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A B S T R A C T

Hegemonic masculine norms are associated with lower adolescent psychological and social well-being for boys 
and girls across cultural contexts. A growing body of research, primarily focused on Western populations, sug
gests that adherence to hegemonic masculine norms may also pose a risk to academic achievement. However, the 
mechanisms underlying this association remain underexplored. This study investigates school engagement as a 
potential mediator through which greater adherence to hegemonic masculinity influences poorer academic 
performance. Using data collected in the United States (n = 947) and China (n = 710), we explored whether the 
influence of hegemonic masculinity on academic outcomes can be observed across national and cultural contexts. 
Specifically, we examined relations between adherence to hegemonic masculine norms in 7th grade and aca
demic engagement and performance in 8th grade among U.S. and Chinese boys and girls. Results show that 
higher levels of adherence to hegemonic masculine norms were associated with lower academic performance 
across gender and nationality. Moreover, school engagement partially mediated the association between 
adherence to hegemonic masculine norms and academic performance in both U.S. and Chinese samples. Im
plications for policy makers and educators are discussed in relation to both cultures in which our data is situated.

Dominant ideals of masculinity, also known as hegemonic masculine 
norms, profoundly shape human development (American Psychological 
Association and Boys and Men Guidelines Group, 2018; Kimmel, 2008; 
Mahalik et al., 2003; Pleck et al., 1993; Rogers et al., 2020; Way, 2011; 
Way et al., 2014; Wong et al., 2017). Adherence to hegemonic masculine 
norms is defined as engaging in attitudes and behaviors that align with 
these ideologies (e.g., Gupta et al., 2013; Rogers, DeLay, & Martin, 
2017) and uphold the status of certain groups over others (i.e. men/ 
masculinity over women/femininity). Across cultures, hegemonic 
masculine ideologies promote suppression of emotional vulnerability, 
avoidance of help-seeking, and the pursuit of exaggerated physical 
toughness to remain on top of the social hierarchy (Budgeon, 2014; 
Levant & Richmond, 2008; Mahalik et al., 2003). Adherence to these 
attitudes and behaviors, in turn, has been linked to poorer psychological 
and social well-being, including higher rates of depression, anxiety, 
delinquency, substance use, and lower self-esteem in the United States 

(American Psychological Association and Boys and Men Guidelines 
Group, 2018; Feder et al., 2010; Gini & Pozzoli, 2006; Kimmel & Mahler, 
2003; Oliffe & Phillips, 2008; O’Neil, 2012; Pollack, 1998; Rogers, 
DeLay, & Martin, 2017; Sanders, 2011; Uy et al., 2014) and China 
(Gupta et al., 2013; Rogers et al., 2020).

Extant work (Leaper et al., 2019; Renold, 2001; Rogers, Updegraff, 
et al., 2017; Santos et al., 2013) and the APA Guidelines for Psycho
logical Practice with Boys and Men (2018) suggest that adherence to 
hegemonic masculine norms may also contribute to poor academic 
outcomes in adolescence. In particular, hegemonic masculine norms are 
antithetical to attitudes and behaviors that are inherent features of 
engaging and performing well in school. However, these relations have 
primarily been investigated in Western populations. Comparing contexts 
with historically distinct relationships between gender norms and 
schooling offer unique opportunities to illuminate the specific cultural 
conditions that give rise to a high degree of adherence to hegemonic 
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masculine norms. At the same time, such comparisons can help specify 
the underlying mechanisms by which adherence to hegemonic mascu
line norms thwarts academic performance. In the United States, the 
social construct of gender has long been deeply entangled with school 
engagement. For example, girls who adhere to feminine norms partici
pate in school, while boys who adhere to masculine norms, particularly 
hegemonic masculine norms, distance themselves from school (Lazaro & 
Bian, 2024; Morris, 2012). In China, however, both boys and girls are 
traditionally expected to perform well academically, independent of 
their gender norm adherence (Louie, 2002). Although contemporary 
Chinese masculinity is increasingly framed around similar hegemonic 
norms as in the United States (Hu & Guan, 2021; Louie, 2024), the as
sociation between hegemonic masculine norms and academic outcomes 
has yet to be explored in China. Examining this association in the Chi
nese context offers an opportunity to reveal further cultural and his
torical factors that influence how hegemonic masculinity shapes 
academic outcomes.

