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f math —.231
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 178 203  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m math —.138
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 205 181 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f math —.305
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 205 181 Other elementary non-U.S. m>f math —.246
Chang & Chen (1977) yes 179 147  Other elementary non-U.S. m > f math —.183
J. A. Chen & Pajares (2010) yes 297 211  North America elementary diverse m>f science .061
M. Chen & Ehrenberg (1993) yes 365 388 Other elementary non-U.S. f>m lang .038
Cheung & McBride-Chang (2008) yes 49 42  Other elementary non-U.S. m>f global 178
Chittum (1996) no 37 29 North America undergraduate NR m > f global .620
Cicirelli (1977) yes 80 80 North America elementary NR f=m global 523
Coates & Southern (1972) yes 198 166 North America undergraduate NR m>f lang .000
Cogan (2010) yes 1,035 1,035 North America undergraduate White estimated global 391
Craddick (1966) yes 60 60 North America undergraduate NR f=m global 478
Cruickshank, Kennedy, & Kapel (1980)  yes 248 202 North America  undergraduate NR m > f global .278
Cruickshank, Kennedy, & Kapel (1980)  yes 74 76  North America graduate NR f>m global .000
Daly (2009) no 123 415 North America  undergraduate White f>m global .214
Dambrot, Silling, & Zook (1988) yes 71 119 North America  high school NR f>m global 941
Dambrot, Silling, & Zook (1988) yes 71 119 North America undergraduate NR f>m other/NR .286
Daubman, Heatherington, & Ahn

(1992) yes 72 80 North America undergraduate Black f>m global —.163
Daubman, Heatherington, & Ahn

(1992) yes 69 80 North America undergraduate Black f>m global .163
Davidson & Haffey (1979) yes 29 36 North America high school White f>m science .380
Day (1999) no 118 134  North America undergraduate White f>m global .337
Daymont & Blau (2008) yes 136 109 North America undergraduate NR m > f other/NR .100
DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka (2004) yes 57 147  North America  high school White f>m global .283
DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka (2004) yes 57 147 North America undergraduate White f>m global .516
DeCoster (1979) yes 111 103 North America undergraduate NR m > f global —.204
Demirbas & Demirkan (2007) yes 58 53  Other undergraduate non-U.S. m > f global .000
Demirbas & Demirkan (2007) yes 51 37 Other undergraduate non-U.S. m > f global .000
Demirbas & Demirkan (2007) yes 24 50 Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .852
Deslandes, Bouchard, & St-Amant

(1998) yes 243 282  North America  high school non-U.S. f>m lang .626
Deslandes, Bouchard, & St-Amant

(1998) yes 243 282  North America  high school non-U.S. f>m math 107
Desler & North (1978) yes 3,185 3,176 North America undergraduate NR m > f global .000
Dewaele (2007) yes 42 47  Other high school non-U.S. f>m lang 467
Dewaele (2007) yes 42 47  Other high school non-U.S. f>m lang —.037
de Wolf (1981) yes 953 1,122 North America high school NR f>m math .088
Di Lorenzo (2009) no 72 219  North America  undergraduate diverse f>m global .305
Ding (2008) yes 153 145 North America middle/junior White m > f lang .324
Ding (2008) yes 129 134 North America  middle/junior White f>m math .220
Ding, Song, & Richardson (2006) yes 234 224 North America  middle/junior White m > f math .315
Ding, Song, & Richardson (2006) yes 157 210  North America  high school White f>m math .382
Dubey (1982) yes 20 20 Other undergraduate non-U.S. =m global .806
Duckworth & Seligman (2006) yes 62 78 North America  middle/junior diverse f>m lang 728
Duckworth & Seligman (2006) yes 14 13 North America  middle/junior diverse m > f math .518
Duckworth & Seligman (2006) yes 47 66 North America  middle/junior diverse f>m math .583
Duckworth & Seligman (2006) yes 62 78 North America middle/junior diverse f>m S0CsCi .612
Duckworth & Seligman (2006) yes 75 89  North America  middle/junior diverse f>m lang 723
Duckworth & Seligman (2006) yes 59 74 North America middle/junior diverse f>m math .336
Duckworth & Seligman (2006) yes 16 15 North America  middle/junior diverse m > f math .667
Duckworth & Seligman (2006) yes 75 89 North America middle/junior diverse f>m S0CsCi 478
Dunham (1973) yes 161 142 North America undergraduate NR m > f global 430
Dunkake, Kiechle, Klein, & Rosar

(2012) yes 38 39  Other middle/junior non-U.S f>m global 454
Edwards & Thacker (1979) yes 195 137 North America  high school NR m > f global 294
Elliott & Strenta (1988) yes 508 405 North America  undergraduate NR m>f global .083
Elmore & Vasu (1980) yes 86 76  North America graduate NR m > f math 515
Erkman, Caner, Sart, Borkan, & Sahan

(2010) yes 109 114 Other elementary non-U.S. f>m global .160

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)
Racial Gender
Study Pub  Nm Nf Nationality Source composition  composition ~ Course d

Erkut (1983) yes 176 116 North America undergraduate NR m > f global .000
Farkas, Sheehan, & Grobe (1990) yes 1,824 1,824 North America middle/junior NR estimated lang 437
Farkas, Sheehan, & Grobe (1990) yes 3,004 3,005 North America middle/junior NR f>m lang 547
Farkas, Sheehan, & Grobe (1990) yes 562 562 North America  middle/junior NR estimated  math .543
Farkas, Sheehan, & Grobe (1990) yes 3,462 3,462 North America middle/junior NR estimated science 404
Farkas, Sheehan, & Grobe (1990) yes 3,740 3,739 North America middle/junior NR estimated  socsci .379
Farmer, Irwin, Thompson, Hutchins, &

Leung (2006) yes 142 250 North America  middle/junior Black f>m global 674
Fayowski & MacMillan (2008) yes 644 615 North America  undergraduate non-U.S m > f math 154
Feinberg & Halperin (1978) yes 135 143 North America undergraduate NR f>m math .366
Felson (1980) yes 199 204  North America  middle/junior White f>m global 453
Fischbein (1990) yes 523 462 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S m > f lang .276
Fischbein (1990) yes 522 462  Scandinavia elementary non-U.S m > f lang =177
Fischbein (1990) yes 522 461 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S m > f math .335
Fischl & Sagy (2009)? yes 36 171  Other undergraduate non-U.S f>m global 1.393
Flexer (1984) yes 61 63 North America middle/junior NR f>m math 430
Frailey & Crain (1914) yes 14 18 North America  high school NR f>m lang 211
Frailey & Crain (1914) yes 14 18 North America  high school NR f>m lang A78
Frailey & Crain (1914) yes 14 18 North America  high school NR f>m math .029
Frailey & Crain (1914) yes 14 18 North America  high school NR f>m math .090
Frailey & Crain (1914) yes 14 18 North America  high school NR f>m SOCSCi —.024
Frenzel, Pekrun, & Goetz (2007) yes 1,036 1,017 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f math .000
Friedrichsen (1997) no 102 134 North America  high school diverse f>m global .515
Friend (2009) no 59 73 North America  elementary Black f>m global 776
Furnham, Chamorro-Premuzic, &

McDougall (2002) yes 23 70 Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .539
Gadzella, Cochran, Parham, & Fournet

(1976) yes 44 107 North America undergraduate NR f>m global —.027
Gadzella, Williamson, & Ginther (1985)  yes 61 68 North America undergraduate NR f>m global 449
Gerberich et al. (1997) yes 118 45  North America  undergraduate NR m > f global 221
Giancarlo & Facione (2001) yes 300 453  North America  undergraduate NR f>m global 129
Gifford, Briceno-Perriott, & Minzano

(2006) yes 1,448 1,618 North America undergraduate White f>m global .071
Gillock & Reyes (1999) yes 60 98 North America high school Hispanic f>m global .396
Glass & Garrett (1995) yes 81 91 North America undergraduate White f>m global .224
Goetz, Frenzel, Hall, & Pekrun (2008) yes 683 697  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m lang 452
Goetz, Frenzel, Hall, & Pekrun (2008) yes 683 697  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m math —.128
A. Goodman & Koupil (2010) yes 5244 4863 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S. m > f global .066
S. B. Goodman & Cirka (2009) yes 76 78 North America undergraduate diverse f>m lang .000
Goodstein, Crites, & Heilbrun (1963) yes 3,986 3,514 North America undergraduate NR m>f global 252
Graham (1991) yes 68 32 North America graduate White m>f global .000
Grave (2011) yes 6,439 4,858 Other undergraduate non-U.S. m>f global —.037
Gupta, Harris, Carrier, & Caron (2006) yes 271 180 North America  high school NR m > f math —.210
Ham (2004) yes 93 106 North America  high school diverse f>m global .348
Hamre & Pianta (2001) yes 91 88 North America  middle/junior diverse m > f global .348
Hancock (1999) yes 149 120 North America graduate NR m > f global .085
Hanna & Sonnenschein (1985) yes 421 519 North America  middle/junior NR f>m math 147
Harris, Tanner, & Knouse (1996) yes 182 216 North America  undergraduate White f>m global .307
Harrison (1996) yes 139 140 North America undergraduate NR f>m other/NR .000
Healy, Tullier, & Mourton (1990) yes 222 304 North America undergraduate NR f>m global 215
Heatherington et al. (1993) yes 194 194  North America undergraduate White f=m global .000
Heatherington et al. (1993) yes 120 119 North America undergraduate White m > f global .000
Heatherington, Townsend, & Burroughs

(2001) yes 40 46  North America  undergraduate diverse f>m global 497
Heaven, Ciarrochi, & Vialle (2007) yes 382 394  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m lang .387
Heaven, Ciarrochi, & Vialle (2007) yes 382 394  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m math .280
Heaven, Ciarrochi, & Vialle (2007) yes 382 394  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m science .086
Heaven, Ciarrochi, & Vialle (2007) yes 382 394  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m socsci 454
Heaven, Ciarrochi, & Vialle (2007) yes 382 394  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m other/NR 577
Helbig (2010) yes 1,634 1535 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f lang .092
Helbig (2010) yes 1,634 1535 Other elementary non-U.S. m>f math .000
Herron (1964) yes 45 45  North America  undergraduate NR f=m global —.140
Hewitt & Goldman (1975) yes 6,500 6,500 North America undergraduate NR estimated global .073
Hildenbrand (2005) no 769 769 North America  undergraduate NR estimated  global .183
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Hildenbrand (2005) no 803 803 North America  undergraduate NR estimated global .342
Hildenbrand (2005) no 808 807 North America  undergraduate NR estimated  global .350
Hildenbrand (2005) no 770 771 North America  undergraduate NR estimated global .386
Hildenbrand (2005) no 821 820 North America  undergraduate NR estimated  global .330
Hogan et al. (2010) yes 96 96 North America  high school non-U.S f=m global 521
Horvath, Beaudin, & Wright (1992) yes 265 159 North America  undergraduate NR m > f math —.251
Hosseini (1975) yes 1,138 271  Other high school non-U.S m > f global .153
House & Keeley (1995) yes 192 1,246 North America graduate NR f>m global 456
Houston (1987) yes 30 52 North America  undergraduate White f>m global 541
Hudy (2006) no 696 1,036 North America undergraduate White f>m global .080
Hughey (1995) yes 88 130 North America  undergraduate White f>m global 317
Hunley et al. (2005) yes 51 50 North America  high school NR estimated global .624
Huysamen & Roozendaal (1999) yes 329 470 North America  undergraduate White f>m global 321
Imms (2000) yes 793 1,438 Other high school non-U.S f>m other/NR .126
Ismail & Othman (2006) yes 64 140 Other undergraduate non-U.S f>m global .000
Ismail & Othman (2006) yes 74 187 Other undergraduate non-U.S f>m global 244
Ismail & Othman (2006) yes 229 646  Other undergraduate non-U.S f>m global 133
Jacobowitz (1983) yes 113 148 North America  middle/junior Black f>m math .148
Jacobowitz (1983) yes 113 148 North America  middle/junior Black f>m science —.094
Jansen & Bruinsma (2005) yes 78 218 Other undergraduate non-U.S f>m global 473
Johnson & Kuennen (2006) yes 177 115 North America  undergraduate White m > f math .304
Johnston (1999) no 31 191 North America  undergraduate diverse f>m global —.016
Jones (2010) no 911 858 North America  high school NR m > f global .656
Kaczmarek & Franco (1986) yes 18 25 North America  graduate NR f>m global —.203
Keiller (1997) no 215 377 North America  undergraduate White f>m global .000
Keith & Benson (1992) yes 6,392 6,760 North America high school White f>m global .364
Keller, Crouse, & Trusheim (1993) yes 1,633 1,632 North America high school NR estimated global —.343
Keller, Crouse, & Trusheim (1993) yes 1,633 1,632 North America undergraduate NR estimated  global .090
Kenney-Benson, Pomerantz, Ryan, &

Patrick (2006) yes 253 265 North America elementary White f>m math .188
Khan, Haynes, Armstong, & Rohner

(2010) yes 169 182 North America  middle/junior Black f>m lang .546
Khan, Haynes, Armstong, & Rohner

(2010) yes 169 182 North America  middle/junior Black f>m math 478
Khan, Haynes, Armstong, & Rohner

(2010) yes 169 182 North America  middle/junior Black f>m science .367
King & Joshi (2008) yes 620 120 North America  undergraduate NR m>f science .000
Kitsantas & Zimmerman (2009) yes 56 167 North America  undergraduate White f>m Socsci .054
Klugh & Bierley (1959) yes 231 199 North America  undergraduate NR m > f global .595
Klugh & Bierley (1959) yes 231 199 North America high school NR m > f global 784
Koenig, Sireci, & Wiley (1998) yes 630 479 North America  graduate diverse m>f global —.121
Koenig, Sireci, & Wiley (1998) yes 630 479 North America  undergraduate diverse m > f science —.070
Koenig, Sireci, & Wiley (1998) yes 6,637 4,642 North America undergraduate diverse m > f science —.051
Kokkelenberg & Sinha (2010) yes 20,261 23,784 North America high school diverse f>m global 314
Kollarik (1991) yes 52 56  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m lang .369
Kollarik (1991) yes 120 123  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m lang .219
Kollarik (1991) yes 52 56  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m math 101
Kollarik (1991) yes 120 123  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m math .041
Kollarik (1991) yes 52 56  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m science .100
Kost, Pollock, & Finkelstein (2009) yes 2,715 848 North America  undergraduate White m > f science —.115
Kucerova (1975) yes 43 56  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m lang .500
Kucerova (1975) yes 60 55 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f lang .248
Kucerova (1975) yes 43 56  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m math 125
Kucerova (1975) yes 60 55 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f math -.117
Kurdek & Sinclair (1988) yes 96 123  North America  middle/junior White f>m global .080
Lagerstrém, Bremme, Eneroth, &

Magnusson (1991) yes 437 407  Scandinavia elementary non-U.S. m>f lang .500
Lagerstréom, Bremme, Eneroth, &

Magnusson (1991) yes 437 407  Scandinavia elementary non-U.S. m > f math .105
Lagerstrém, Bremme, Eneroth, &

Magnusson (1991) yes 437 407 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S m > f S0CSCi 117
Lee & Nemzek (1941) yes 150 150 North America  middle/junior NR f=m lang 779
Lee & Nemzek (1941) yes 150 150 North America  middle/junior NR f=m math .248
Lee & Nemzek (1941) yes 150 150 North America  middle/junior NR f=m science .398
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Lee & Nemzek (1941) yes 150 150 North America  middle/junior NR f=m S0CSCi .378
Lehn, Vladovic, & Michael (1980) yes 274 274 North America  high school diverse f=m lang 324
Lehn, Vladovic, & Michael (1980) yes 274 274 North America  high school diverse f=m math 181
Lehn, Vladovic, & Michael (1980) yes 274 274 North America  high school diverse =m socsci .140
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 6,075 16,155 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global 128
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 1957 6,979 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global 237
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 23,931 39,794 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global —.107
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 23,591 42,768 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global —.027
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 62,799 39,349 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. m>f global .009
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 18,124 12,242 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. m > f global —.035
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 22,875 34,043 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .010
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 17,131 30,239 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .081
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 1,042 1,243 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global —.030
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 1,252 1,994 Scandinavia undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global -.101
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 637 1,737 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. f>m global .003
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 791 3,600 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. f>m global —.022
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 4,731 7,622 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. f>m global —.172
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 3,609 6,528 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. f>m global —.037
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 11,964 6,461 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. m>f global —.108
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 7,830 4,121 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. m > f global .185
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 8,368 11,368 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. f>m global .007
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 4,713 5941 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. f>m global .024
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 233 372 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. f>m global .243
Lehre, Hansen, & Laake (2009) yes 474 651 Scandinavia graduate non-U.S. f>m global .073
Lekholm & Cliffordson (2008) yes 50,410 48,660 Scandinavia high school non-U.S. m>f lang .503
Lekholm & Cliffordson (2008) yes 50,410 48,660 Scandinavia high school non-U.S. m > f lang .159
Lekholm & Cliffordson (2008) yes 50,410 48,660 Scandinavia high school non-U.S. m>f math .004
Lindley & Borgen (2002) yes 104 209 North America  undergraduate White f>m global 409
Lindsay & Althouse (1969) yes 226 88 North America  undergraduate NR m>f global .640
Lindsay & Althouse (1969) yes 226 88 North America  high school NR m > f global .664
Llabre & Suarez (1985) yes 72 112 North America  undergraduate diverse f>m math .343
Lloyd, Walsh, & Yailagh (2005) yes 77 81 North America  middle/junior non-U.S. f>m math 442
Long, Monoi, Harper, Knoblauch, &

Murphy (2007) yes 123 132 North America  middle/junior Black f>m global .391
Long, Monoi, Harper, Knoblauch, &

Murphy (2007) yes 83 75 North America  high school Black m > f global 120
Lumme & Lehto (2002) yes 33 33 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S. =m lang 731
Lumme & Lehto (2002) yes 33 33 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S. =m lang .000
Lumme & Lehto (2002) yes 33 33 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S. =m math —.643
Lumme & Lehto (2002) yes 33 33 Scandinavia elementary non-U.S. =m Socsci .000
Lunneborg (1977) yes 898 735 North America  undergraduate NR m>f global .000
Lutz & Crist (2009) yes 523 487 North America  high school Hispanic m > f global .208
Magsud (1993) yes 60 60 Other middle/junior non-U.S. =m lang —.166
Matthews (1991) yes 376 420 North America  undergraduate diverse f>m global .196
Mau & Lynn (2001) yes 4,256 5,494 North America undergraduate NR f>m global .299
McCandless, Roberts, & Starnes (1972)  yes 221 222 North America  middle/junior diverse f>m global .500
McCornack & McLeod (1988) yes 5,388 5,765 North America undergraduate NR f>m global .062
McCornack & McLeod (1988)* yes 5,388 5,765 North America high school NR f>m global 1.765
McDonald & McPherson (1975) yes 122 30 North America  undergraduate White m>f global .387
Mickelson & Greene (2006) yes 277 358 North America  middle/junior Black f>m global 453
Miller, Finley, & McKinley (1990) yes 465 650 North America undergraduate NR f>m global .000
Mills, Heyworth, Rosenwax, Carr, &