In the present study, we examined the relations between adolescents’ 
adherence to hegemonic masculine norms and academic performance 
and school engagement in China and the United States. Moreover, we 
investigated whether the relations differ for boys and girls. Finally, we 
sought to further explain the underpinnings of the link between adher
ence to hegemonic masculine norms and academic performance by 
testing school engagement as a potential mediator. In doing so, we 
considered both the possibility of cross-cultural similarity and general
izability, as well as culturally shaped variation in how adherence to 
hegemonic masculinity is associated with adolescents’ experiences in 
school. Our findings have implications for understanding how gendered 
cultural norms shape youth’s educational trajectories in different cul
tural contexts and underscore the need for culturally-grounded supports 
that bolster school engagement among boys and girls, particularly 
among youth who negotiate hegemonic masculinity.

Hegemonic masculine norms in the United States and China

We situate our study within ecological, socio-structural approaches 
that center systems of oppression and master narratives in social- 
development processes (Rogers et al., 2021; Syed & McLean, 2022, 
2023). An ecological systems perspective considers individuals within 
layers of cultural context, ranging from the immediate microsystem (e. 
g., with family and peers) to the broader macrosystem (e.g. societal 
norms and ideologies) (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007; Coll et al., 
1996; Spencer et al., 1997). The macrosystem encompasses societal 
beliefs and norms, perpetuated through widely shared master narratives 
dictating how society “should” operate, for example, that individuals 
adhering to hegemonic masculine norms have higher status than those 
who do not (Rogers & Way, 2018; Syed & McLean, 2022, 2023). In the 
present study, we construe hegemonic masculine norms through the m 
(ai)cro lens (Rogers et al., 2021). M(ai)cro extends existing ecological 
theories by situating the macrosystem at the forefront of human devel
opment. In this regard, youth’s adherence and resistance to hegemonic 
masculine norms occur in their proximal settings, for example with 
peers, which are inextricably shaped by broader discourses and policies. 
Macro-socialization of hegemonic masculinity may therefore be evident 
in youths’ micro-relations with peers, which then influences, indirectly, 
their experiences in academic contexts.

Extant research demonstrates that masculinity is a multifaceted 
construct that can manifest in different forms–for example, as hege
monic or caring masculinities (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Nayak, 
2023). We focus specifically on the culturally dominant hegemonic 
masculine norms, which hold the highest status in societies where pa
triarchal gender structures are most deeply entrenched (Kessler et al., 
1982), including in the United States (Connell, 1998, 2012) and China 
(Ma et al., 2021; Song & Hird, 2014). These masculine norms are 
particularly salient for individuals and shape their attitudes, behaviors, 
and outcomes throughout the lifespan (Connell & Messerschmidt, 

2005). Hegemonic masculine norms can be construed as culturally 
located stories or scripts that communicate expectations on how boys 
and men ought to “be” (McLean et al., 2016). As master narratives, such 
scripts operate at individual and structural levels, informing how people 
accommodate and resist masculine ideologies in their daily lives and 
how such ideologies are reinforced or challenged via policies, norms, 
and institutions. With globalization, it could be argued that hegemonic 
masculine norms originating primarily in Western contexts are gaining 
influence on the global stage and spreading internationally (Connell & 
Messerschmidt, 2005). However, their effects on local and regional 
gender dynamics, for example in China, may vary according to cultural 
contextual processes (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Louie, 2002).

The footprint of hegemonic masculine norms is evident in China. 
Historically, idealized masculinity in China was represented by a bal
ance of cultural refinement, “Wen” and physical strength, ”Wu”. Wen, 
however, has typically been prioritized as the marker of social status and 
power (Louie, 2002). The prominence of Wen, often conceptualized as 
“soft” and “artistic”, has coincided with the rise of a more “feminized” 
ideal of masculinity in China, embodied by androgynous male figures 
popular among younger generations (Louie, 2015; Song, 2022). In 
recent years, however, the “soft” or “feminized” ideal has faced strong 
backlash. Concerns over a “masculinity crisis” in China have led scholars 
and educators to argue that boys are becoming academically under
performing, physically weak, and psychologically vulnerable (Zhu et al., 
2022). This concern has fueled public debate and state-led initiatives 
aimed at addressing the so-called “boy crisis” by promoting physical 
activity, recruiting more male teachers and, recently, suspending male 
performers who do not conform to hegemonic masculine ideals (Louie, 
2024; Song, 2022; Zhu et al., 2022). These efforts are believed to reflect 
a broader cultural shift in the idealization of masculinity, rooted in 
concerns about China’s national strength and security, and its position in 
the global economic and geopolicial landscape (Hu & Guan, 2021; 
Louie, 2024; Song, 2022).

Hegemonic masculine norms among women and girls

Due to their high cultural status, hegemonic masculine norms in both 
China and the United States influence not only men, but also women. 
Specifically, adherence to hegemonic masculine norms has become a 
way for girls and women to ascend social ladders and achieve status and 
influence across social contexts (Ahlqvist et al., 2013; Brown, 2003; 
Brown & Gilligan, 1992; Paechter & Clark, 2007). Historically and 
presently, feminine norms in the United States and China prescribe that 
girls and women should be submissive, nurturing, and soft (Evans, 2002; 
Prentice & Carranza, 2002). However, ideological shifts have altered 
gender roles and expectations in both countries in unique ways. In 
China, the influence of Mao brought about the expectation that women 
reject many stereotypically feminine qualities and act as near equals to 
men in appearance, behaviors, and attitudes (Huang, 2018). In 
contemporary post-Mao China, traditional femininity appears to merge 
with hegemonic masculine norms deemed necessary for success, 
particularly in professional settings (Liu, 2013). These norms include 
independence, toughness, assertiveness, and not displaying emotional 
weakness (Wang, 2013). Similarly, in U.S. contexts, hegemonic mascu
line norms (and their status) increasingly influence girls (Rogers et al., 
2020). Specifically, at the start of adolescence, many girls begin to reject 
previously treasured girliness for the privilege of being viewed as “one of 
the boys” (Halim et al., 2011). This trend has increasingly resulted in 
girls’ adherence to hegemonic masculine norms (Rogers et al., 2020). In 
fact, as evidenced in recent work, girls from diverse ethnic/racial and 
SES backgrounds, and across the United States and China, not only show 
high levels of adherence to hegemonic masculine norms, but also asso
ciations between adherence to hegemonic masculine norms and poor 
psychosocial well-being (Rogers et al., 2020). These findings underscore 
the importance of unpacking the cultural mechanisms that drive hege
monic masculine norms and their negative influence on youth 
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adjustment.

Hegemonic masculine norms in education contexts

In this study, we focused on how hegemonic masculine norms are 
intertwined with one of the most important institutions in youth’s lives: 
school. In the United States, gender norms are highly influential in 
school settings, starting from center-based care and preschool (Bennet 
et al., 2020) and continuing through high school (Starr & Simpkins, 
2021) and university (Dunlap & Barth, 2023). Through engagement 
with peers and adults, as well as learning experiences and materials at 
school, youth are introduced to and socialized into mainstream ideolo
gies, including those related to the gender binary. By negotiating gender 
ideologies, children learn that certain attitudes, behaviors, and skills are 
not only considered more typical of one gender, but also valued differ
ently depending on how they are gender-typed. In most settings 
embedded in patriarchal contexts, traits associated with hegemonic 
masculine norms tend to hold higher status (i.e., self-reliance, a 
masculine-typed trait, is often valued more highly than help-seeking, a 
feminine-typed trait, e.g., Addis & Mahalik, 2003). However, in school 
contexts like those in the United States, adherence to hegemonic 
masculine norms may hinder students from doing well (Kimmel & 
Mahler, 2003; Leaper et al., 2019; Marrs, 2016). As we state above and 
describe in more detail below, not seeking help when needed, or refusing 
to display weakness in front of teachers and classmates, could prevent 
students from reaching their fullest academic potential.

A growing body of research, along with the current 2018 APA 
guidelines, specifically aimed at psychological practice with boys and 
men, provides compelling evidence that adherence to hegemonic 
masculine norms is a risk factor for academic performance among U.S. 
students (Pleck et al., 1993; Rogers, Updegraff, et al., 2017; Santos et al., 
2013). An initial study on adherence to hegemonic masculine norms and 
adolescent performance in school found that students with higher levels 
of adherence to hegemonic masculine norms, described as “rough” and 
“not emotional”, were more likely to have lower GPAs than students 
with lower levels of adherence (Burke, 1989). Recent work has 
confirmed these associations among U.S. male adolescents from 
Mexican/Latine and European American backgrounds (Santos et al., 
2013).