Rosenberg (2009) yes 102 279  Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .265
Morganson, Jones, & Major (2010) yes 634 157 North America  undergraduate diverse m > f global —.040
Mpofu, D’Amico, & Cleghorn (1996) yes 156 131  Other undergraduate non-U.S. m>f global 447
Mullola et al. (2011) yes 204 220 Scandinavia high school non-U.S. f>m lang 742
Mullola et al. (2011) yes 324 306 Scandinavia high school non-U.S. m>f math —.015
Neighbors, Forehand, & Armistead

(1992) yes 25 33 North America  elementary NR f>m global .635
Nelson (1969) yes 156 156 North America  high school White f=m global .182
Nguyen, Allen, & Fraccastoro (2005) yes 98 102 North America  undergraduate diverse f>m other/NR .387
Nicpon et al. (2006) yes 112 192 North America  undergraduate White f>m global .164
Nishina, Juvonen, & Witkow (2005) yes 687 839 North America elementary diverse f>m global 413
Odell & Schumacher (1998) yes 140 124 North America  undergraduate NR m > f math .021

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)

VOYER AND VOYER

Racial Gender

Study Pub  Nm Nf Nationality Source composition  composition ~ Course d
Ohlund & Ericsson (1994) yes 299 299  Scandinavia elementary non-U.S. estimated global .262
Olds & Shaver (1980) yes 76 109 North America undergraduate NR f>m global .286
O’Reilly & McNamara (2007) yes 772 826  North America  high school diverse f>m science .228
Paolillo (1982) yes 110 110 North America graduate NR estimated global .283
Payne, Rapley, & Wells (1973) yes 931 818 North America undergraduate NR m > f global .338
Payne, Rapley, & Wells (1973) yes 931 818 North America  high school NR m > f global 517
Pedrini & Pedrini (1978) yes 71 72 North America undergraduate diverse f>m global .000
Perrault (1976) no 118 128 North America middle/junior NR f>m global .387
Phillips (1962) yes 365 394  North America  middle/junior NR f>m lang .554
Phillips (1962) yes 365 394 North America  middle/junior NR f>m math .247
Phillips (1962) yes 365 394  North America  middle/junior NR f>m S0CSCi .235
Pomerantz, Altermatt, & Saxon (2002) yes 466 466  North America elementary White f=m lang .280
Pomerantz, Altermatt, & Saxon (2002) yes 466 466  North America elementary White f=m math .138
Pomerantz Altermatt, & Saxon (2002) yes 466 466 North America elementary White f=m science .154
Pomerantz Altermatt, & Saxon (2002) yes 466 466  North America elementary White f=m S0CSCi .164
Post et al. (2010) yes 2,189 1,952 North America undergraduate White m > f math .000
Preckel, Goetz, Pekrun, & Kleine

(2008) yes 82 78  Other elementary non-U.S m > f lang .657
Preckel, Goetz, Pekrun, & Kleine

(2008) yes 90 85 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f lang —.542
Preckel, Goetz, Pekrun, & Kleine

(2008) yes 82 78  Other elementary non-U.S. m > f math .136
Preckel, Goetz, Pekrun, & Kleine

(2008) yes 90 85 Other elementary non-U.S. m > f math .014
Preiss & Franova (2006) yes 304 331 Other elementary non-U.S. f>m global .078
Preszler (2009) yes 1,193 1,716 North America undergraduate diverse f>m science 123
Pulvino & Hansen (1972) yes 152 148 North America  high school NR m > f global 414
Quirk, Keith, & Quirk (2001) yes 7,885 7,667 North America high school diverse m > f lang 423
Quirk, Keith, & Quirk (2001) yes 7,885 7,667 North America high school diverse m > f SOCSCi 211
Ramsbottom-Lucier, Johnson, & Elam

(1995) yes 373 184 North America undergraduate White m > f global .581
Rech (1996) yes 1,134 1,261 North America undergraduate NR f>m math 101
Rech (1996) yes 871 713  North America  undergraduate NR m > f math .036
Ritchie (2003) no 118 196 North America undergraduate non-U.S f>m global 411
Rochelle & Dotterweich (2007) yes 57 33 North America undergraduate White m>f math —.197
Rogers, Theule, Ryan, Adams, &

Keating (2009) yes 110 121 North America elementary non-U.S f>m lang .606
Rogers, Theule, Ryan, Adams, &

Keating (2009) yes 110 121 North America elementary non-U.S f>m math .080
Rogers, Theule, Ryan, Adams, &

Keating (2009) yes 110 121 North America elementary non-U.S f>m science .366
Romine & Quattlebaum (1976) yes 40 157  North America  high school NR f>m global .184
Romine & Quattlebaum (1976) yes 40 157 North America undergraduate NR f>m global .314
Romine & Quattlebaum (1976) yes 48 77  North America undergraduate NR f>m global .659
Romine & Quattlebaum (1976) yes 48 77 North America  high school NR f>m global .939
Ross & Horner (1949) yes 288 349  North America  undergraduate NR f>m global .156
Rothstein (2007) yes 2,068 2,221 North America high school NR f>m global 417
Ruban & McCoach (2005) yes 119 256  North America  undergraduate White f>m global 432
Rustemeyer & Fischer (2005) yes 89 86 Other elementary non-U.S =m math 123
Rustemeyer & Fischer (2005) yes 51 51 Other middle/junior non-U.S =m math .155
Rustemeyer & Fischer (2005) yes 32 35 Other middle/junior non-U.S =m math 119
Sahin (2009) yes 118 46  Other undergraduate non-U.S m > f science 408
Sahin (2009) yes 70 30 Other undergraduate non-U.S m > f science .000
Sampson & Boyer (2001) yes 57 103 North America graduate Black f>m global .000
Saunders, Davis, Williams, & Williams

(2004) yes 74 95 North America  high school Black f>m global 431
Schaffer, Ahmadi, & Calkins (1986) yes 203 173 North America undergraduate NR m > f global 460
Schneider & Overton (1983) yes 254 282  North America  undergraduate NR f>m global 129
Schulenberg, Asp, & Petersen (1984) yes 85 103 North America elementary White f>m lang 449
Schulenberg, Asp, & Petersen (1984) yes 68 79 North America elementary White f>m lang 276
Schulenberg, Asp, & Petersen (1984) yes 85 103 North America elementary White f>m math .093
Schulenberg, Asp, & Petersen (1984) yes 68 79 North America elementary White f>m math 147
Schulenberg, Asp, & Petersen (1984) yes 85 103 North America elementary White f>m science .095
Schulenberg, Asp, & Petersen (1984) yes 68 79  North America elementary White f>m science —.043

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)
Racial Gender
Study Pub  Nm Nf Nationality Source composition  composition ~ Course d

Schulenberg, Asp, & Petersen (1984) yes 85 103 North America elementary White f>m SOCSCi .256
Schulenberg, Asp, & Petersen (1984) yes 68 79 North America elementary White f>m socsci .108
Scott (2010) yes 32 42 North America  graduate NR f>m global 161
Seginer & Vermulst (2002) yes 333 353  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m lang .000
Sendelbach (1975) yes 169 189  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m lang —.145
Sendelbach (1975) yes 169 189 Other elementary non-U.S. f>m lang —.169
Sendelbach (1975) yes 169 189  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m lang —.245
Sendelbach (1975) yes 169 189 Other elementary non-U.S. f>m math .022
Sendelbach (1975) yes 169 189  Other elementary non-U.S. f>m science —.129
Senfeld (1995) no 92 159 North America undergraduate diverse f>m global .349
Sexton & Goldman (1975) yes 242 187 North America  high school NR m>f lang .529
Sexton & Goldman (1975) yes 242 187 North America  high school NR m > f lang 425
Sexton & Goldman (1975) yes 242 187 North America  high school NR m>f math .000
Sexton & Goldman (1975) yes 242 187 North America  high school NR m > f science 139
Sexton & Goldman (1975) yes 242 187 North America  high school NR m>f SOCSCi .332
Seyfried (1998) yes 57 56 North America elementary Black m > f global 451
Sheard (2009) yes 78 56  Other undergraduate non-U.S m>f global 377
J. A. Sherman (1980) yes 115 140  North America middle/junior White f>m math .075
L. W. Sherman & Hofmann (1980) yes 92 82 North America  middle/junior diverse m > f global .366
Shields (2001) yes 149 181 North America undergraduate White f>m global .323
Shores, Smith, & Jarrell (2009) yes 319 442  North America elementary diverse f>m math —.326
Sibulkin & Butler (2008) yes 42 166 North America undergraduate Black f>m math 435
Simon (1978) yes 41 45  North America  graduate NR f>m global 473
Simpkins, Davis-Kean, & Eccles (2006)  yes 104 123 North America elementary White f>m math .000
Simpkins, Davis-Kean, & Eccles (2006)  yes 104 123 North America elementary White f>m science —.065
Singleton (2007) yes 320 360 North America undergraduate White f>m global 451
Smith (2008) no 240 162 North America graduate diverse m>f global .164
Smrtnik-Vitulic & Zupan€it¢ (2011) yes 82 127  Other middle/junior non-U.S. f>m global 715
Snyder (2000) yes 64 64 North America  high school NR estimated global .352
Soares, Guisande, Almeida, & Paramo