We build on Santos and colleagues’ work (2013) by extending the 
focus of inquiry to U.S. girls, as well as to girls and boys in China. Prior 
work has found that associations between hegemonic masculine norms 
and socioemotional outcomes are similar for U.S. and Chinese youth 
across gender (Gupta et al., 2013; Rogers et al., 2020). Given the global 
reach of hegemonic masculinity, it is plausible that these norms also 
shape academic outcomes in comparable ways across cultural contexts. 
At the same time, the relationship between gender norms and schooling 
in China has developed along a markedly different historical trajectory 
than in the United States. For over 1300 years, China has relied on 
standardized examinations (Keju) to select talented students for high- 
status civil service positions (Lee, 2000). The current national college 
admission system is still almost solely based on the results from one 
high-stakes examination referred to as the Gaokao. As a result, China’s 
primary and secondary education systems are deeply oriented toward 
academic achievement, with all students, regardless of gender, driven 
and pressured to succeed in school (Sun et al., 2013). However, the ef
fect of hegemonic masculine norms on Chinese adolescents’ academic 
performance remains underexplored.

Hegemonic masculinity and school engagement

Students’ school engagement is key to their academic performance 
(Chase et al., 2014). Construed as a multidimensional construct, school 
engagement comprises behavioral, cognitive, and emotional compo
nents representing how students act, think, and feel when interacting 
with aspects of school (Christenson et al., 2012). In our study, we 

focused on the emotional and behavioral dimensions of school engage
ment; the extent to which students feel emotionally connected to school 
and the degree to which they make efforts to do well academically. 
Adherence to hegemonic masculine norms may interfere with the 
emotional and behavioral dimensions of adolescents’ engagement in 
school. U.S. and European adolescent boys and girls equate hegemonic 
masculinity with being “too cool for school,” and students who strongly 
adhere to hegemonic masculine norms take great pride in not putting 
effort into schoolwork or studying hard for good grades (Heyder & 
Kessels, 2015, 2017; Jackson & Dempster, 2009; Morris, 2008, 2011). 
Moreover, male students have reported that “real boys,”–those who 
sufficiently adhere to hegemonic masculine norms–should avoid aca
demic efforts (Jackson & Dempster, 2009). Consequently, boys who 
work hard in school and receive higher grades are viewed as lacking in 
masculinity by their peers (Kimmel & Mahler, 2003; Morris, 2008).

There are additional ways in which hegemonic masculinity interferes 
with students’ emotional and behavioral school engagement. Learning 
in relationship with teachers and peers, such as connecting with them 
for guidance and feedback, is a fundamental component of school 
engagement (Ryan & Pintrich, 1997), as are positive interactions in the 
classroom (Chung-Hall & Chen, 2010; Perdue et al., 2009; Roorda et al., 
2011). Emotional stoicism, and avoidance of help-seeking can prevent 
students from building productive relations at school, and successfully 
resolving academic roadblocks with the help of teachers and classmates. 
This, in turn, may perpetuate further disconnection from school and 
academic work (Leaper et al., 2019; Marrs, 2016; Rogers, DeLay, & 
Martin, 2017; Rogers, Updegraff, et al., 2017).

Relatedly, acting tough and aggressive alienates both peers and 
teachers, leading to increased interpersonal conflict, rejection, and 
frustration in the classroom (Rogers, Updegraff, et al., 2017; Santos 
et al., 2013; Ueno & McWilliams, 2010). Extant studies replicate these 
findings among Western adolescent populations of different ethnic- 
racial backgrounds and provide an empirical basis to test whether 
school engagement mediates the relation between adherence to hege
monic masculine norms and academic achievement. Being engaged in 
school, that is, making efforts to understand the teacher and assign
ments, enjoying learning, and trying hard to do well, are considered key 
to successful academic performance (e.g., Ryan & Pintrich, 1997). 
Adherence to hegemonic masculine norms, however, interferes with 
school engagement (Leaper et al., 2019; Rogers, DeLay, & Martin, 2017; 
Santos et al., 2013). Based on existing evidence, we expect that school 
engagement might be the mechanism through which higher adherence 
to hegemonic masculinity leads to poorer academic achievement in 
China and the United States. Even though there is strong cultural pres
sure for Chinese adolescents to excel academically, hegemonic mascu
line norms may undermine their school engagement and, in turn, lower 
their academic performance.

Current study

In this study, we examined relations between adherence to hege
monic masculinity and academic outcomes among youth in the United 
States and China. Three research questions guided our study:

RQ1: Is adherence to hegemonic masculine norms for boys and girls 
in 7th grade associated with their academic performance in 8th grade in 
the United States and China?

RQ2: Does the association between hegemonic masculine norms and 
academic performance vary by gender?

RQ3: Does school engagement in 7th grade mediate the relations 
between adherence to hegemonic masculine norms and academic per
formance from grade 7 to 8 in the United States and China?