(2009) yes 140 305 Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global 224
Steinmayr & Spinath (2008) yes 138 204  Other high school non-U.S. f>m lang .283
Steinmayr & Spinath (2008) yes 138 204  Other high school non-U.S. f>m math —.191
Stephens & Schaben (2002) yes 68 68 North America  middle/junior NR f=m global .180
Stockard, Lang, & Wood (1985) yes 106 85 North America  middle/junior White m > f lang .610
Stockard, Lang, & Wood (1985) yes 138 121 North America  high school White m > f math .358
Stupnisky et al. (2007) yes 304 498 North America  undergraduate NR f>m global .140
Stupnisky et al. (2007) yes 304 498 North America  high school NR f>m global 242
Sulaiman & Mohezar (2006) yes 253 236  Other undergraduate non-U.S m > f global .000
Sulaiman & Mohezar (2006) yes 253 236  Other graduate non-U.S m > f global .000
Sullivan & Voyer (1998) no 40 78 North America  high school non-U.S f>m lang 463
Sullivan & Voyer (1998) no 40 78 North America  high school non-U.S f>m math 71
Sullivan & Voyer (1998) no 22 35 North America  high school non-U.S f>m S0CSCi .804
Sullivan-Ham (2010) no 162 302 North America  undergraduate diverse f>m global .000
Sweet & Nuttall (1971) yes 206 180 North America  high school NR m > f lang .252
Talento-Miller (2008) yes 832 231  Other undergraduate non-U.S. m > f global —.232
Taube & Taube (1990) yes 56 71 North America undergraduate diverse f>m global 497
Taylor, Clay, Bramoweth, Sethi, &

Roane (2011) yes 217 621 North America  undergraduate diverse f>m global .292
Tenenbaum & Leaper (2003) yes 16 17 North America  middle/junior White f>m science —.014
Thiede (1950) yes 473 267 North America  undergraduate NR m>f global —.032
Thomas (1979) yes 140 140 North America undergraduate Black f=m global .784
Thompson, Samiratedu, & Rafter

(1993) yes 2,518 2,896 North America undergraduate diverse f>m global .090
Ting & Robinson (1998) yes 1508 1,090 North America high school White m>f global .086
Ting & Robinson (1998) yes 1,375 1,007 North America undergraduate White m > f global 127
Tiruneh (2007) yes 476 475 North America  undergraduate NR estimated S0CSCi .140
Treiber (2010) no 39 29  North America high school NR m > f lang 1.105
Treiber (2010) no 39 29 North America  high school NR m>f math .659
Trent (1974) no 44 52  North America high school White f>m global .640
Trippi & Baker (1989) yes 117 193 North America undergraduate Black f>m global .044
Trippi & Baker (1989) yes 117 193  North America  high school Black f>m global 119
Truell, Zhao, Alexander, & Hill (2006) yes 123 56 North America graduate NR m>f global .000
Tulviste & Rohner (2010) yes 109 115 Other elementary non-U.S. f>m global .568

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)

VOYER AND VOYER

Racial Gender

Study Pub  Nm Nf Nationality Source composition  composition ~ Course d
Undheim & Nordvik (1992) yes 832 832  Scandinavia middle/junior non-U.S. f=m lang .399
Undheim & Nordvik (1992) yes 832 832  Scandinavia middle/junior non-U.S. f=m lang 117
Undheim & Nordvik (1992) yes 832 832  Scandinavia middle/junior non-U.S. f=m math -.117
Urdan (1997) yes 131 129 North America  middle/junior White m > f global 232
Valenzuela (1993) yes 32 61 North America  middle/junior Hispanic f>m lang 1.022
Véronneau & Dishion (2011) yes 580 698 North America elementary White f>m global 272
Violato (1990) yes 836 3,651 North America undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global .077
von Wittich (1972) yes 592 303 North America  undergraduate NR m > f lang .372
Wang, Tu, & Shieh (2007) yes 585 712 North America  undergraduate NR f>m math .310
Wang-Cheng, Fulkerson, Barnas, &

Lawrence (1995) yes 233 142 North America graduate NR m > f other/NR .143
Warren, Jackson, & Sifers (2009) yes 41 62 North America  middle/junior diverse f>m global 514
Wentzel (1991) yes 220 203  North America  middle/junior diverse m>f global .345
Whalen-Schmeller (2006) no 40 91 North America undergraduate Black f>m lang 439
Whitley, Rawana, Pye, & Brownlee

(2010) yes 26 28 North America elementary non-U.S. f>m global 913
Williams, Davis, Cribbs, Saunders, &

Williams (2002) yes 103 128 North America  high school Black f>m global 732
Witkow (2009) yes 350 352  North America  high school diverse f>m global .182
Witt, Dunbar, & Hoover (1994) yes 582 606 North America high school NR f>m lang 321
Witt, Dunbar, & Hoover (1994) yes 363 386 North America  high school NR f>m math —.007
Witt, Dunbar, & Hoover (1994) yes 590 592  North America high school NR f>m science —.076
Witt, Dunbar, & Hoover (1994) yes 332 329 North America  high school NR m > f S0CSCi —.044
Woodfield, Jessop, & McMillan (2006)  yes 308 323  Other undergraduate non-U.S f>m global .239
Woosley (2005) yes 1,232 1,717 North America undergraduate White f>m global .303
C. R. Wright & Houck (1995) yes 18 20 North America high school NR f>m lang .625
C. R. Wright & Houck (1995) yes 17 19 North America high school NR f>m lang 1.023
C. R. Wright & Houck (1995) yes 63 85 North America high school NR f>m lang 973
C. R. Wright & Houck (1995) yes 18 20 North America  high school NR f>m math 761
C. R. Wright & Houck (1995) yes 17 19 North America  high school NR f>m math 493
C. R. Wright & Houck (1995) yes 63 85 North America  high school NR f>m math .269
R. E. Wright & Palmer (1998) yes 99 99 North America graduate NR estimated  global —.280
R. J. Wright & Bean (1974) yes 884 747  North America  undergraduate White m > f global .386
Wynne (2003) no 365 471  North America  undergraduate diverse f>m global .057
Yang & Lu (2001) yes 292 103 North America graduate NR m > f global .000
I. P. Young & Young (2010) yes 45 55 North America graduate diverse f>m global .369
I. P. Young & Young (2010) yes 45 55 North America undergraduate diverse f>m global .509
J. W. Young (1991) yes 874 648 North America  high school NR m > f global .066
Zarb (1981) yes 30 98 North America  high school non-U.S. f>m global .244
Zeidner (1987) yes 505 683  Other undergraduate non-U.S. f>m global 532

Note.

Racial composition of United States samples were coded as composed of participants who were majority (75% or more) White, Black, Hispanic,

Asian, racially diverse (no majority), or not reported (NR). Samples from countries other than the United States were coded as non-U.S. Year = year of
publication; Pub = published or not; Age = mean age of the sample; Nm = number of males; Nf = number of females; f > m = more females than males;
f = m = equal number of males and females; m > f = more males than females; lang = language; socsci = social sciences; d = biased effect size.

 Denotes an effect that would be considered an outlier based on the criteria proposed by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007).

courses), social sciences (including courses in humanities as well
as social sciences), and others (including the few courses that
could not be classified elsewhere). It is important to note that
physical education marks were excluded as they were deemed to
reflect physical rather than intellectual achievement. In addition,
the global measure was included only when individual subject
marks were not available. Therefore, when a study reported both
separate subject marks and an overall GPA, only subject marks
were included. Although mean age of the sample was noted as a
sample-level variable, the categorical approach followed by Lind-
berg et al. (2010) was used here but with the source of the mark as
a measure-level variable. Therefore, effect sizes were categorized
as originating in elementary school, junior/middle school, high
school, undergraduate, and graduate sources. Finally, the scale of
measurement was coded as point scale, percent, letter, standard-
ized, and others/not reported.

The coding of average age requires some clarifications as this
value was not always reported by individual researchers. However,
if the school grade was given, then the age variable was coded
using the approach proposed by Voyer et al. (1995). For example,
children in Grade 1 are typically 6 years old, whereas first-year
undergraduate students are usually 19 years old. Following this
approach, medical and graduate students were coded as having a
mean age of 25. Finally, if an age range was reported, the midpoint
was used.

To ensure the clarity and validity of coded variables, a coding
sheet that included an entry for all coded variables was first
prepared. Then, a subset of 80 studies (accounting for 145 effect
sizes) was coded independently by the two authors, two experi-
enced meta-analysts. This coding involved 15 variables (not all of
them used in the moderator analysis), that is, sample 1D (a crucial
variable for multilevel analysis), year of publication, publication
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status (published or not), mean age of sample, type of school
(public, private), sample school level (elementary, high school,
etc.), racial composition, national origin, number of males, number
of females, source of the grade, course content area, scale of
measurement, statistic used, and effect size. Therefore, a total of
2,175 entries (15 variables X 145 effect sizes) produced only 18
disagreements, resulting in an interrater reliability of 99.2% (2,157
agreements/2,175 total entries; k = .983). This high interrater
reliability clearly reflects the relatively straightforward coding.
Therefore, the second author coded the remaining entries in con-
sultation with the first author. Specifically, in the few instances
where data were unclear, coding proceeded by mutual agreement
of the two authors.

Measure of effect size. The standardized mean difference in
performance (Cohen’s d; Cohen, 1988) was the effect-size mea-
sure (Borenstein et al., 2009). In the present context, the effect size
was calculated as the mean for females minus that for males
divided by the pooled standard deviation. This calculation reflects
the assumption that women would outperform men based on the
literature presented so far. Thus, positive effect sizes reflect a
female advantage, and negative effect sizes reflect a male advan-
tage. We calculated the effect sizes based on the formula presented
by Cohen (1988) when means and standard deviations were avail-
able, which was the case for 286 out of the 502 effect sizes
(57.0%). However, only an inferential statistic (typically t test, p,
r, or F) was available in the remaining cases. In this situation, the
formulae presented by Lipsey and Wilson (2001) were used. In
fact, when a study reported letter grades, this was often the only
available option. In all cases, the computations were completed
using the effect-size calculator provided on David Wilson’s web-
page (http://mason.gmu.edu/~dwilsonb/downloads/ES_Calculator
xIs). The small-sample correction proposed by Hedges and Becker
(1986) was applied to all effect sizes, although the effect sizes
reported in Table 1 do not reflect this correction. Finally, when an
effect size was not significant but no specific mean or inferential
statistics values were presented, we contacted authors of work
published in English by e-mail with a request for more informa-
tion. An e-mail address could not be found for 13 of 40 such
authors. Among the remaining authors, eight replied but did not
have access to the relevant data anymore, whereas an additional
five authors provided usable information. The remaining effect
sizes (k = 48) were coded as zero following the approach recom-
mended by Rosenthal (1991) as a conservative measure.

Data Analysis

The main purposes of the present analysis were to determine
whether overall significant gender differences in school marks
exist and to identify moderator variables affecting the magnitude
or direction of these gender differences. The first goal was met by
calculating an overall effect size and testing its significance. The
second goal required the estimation of whether a given moderator
has a significant effect on the magnitude of gender differences.

Multilevel meta-analysis. The comparison of effect sizes for
marks across different course areas (global, math, science, lan-
guage, social science, other) is possibly one of the most crucial
component of the present analysis. However, many of the retrieved
studies reported effect sizes for two or more content areas from the
same participants, resulting in a sample that violates the assump-

tion that effect sizes should be independent from each other
(Borenstein et al., 2009). Analysis was further complicated by the
fact that most studies reported effect sizes for a variable number of
these content areas, with some providing relevant data for only one
area whereas others covered many but not all areas. This precluded
conduct of a multivariate meta-analysis (Becker, 2000; Kalaian &
Raudenbush, 1996). However, the multilevel modeling approach
to meta-analysis can handle such an unequal number of correlated
effect sizes per study, and it makes no assumptions of indepen-
dence among effect sizes (Marsh, Bornmann, Mutz, Daniel, &
O’Mara, 2009). In fact, multilevel modeling in general is designed
to analyze data that arise from such a nested structure (Raudenbush
& Bryk, 2002). Furthermore, Van den Noortgate and Onghena
(2003) claimed that multilevel models overpower fixed- and
random-effects models due to their lack of independence assump-
tion. Accordingly, we adopted the multilevel approach for analysis
of the overall sample of effect sizes and for consideration of course
content as a moderator.

In the present context, multilevel analysis was computed by
analyzing data as organized in two levels: effect sizes nested
within samples. This data structure resulted in 502 effect sizes
relevant to measures (Level 1) nested within 369 samples
(Level 2).

Mixed-effects meta-analysis. After demonstrating that
course content was a significant moderator, effect sizes for each
content area were then examined separately to identify significant
moderator variables among the variables previously mentioned
(gender composition, source of grades, national origin, racial com-
position, type of school, scale, and year of publication). Mixed-
effects meta-analysis was therefore applied separately to each type
of course material as these groupings were expected to include
only independent effect sizes.® These analyses followed a mixed-
effects approach to the meta-analysis analogue to analysis of
variance for categorical moderators and to metaregression for the
continuous moderator (namely, grand mean-centered year of pub-
lication), as recommended by Borenstein et al. (2009). Analyses
were conducted by means of the SPSS macros prepared by Wilson
(2005). Following the approach recommended by Borenstein et al.,
the effect sizes were weighted by their inverse variance. Interac-
tion terms were not considered in data analysis as we could not
justify them on the basis of the retrieved literature. Furthermore, as
many variable combinations did not exist in the data set (e.g.,
majority Hispanic samples in graduate school sources), a proper
test of interactions, even for exploratory purposes, would not be
possible.

3 Upon closer examination of the individual samples of studies, it turned
out that only the science courses grouping was formed exclusively of
independent effect sizes. For language, math, social sciences, and other
courses, the few nonindependent effect sizes were averaged, following one
of the commonly recommended approaches (Borenstein et al., 2009). For
global measures, nonindependence arose because of multiple sources of
marks from the same sample for 13 samples. We kept these samples as is
to allow a proper test of this moderator, although this nonindependence
should be kept in mind when interpreting the results for other moderators
in global measures. The averaging of effect sizes accounts for the discrep-
ancies in sample sizes for each course when comparing Tables 2 and 3.
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Results

As a preliminary data analysis, outliers were first identified as
effect sizes that were more than 3.29 standard deviations away
from the grand mean as proposed by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007).
Only two such outliers were identified. However, considering the
large number of effect sizes retrieved here, a few outliers are to be
expected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Furthermore, closer exam-
ination of the source of these outliers suggests that the relevant
studies are not clearly problematic otherwise. Accordingly, data
analyses were conducted on the full sample of retrieved effect
sizes. The outliers are nevertheless denoted by a superscript (i.e., *)
in Table 1 for readers who might want more details on their
characteristics. The final sample was therefore composed of 502
effect sizes drawn from 369 independent samples. This final sam-
ple of studies combined results obtained with 538,710 males and
595,332 females.

Multilevel Meta-Analysis

The multilevel data analysis was used to compute the overall
effect and to determine whether course content area moderated the
magnitude of effect sizes significantly. Analyses were accom-
plished with HLM Version 7 (Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, Cong-
don, & du Toit, 2011). HLM 7 is a standard program for analyzing
hierarchical or nested data. The estimation procedure relied on a
full-maximum-likelihood model with the effect sizes treated as
random effects and moderators treated as fixed effects. This soft-
ware uses an approach to variance—covariance matrix computation
akin to an unstructured matrix (Garson, 2013) so that no assump-
tions are made about the type of matrix involved. As course
content is a categorical variable, it was dummy-coded. Using this
method, the intercept represents the estimated effect size for the
reference category, and its test of significance examines whether it
is significantly different from zero. The coefficient for other cat-
egories reflects the difference between their effect size and the one
observed in the reference category. The corresponding test of
significance examines whether each grouping is significantly dif-
ferent from the reference category (Pedhazur, 1997). As is typical
in multilevel meta-analysis (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002), the Level
1 (measures) sampling variance was assumed to be known (as
represented in the variance calculated for each effect size; see
Borenstein et al., 2009), whereas Level 2 (sample) variance was
estimated in each model. Accordingly, the multilevel model used
in the present meta-analysis is considered a V-known model and
results in precision weighted effect-size estimates (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002).

Is there an overall significant gender difference? Results
showed a significant female advantage on school marks, reflecting
an overall estimated d of 0.225 (95% CI [0.201, 0.249]). As the
confidence interval did not include zero, the overall effect size is
significant with p < .05. This finding was established by consid-
ering the results of the null model (intercept only) and testing the
significance of the observed effect size (Raudenbush & Bryk,
2002).

In view of the fact that we had to code 48 effect sizes (9.6% of
effect sizes) as zero in the final sample due to missing information,
one could argue that the overall results reported so far reflect a
lower-bound estimate of the true effect. Accordingly, the overall
estimated mean effect size was also computed on the basis of the

known effects only, with this value viewed as an upper-bound
estimate of the true effect. Therefore, this analysis included 454
effect sizes from 332 samples and produced a mean estimated
effect size of 0.251 (95% CI [0.225, 0.277]), still indicating an
overall female advantage in school marks. Interpreted strictly, the
difference between the lower- and upper-bound estimates suggests
that the true effect size might be approximately 0.238. Neverthe-
less, further analyses proceeded with the original sample (includ-
ing effect sizes coded as zero) to provide a complete analysis of the
retrieved research.

I's course content area a significant moderator? The exam-
ination of course content as a potential moderator relied on deter-
mining whether it accounted for significant variance in the re-
trieved effect sizes compared to the null model. This analysis
showed that course contributed significantly to variance in effect
sizes, x*(5) = 2,007.96, p < .001. As seen in Table 2, all effect
sizes were in the direction of a female advantage, and none of the
95% Cls included zero. Furthermore, the largest effects were
observed for language courses, and the smallest gender differences
were obtained in math courses. The analysis also showed that the
effect sizes were significantly larger in language marks than in the
reference category, global measures, t(128) = 4.19, p < .001. In
contrast, the magnitude of gender differences was significantly
smaller in mathematics, science, and social sciences courses when
compared to global measures, smallest t(128) = —2.45, p = .016.
Gender differences in other courses and global measures were
statistically similar (p > .51).

Moderator Analyses

Having established differences in overall magnitude of gender
differences among the different content areas, moderator analysis
examined the potential influence of the remaining moderators
separately for each course content area. Therefore, all moderators
(gender composition, source of grades, national origin, racial com-
position, type of school, scale, and year of publication) were
examined systematically to determine if they produced significant
between-group heterogeneity (for categorical variables) or ac-
counted for significant variance (for the only continuous modera-
tor, year of publication grand mean-centered). Only moderators
significant at the .05 level are presented here. Furthermore, mul-
tiple comparisons among effect sizes followed the z-score method
outlined by Borenstein et al. (2009) at the .05 level of significance.
Note that variability across degrees of freedom for a given mod-
erator is due to the fact that not all categories are represented

Table 2
Results for Course Material in the Multilevel Analysis

Sample size  Estimated mean  95% confidence
Moderator interval
Course material
Global measures 258 0.249 0.217,0.281
Language 81 0.374 0.316, 0.432
Mathematics 93 0.069 0.014,0.124
Science 31 0.154 0.078, 0.230
Social sciences 26 0.174 0.117,0.231
Other 13 0.285 0.175, 0.395
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across content areas. Results of the moderator analysis are sum-
marized in Table 3.

The moderator analysis showed that source of the marks was a
significant moderator for global measures, x%(4) = 52.23, p <
.001; language, x*(4) = 17.71, p < .001; math, x?(4) = 20.08, p <
.001; and science courses, x?(4) = 8.20, p = .042. Multiple
comparisons showed that, for global measures, effect sizes were
significantly larger for all sources compared to graduate school
sources. For global measures, language, and science courses, effect
sizes were larger in junior/middle school and high school than in
college. For language and math, gender differences were smaller in
elementary school than in junior/middle and high school. Finally,
for math, effect sizes were smaller in elementary school than in
college.

In addition, national origin was a significant moderator for
global measures, x%(2) = 28.63, p < .001; language, x*(2) =
23.19, p < .001; and math courses, x%(2) = 23.56, p < .001. Here,
multiple comparisons showed that Scandinavian samples produced
smaller gender differences than North American samples and the
rest of the world in global measures. Language courses showed
smaller effects for the rest of the world compared to North Amer-
ican and Scandinavian samples. Finally, math courses produced
smaller effect sizes for the rest of the world compared to North
American samples

Racial composition was also a significant moderator for global
measures, x*(5) = 15.04, p = .010; language, x*(4) = 12.24, p =
.016; and math courses, x*(4) = 20.78, p < .001. In all cases, the
non-U.S. category produced the smallest magnitude of gender
difference. For math courses, the non-U.S. category was signifi-
cantly smaller than for all other racial composition categories. For

language courses, the only significant difference was between
non-U.S. samples and those where the racial composition was not
reported. Finally, for global measures, non-U.S. samples produced
smaller gender differences than all other categories except samples
with a majority of Hispanic participants and those with a diverse
racial composition. It should be noted that when non-U.S. samples
were removed from the data, racial composition did not emerge as
a significant moderator of effect sizes in any of the course content
areas (all ps > .4).

Finally, gender composition had a significant influence on the
magnitude of gender differences in math, x%(2) = 12.09, p = .002,
and science courses, x%(3) = 8.19, p = .042. In both cases, the
effect size did not significantly differ from zero in samples with
more males than females, although for math, the difference was
significantly smaller only when compared with samples with more
females than males. In science courses, all differences among
effect sizes were significant, with the following order: (equal
number of females and males) > (more females than males) >
(more males than females).

No other moderators achieved significance with p < .05 (all
ps > .11). Therefore, type of school (private, public), grading scale
(point scale, percent, letter, standardized, others/not reported), and
year of publication did not emerge as significant moderators in all
analyses. However, considering the importance of year of publi-
cation for claims relevant to the boy crisis and to circumvent the
argument that insufficient power was achieved to detect the effect
within each course content area, this variable was examined (grand
mean-centered) in the full sample by means of multilevel model-
ing. This analysis also revealed nonsignificant findings (p > .16)
and a very small negative coefficient of —0.001. It is therefore

Table 3
Results of the Moderator Analysis as a Function of Course Content Area
Global Language Math Science
Moderator k d (95% ClI) k d (95% ClI) k d (95% ClI) k d (95% ClI)
Source of marks
Elementary 24 0.37(0.27, 0.47) 23 0.20 (0.10, 0.30) 28 —0.01 (—0.08, 0.07) 9 0.10 (—0.02, 0.22)
Junior/middle 23 0.36 (0.26, 0.45) 20 0.45 (0.35, 0.56) 25 0.23(0.15, 0.30) 9 0.23(0.12,0.34)
High school 51 0.39 (0.33, 0.46) 17 0.47 (0.35, 0.59) 17 0.11 (0.01, 0.20) 5 0.16 (0.01, 0.31)
College/university 131 0.21 (0.17, 0.25) 7 0.21 (0.01, 0.40) 20 0.12 (0.04, 0.20) 8 0.01(—0.11, 0.12)
Graduate school 28 0.06 (—0.02, 0.15) — — 3 0.25 (—0.01, 0.50) — —
National origin
North America 198 0.29 (0.25, 0.32) 37 0.47 (0.39, 0.56) 63 0.17 (0.13,0.22)
Scandinavia 22 0.03 (—0.06, 0.12) 8 0.35(0.18, 0.51) 7 0.03 (—0.10, 0.15)
Rest of the world 37 0.27 (0.19, 0.34) 22 0.15 (0.04, 0.25) 22 —0.04 (—0.11, 0.04)
Racial composition
Majority White 41 0.29 (0.21, 0.36) 6 0.37(0.17, 0.59) 4 0.13(0.04, 0.22)
Majority Black 20 0.36 (0.25, 0.47) 2 0.50 (0.13, 0.87) 3 0.35(0.13, 0.57)
Majority Hispanic 3 0.32(0.25, 0.47) — — — —
Racially diverse 43 0.24 (0.17, 0.32) 5 0.39 (0.17, 0.62) 9 0.17 (0.04, 0.30)
Other/NR 85 0.29 (—0.03, 0.24) 20 0.50 (0.38, 0.62) 31 0.18 (0.12, 0.24)
Non-U.S. 65 0.17 (0.11, 0.23) 34 0.25(0.16, 0.33) 35 0.01 (—0.05, 0.07)
Gender composition
F>M 48 0.16 (0.11, 0.21) 19 0.14 (0.07, 0.22)
F=M 9 0.15 (0.03, 0.26) 3 0.32(0.17,0.47)
M >F 35 0.03 (—0.02, 0.09) 9 0.01 (—0.09, 0.10)

Note. The table presents sample size (k) and the mean weighted d for each moderator category with the 95% confidence interval (ClI) in parentheses. The
mean weighted effect size is significantly different from zero with p < .05 if the 95% CI for d does not include zero. Dashes indicate that a category is
not represented in the data. Junior/middle = junior/middle school; NR = not reported; F > M = more females than males; F = M = equal number of

males and females; M > F = more males than females.
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clear that, in the present sample, the magnitude of gender differ-
ences in school marks has remained stable in the years covered
here (from 1914 to 2011). Finally, no significant moderators were
identified for social sciences and other courses.

Publication Bias

We examined the possibility of a publication bias by comparing
the mean estimated effect sizes for the published (k = 339 sam-
ples) and unpublished research (k = 30 samples). This analysis
showed a significant influence of publication status, x*(1) = 5.97,
p = .014. This finding showed that effect sizes derived from
published studies (estimated mean d = 0.216, 95% CI [0.191,
0.241]) were significantly smaller than those obtained in unpub-
lished studies (estimated mean d = 0.328, 95% CI [0.246,
0.410]).*

Discussion

The purpose of the present analysis was to provide a summary
of findings pertaining to gender differences in scholastic achieve-
ment as measured by teacher-assigned school marks. Quantifica-
tion of these gender differences as well as the identification of
relevant moderator variables formed the primary goals of the
analysis. From an exhaustive search and our examination of the
literature, we felt that such a comprehensive analysis was missing
and that it would complement meta-analyses that focused exclu-
sively on achievement tests results.

The present analysis relied on two complementary approaches
to meta-analysis, with a multilevel model for the whole sample and
a mixed-effects model analysis within content areas. The findings
are summarized in Table 4. Potentially the most crucial finding of
the present analysis is that the female advantage in the overall
sample was significantly larger than zero. In addition, the results
also showed that the largest gender differences were found in
language courses and the smallest were in math courses, although
all were significantly larger than zero.

The moderator analysis, conducted separately for each course
content area, revealed four significant moderators although their
effects were confined to courses in language, math, science, and
global measures. Specifically, source of the marks was significant
in all four of these areas, while national origin and racial compo-
sition were significant for global measures, language, and math
courses. Finally, gender composition was significant for math and
science courses. It is noteworthy that year of publication was not
a significant moderator in any of the analyses. In addition, no
significant moderators could be identified for social sciences and
for other courses.

Overall Results: Implications

The most important finding observed here is that our analysis of
502 effect sizes drawn from 369 samples revealed a consistent
female advantage in school marks for all course content areas. In
contrast, meta-analyses of performance on standardized tests have
reported gender differences in favor of males in mathematics (e.g.,
Else-Quest et al., 2010; Hyde et al., 1990; but see Lindberg et al.,
2010) and science achievement (Hedges & Nowell, 1995),
whereas they have shown a female advantage in reading compre-

Table 4
Summary of Results for the Sgnificant Moderators Observed in
the Present Meta-Analysis

Moderator Pattern of results

Overall Overall d of 0.225 found to be significantly larger
than zero, reflecting an overall female
advantage.

Effect sizes were larger in language marks than in
global measures but smaller in mathematics,
science, and social sciences courses than for
global measures.

Significant in global measures, language, math,
and science courses. The female advantage was
not significant for graduate school samples on
global measures and in elementary school for
math. Largest effects are typically found in
junior/middle and high school.

Significant in global measures, language, and
math courses. Generally, Scandinavian samples
produced smaller gender differences than North
American samples but only for global measures
and math.

Course material

Source of the
marks

National origin

Racial Significant in global measures, language, and
composition math courses. Not significant if non-U.S.
samples are removed. Generally, a majority of
Black students produced large effect sizes.
However, the findings are driven by smaller
gender differences in non-U.S. samples.
Gender Significant in math and science courses. The
composition gender difference was not significant in

samples where there were more males than
females.

hension (e.g., Hedges & Nowell, 1995). This contrast in findings
makes it clear that the generalized nature of the female advantage
in school marks contradicts the popular stereotypes that females
excel in language whereas males excel in math and science (e.g.,
Halpern, Straight, & Stephenson, 2011). Yet the fact that females
generally perform better than their male counterparts throughout
what is essentially mandatory schooling in most countries seems to
be a well-kept secret considering how little attention it has re-
ceived as a global phenomenon. In fact, the popular press and
elected representatives still focus on findings that fit stereotypical
expectations (e.g., Tyre, 2006), despite an attempt over 20 years
ago by Kimball (1989) to bring the female advantage to light for
mathematics. The present findings bolster Kimball’s results and
extend them to other content areas in school.

Several plausible explanations align with the overall effect in
school marks. First, a number of sociocultural factors, such as
expectancy and value (see Eccles et al., 1983), have been pro-

4 In addition, the Egger, Davey Smith, Schneider, and Minder (1997) test
provided a further examination of publication bias. Results of this analysis
supported the presence of a publication bias only for global measures
(intercept = 2.66, 90% CI [1.85, 3.47]) and math courses (intercept = 1.05,
90% CI [0.49, 1.61]). The trim-and-fill correction, computed with M1X 2.0
Pro (Bax, 2011) for these two categories, suggested the presence of a
strong bias for math courses as the adjusted effect size was near zero
(corrected mean d = 0.025, 95% CI [0.015, 0.038]). However, for global
measures, the procedure did not deem trim and fill necessary. This suggests
that the finding of an apparent publication bias for global measures might
reflect the operation of factors other than publication bias (Egger et al.,
1997).
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posed. The expectancy-value model suggests that achievement
behavior can be predicted by the expectancy for future success and
value given to a task. Therefore, from the perspective of the
expectancy-value model, if one has low expectancy of success and
sees little future value in a specific course topic, one is not likely
to be motivated to work hard in that course (Steinmayr & Spinath,
2008). From this perspective, expectancy-value could affect both
how much students invest in school work and how much time and
effort teachers invest in specific students. The general idea there-
fore would be that females do more poorly than males in math
because it has low expectancy and value for them, whereas this
would be reversed for language courses. However, this model
cannot fully explain our finding that females have an advantage in
all course material. Therefore, more refined suggestions drawing
from the expectancy-value model are considered in the context of
other accounts of the female advantage in school marks.

Social factors, such as the fact that parents tend to attribute math
performance to abilities for males and to efforts for females
(Eccles, Jacobs, & Harold, 1990) might also lead males and
females to approach school work differently (Kenney-Benson et
al., 2006). Specifically, the differential attributions made by par-
ents might lead them to encourage more effort in females than in
males, at least in math courses. This differential amount of en-
couragement could account in part for the slight female advantage
in math. In fact, findings that parents encourage efforts on school
work more in females than in males for all content areas would
account for the generalized female advantage in school marks.
Research by Varner and Mandara (2013) confirmed this possibility
in African American adolescents. In fact, their findings led them to
conclude that “reducing gaps in parenting may help reduce the
gender gap in achievement” (Varner & Mandara, 2013, p. 12). In
contrast, Raymond and Benbow (1989) reported that differential
encouragement is guided more by the perceived talent domain of
a child than by gender. In view of these contradictory findings, the
possibility of gender-differentiated parental encouragement toward
school achievement might be an important avenue for more re-
search.

The possible influence of stereotype threat is another social
factor that has been suggested recently as a possible explanation of
gender difference in school achievement. Stereotype threat occurs
when a group’s performance is affected by the knowledge that its
members belong to a social group that is not expected to perform
well in a task. In this context, Hartley and Sutton (2013) found that
even at an early age, both girls (starting at age 4) and boys (starting
at age 7) hold the belief that adults expect girls to be better students
than boys. Hartley and Sutton then proceeded to show that em-
phasizing or countering this belief had a negative or positive effect,
respectively, on boys’ reading, writing, and math performance.
These manipulations did not affect girls’ performance. The study
conducted by Hartley and Sutton supports the possibility that
stereotype threat might affect expectancy for success, which in
turn might affect effort and persistence in the classroom. These
speculations suggest that more research on the influence of ste-
reotype threat in the classroom could be fruitful.

Gender differences in learning styles (Dweck, 1986) could also
be seen as having broad applicability as they would be relevant to
all course areas. According to Kenney-Benson et al. (2006), the
learning style of females tends to emphasize mastery over perfor-
mance in task completion, whereas males tend to show the reverse

emphasis. Mastery emphasis means that one pursues work in the
hope of understanding the material, whereas performance empha-
sis indicates a focus on one’s marks. When the findings of gender
differences in mastery/performance emphasis are considered in the
context that mastery emphasis generally produces better marks
than performance emphasis, this could account in part for males’
lower marks than females.

However, reports of gender differences in mastery/emphasis are
contradictory (see Patrick, Ryan, & Pintrich, 1999). Therefore, this
factor might not provide a solid account of the generalized female
advantage in school marks.

Biological influences have also been proposed as possible fac-
tors of relevance, as they could underlie gender differences in
activity levels (generally higher in males; Campbell & Eaton,
1999). This factor would potentially make it easier for females
than for males to pay attention in class (Kenney-Benson et al.,
2006). Gender differences in activity level might also relate to
temperamental gender differences (Else-Quest, Hyde, Goldsmith,
& Van Hulle, 2006). Specifically, the meta-analysis conducted by
Else-Quest et al. (2006) suggested a female advantage in effortful
control and a male advantage in surgency. Taken together, these
gender differences in activity levels and temperament could man-
ifest themselves in the classroom. For example, gender differences
in class behavior could affect teachers’ subjective perceptions of
students, which in turn might affect their grades (Bennett, Gottes-
man, Rock, & Cerullo, 1993). This subjective component of school
marks should not be overlooked as it has been shown to affect
teachers’ evaluation of their students, potentially leading to sex-
biased treatment (Chalabaev, Sarrazin, Trouilloud, & Jussim,
2009) and self-fulfilling prophecies (Jussim, Robustelli, & Cain,
2009).

This nonexhaustive list of explanations for the female advantage
in school marks emphasizes the complexity of this issue. In reality,
a multitude of factors might account for the female advantage in
school marks. Some of these explanations are revisited in the
context of the moderator analysis results.

Practical significance. Implications of the overall magnitude
of the observed effects require some discussion. Admittedly, the
gender difference observed here would be classified as small based
on Cohen’s (1988) categorization of effect sizes (i.e., values of 0.2
and lower are considered a small effect size). In fact, when
considering the magnitude of the effects, it might be tempting to
conclude that many of the estimates presented in Tables 2 and 3
are so small as to reflect nonexistent gender differences. However,
the findings are striking in their consistency. Specifically, only two
of the mean effect sizes presented in the results tables reflect a
negative effect (both in Table 3, for math in elementary school
samples and in rest of the world). Even then, in both cases, the
confidence intervals include zero. Therefore, none of the results
indicate a male advantage. The consistency of the results can also
be considered in the context of Abelson’s (1985) argument that
apparently small effects should not be overlooked as the weight of
accumulated evidence also has to be considered, especially when
this evidence has a cumulative effect. Essentially, the female
advantage on school marks is relatively small, but it is a common
finding in the literature. Closer to Abelson’s argument, as males
start obtaining lower grades than females early in schooling, this
might have a cumulative effect in the long run with school marks
(regardless of their magnitude) potentially affecting future behav-
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ior each step along the way. In fact, Abelson mentioned educa-
tional interventions as one example of potentially cumulative
processes.

To put the present findings in perspective, an effect size of 0.225
would reflect approximately a 16% nonoverlap between distribu-
tions of males and females (Cohen, 1988). Thus, a crude way to
interpret this finding is to say that, in a class of 50 female and 50
male students, there could be eight males who are forming the
lower tail of the class marks distribution. These males would be
likely to slow down the class, for example, and this could have
cumulative effects on their school marks. Of course, this is not a
completely accurate way to interpret the nonoverlap, but it should
serve to illustrate the importance of this finding. By comparison,
considering values obtained in achievement tests, the overall d of
0.11 (in favor of females) reported by Hyde and Linn (1988) for
verbal tests would reflect a nonoverlap of about 8.5%, whereas the
overall d of 0.05 (in favor of males) reported by Lindberg et al.
(2010) for math tests indicates a nonoverlap of about 4%. The
present findings should therefore not be qualified as representing a
trivial effect.

With this in mind, the moderator analysis has uncovered a
number of factors that affect the magnitude of gender differences.
As such, these factors may serve as a guide for further research.
Accordingly, we now focus on the information that can be derived
from the significant moderators we identified.

Moderator Analysis. Implications

Course material as moderator. Essentially, the examination
of course material as a moderating factor showed that the largest
effects were obtained in language courses, whereas the smallest
effects were in math and science courses. This should not come as
a surprise based on achievement tests results, although the direc-
tion of the effect for marks (always female advantage in Table 2)
contradicts tests results and stereotypical expectations. When ac-
counting for the variability in magnitude of effect sizes across
content areas, it is possible that gender differences in interests (Su,
Rounds, & Armstrong, 2009) could lead males and females to
different expectancy-value on various course content areas, which
in turn might produce gender-related fluctuations on the level of
motivation in these different course areas (Steinmayr & Spinath,
2008). Considered together, these factors could explain in part why
the female advantage is smallest in math and science (see Table 2),
areas that are stereotypically viewed as masculine (Nosek et al.,
2009).

Source of the marks as moderator. Findings relevant to
source of the marks showed that this variable had a significant
influence for global measures, as well as language, math, and
science courses. Interestingly, the pattern of results suggested
fairly stable effect sizes across schooling, except at the graduate
level for global measures. In language, math, and science courses,
effect sizes decreased between high school and university. In
contrast, the magnitude of gender differences increased from ele-
mentary to middle school in these three course areas.

The finding for graduate school students can be interpreted in a
straightforward manner as it would essentially reflect samples of
highly motivated, top-quality students who are working in (pre-
sumably) their favorite field. Therefore, most expectancy-value
and motivational factors would be equated, and this would poten-

tially leave little room for fluctuation in grades. This limited
amount of fluctuation would likely restrict the range of marks
obtained. This in turn would reduce the likelihood of obtaining
significant gender differences. Therefore, this statistical factor
should not be overlooked. In interpreting gender differences in
school marks for graduate courses, it should be noted that, al-
though a relatively large effect was observed in graduate school for
math, it did not significantly differ from zero (as seen in the 95%
Cl; see Table 3).

The results in math and science suggest that the female advan-
tage in school performance in these areas does not emerge until
junior/middle school. Unfortunately, the retrieved data do not
provide information that might help elucidate the reasons for this
relatively late emergence of the female advantage in these do-
mains. Empirical work is therefore required to determine which
factors contribute to the absence of sex differences in math and
science at the elementary school level.

National origin as moderator. National origin was consid-
ered as three categories (North America, Scandinavia, other
countries) based on a post hoc consideration of nationalities
represented in the final sample. The fact that it is a significant
moderator of gender differences in global measures as well as
in language and math courses constitutes a somewhat serendip-
itous finding of the present analysis. Specifically, we found that
Scandinavian countries had significantly smaller effects than
North American samples in global measures and math courses,
with language courses following this trend. The placement of
the other countries category varied across areas. In fact, other
countries even produced a nonsignificant negative effect for
math. In hindsight, such findings relevant to national origin
should not be surprising considering that Scandinavian coun-
tries rate high on the measures of gender equity examined by
Else-Quest et al. (2010). As a matter of fact, Else-Quest et al.
also reported that gender differences in math achievement tests
are reduced in societies where there is more gender equity.
However, it is rather difficult to apply directly the explanations
offered by Else-Quest et al. as they emphasized societal factors
that might account for poor female performance in math
achievement tests, whereas we are concerned here with males’
poorer performance compared to females. It is also important to
consider that, despite the scope of the present study, a limited
sample of research in Scandinavian countries was included (see
Table 3). In addition, gender differences in language courses
are still sizable in Scandinavian samples. Therefore, gender
differences in school performance have not been eliminated
even in these putatively gender equitable countries.

Racial composition as moderator. Racial composition was
examined based on the notion that gender differences in
achievement are larger when racial origin is considered as
opposed to gender in United States samples (Mead, 2006). The
working hypothesis for this moderator was that gender differ-
ences would be largest among samples composed of a majority
of Black students. However, a crucial finding for this moderator
was that, when only United States samples were considered in
data analysis, racial composition did not contribute signifi-
cantly to variance in the magnitude of gender differences.
Nevertheless, racial composition did prove to be a significant
moderator for global measures as well as for language and math
courses when non-U.S. samples were included in the data. In
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addition, in all cases, samples with a majority of Black students
produced the largest effect size (see Table 3), but this finding
reflected only a nonsignificant trend. The only significant dif-
ferences among effect sizes were typically due to the smaller
gender differences observed in non-U.S. samples. This finding
suggests that gender differences in school marks are particu-
larly pronounced and relatively homogeneous in United States
samples. However, the present data do not allow speculations
on factors that might account for this homogeneity.

Gender composition as moderator. Before considering the
influence of gender composition as a moderator of gender
differences in school marks, it is important to remember that it
was used as an indirect way to determine whether a field of
study was female or male dominated. With this in mind, this
moderator achieved significance in math and science only, and
the results showed that samples with more males than females
produced no significant gender differences in school marks.
This finding suggests that the female advantage is reduced in
male-dominated fields. Although this pattern of results provides
a manipulation check on how we conceptualized gender com-
position, it does not shed much light on their cause. Empirical
research would be required to determine the specific factors that
might account for the present findings relevant to gender com-
position. It should also be noted that the gender difference was
not necessarily larger in samples where there were more fe-
males than males. This serves as a reminder that the gender
composition variable as operationalized here is only a crude
measure of the underlying concept.

Year of publication as moderator. Although year of pub-
lication was not a significant moderator, it requires some dis-
cussion in the context of a potential boy crisis. Specifically,
boy-crisis proponents suggest that males have started lagging
behind females in terms of school achievement only recently
(Tyre, 2006). In our analysis, support for the claim of a boy
crisis required findings of a significant positive relation be-
tween year of publication and magnitude of gender differences.
This claim was not supported by the results for each content
area and for the whole sample. Therefore, the data in the present
sample, ranging in years from 1914 to 2011, suggest that boys
have been lagging for a long time and that this is a fairly stable
phenomenon. Accordingly, it might be more appropriate to
claim that the boy crisis has been a long-standing issue rather
than a recent phenomenon.

Other courses and social sciences courses. Finally, no sig-
nificant moderators emerged for the other courses and social
sciences courses categories. In reality, a potential reason for this
finding is that these categories consisted of highly heterogeneous
course content. Therefore, the large amount of extraneous variance
involved as a result of this heterogeneity might have precluded the
emergence of a systematic influence for the moderators considered
here. Nevertheless, these two groupings also produced a signifi-
cant overall female advantage for school marks, testifying to the
robustness of this advantage.

Limitations

The present meta-analysis answered a number of questions
pertaining to the magnitude of gender differences in school
achievement and some of the factors that moderate them. How-

ever, as in all undertakings of this magnitude, some limitations
should be discussed.

At the methodological level, it was not always possible to
include or operationalize factors in a satisfactory way. The most
striking example is the operationalization of SES as whether a
sample originated in public or private school. It is not particu-
larly surprising that it did not produce significant findings
considering that, for example, even students from a family with
a high SES could attend public school. The reverse is also
possible, for example, if a student from a low SES family
received an entrance scholarship to a private school. The un-
availability of this information in many of the studies was an
obstacle to a better operationalization of this variable. There-
fore, no strong claims can be derived from the present results
concerning the potential influence of SES on gender differences
in school marks.

A further methodological aspect with statistical ramifications
concerns the decision to code nonsignificant effect sizes as having
a value of zero when no data could be obtained from authors.
Computation of the overall effect sizes while excluding the effect
sizes coded as zero in this manner produced a slightly larger
upper-bound estimate of 0.251 (as opposed to a lower-bound value
of 0.225 when such effect sizes were included). However, as the
confidence interval for this upper-bound estimate overlapped with
the original value, they can be seen as falling in the same range of
estimates. Therefore, inclusion of effect sizes coded as zero in all
analyses likely contributed to obtaining a better reflection of the
true effect size in the population as it allowed consideration of all
available studies.

The examination of a sample composed mostly of published
research in the present analysis could be seen as biasing the results.
However, the finding that the unpublished research included here
typically reported larger gender differences than those we found in
published work raises the possibility that reliance on published
work might underestimate the magnitude of gender differences in
school marks. Accordingly, any evidence of a publication bias in
the present sample could be due to the fact that gender differences
in favor of females are simply more prevalent than those in favor
of males when considering school marks.

Conclusions

The present meta-analysis used two complementary analytic
approaches to address questions pertaining to the existence of
gender differences in school achievement as measured by teacher-
assigned marks and the factors that moderate them. The results
showed that these gender differences favored females in all fields
of study. The effect sizes were generally small in magnitude, but
their consistency suggests that they should not be ignored. The
finding that the female advantage in school marks has remained
stable across the years in the data retrieved (from 1914 to 2011)
deserves emphasis as it contradicts claims of a recent boy crisis in
school achievement.

The present article has laid the groundwork to establish the
existence of a generalized female advantage in school achieve-
ment. However, much research is still required to determine fac-
tors related to gender differences in school performance as well as
their possible causes.
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