For RQ1, we hypothesized that adherence to hegemonic masculine 
norms in 7th grade would be associated with lower 8th grade academic 
performance in both the Unites States and China (Gupta et al., 2013; 
Santos et al., 2013). For RQ2, we hypothesized that associations be
tween adherence to hegemonic masculinity in 7th grade and 8th grade 
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academic performance do not differ by gender within the United States 
and China (Rogers, Updegraff, et al., 2017). Finally, for RQ3, we ex
pected school engagement to mediate the relations between adherence 
to hegemonic masculine norms and academic performance from grade 7 
to 8 in the United States and China (Leaper et al., 2019; Rogers, Upde
graff, et al., 2017).

We focus on youth aged 12–13, a transitional period from late 
childhood into early adolescence marked by rapid and complex devel
opmental change (Mascia et al., 2023). During these years, the onset of 
puberty initiates a cascade of physical, psychological, and social trans
formations that reshape youth’s sense of identity and interpersonal re
lationships (Mascia et al., 2023). Although children begin to recognize 
and internalize culturally embedded gender norms in early childhood (e. 
g., Martin & Ruble, 2004), early adolescence is a period when engage
ment with these norms, particularly hegemonic masculine norms, in
tensifies (Halim et al., 2011; Way, 2011). By ages 12–13, many youths 
not only understand the hierarchical nature of gender norms, including 
the elevated status associated with hegemonic masculinity, but also 
begin to actively negotiate these norms in ways that have consequences 
for their socioemotional and psychological development (Gilligan, 
2011; Halim et al., 2011; Rogers et al., 2020; Way, 2011; Way et al., 
2014). These years are additionally critical given the increasing salience 
of peer relationships that, in turn, provide social contexts in which youth 
engage in gender identity work (e.g., Kornienko et al., 2016). Impor
tantly, ages 12–13 also correspond to a key academic and social tran
sition in China and the United States: the start of middle school. Middle 
school environments are characterized by increased academic demands, 
heightened rigor, competition, and responsibility, and more formalized 
evaluation practices, including standardized testing (Goldstein et al., 
2015; Ma, 2024). As such, this developmental window offers a unique 
opportunity to investigate how youth’s adherence to hegemonic 
masculine norms, emerging as particularly salient and socio-culturally 
reinforced, associates with school engagement and academic perfor
mance at a time when these constructs are becoming deeply embedded 
in youth’s evolving identities and developmental trajectories.

Our goal for including both Chinese and U.S. adolescent samples is 
not to conduct direct, between-group comparisons, nor to position one 
country and culture as a benchmark for the other. Rather, we explore 
whether the associations between hegemonic masculine norms, school 
engagement, and academic achievement, associations that have been 
established primarily in U.S.-based research, are also observable in a 
culturally distinct context. By including both samples, we leverage 
existing findings from the United States as a conceptual starting point, 
not a standard, which allows us to better interpret the Chinese data in 
light of shared and divergent developmental processes. Although China 
and the United States differ in aspects of contemporary school struc
tures, gender socialization practices, and historical framing of gender 
and education, they also share similarities, for example, increasing 
engagement with hegemonic masculine norms in early adolescence 
(Rogers et al., 2020). Thus, including both samples illuminates whether 
these processes may reflect more global developmental patterns or are 
shaped in culturally specific ways. Specifically, our comparative design 
enables us to interpret findings from China and the United States not in 
isolation, but in a broader context, with attention to both parallels and 
divergences in the strengths and nature of the associations.

Methods

Participants

Data used for the current study were pulled from two comprehensive, 
longitudinal studies of adolescent socioemotional development in New 
York City, the United States and Nanjing, China (Rogers et al., 2020). 
The U.S. study started when youth were in 6th grade, their first year of 
middle school, with 1040 adolescents and a retention rate of 74 % by 8th 
grade. Participants in both countries were asked to self-report on their 

gender identification (51.5 % girls). We used data from the 7th and 8th 
grade timepoints in both the Chinese and U.S. samples. We did so to 
ensure maximum data availability and cross-sample comparability, for 
example in terms of participants’ age. Additionally, our measure of 
hegemonic masculinity was only collected for part of the sample in the 
6th grade U.S. data. The U.S. sample consists of 947 adolescents (52.38 
% girls) who has at least one wave of data available (participants with 
both waves available n = 567). The U.S. adolescents were purposefully 
sampled from schools with ethnic-racially (22.91 % African American, 
20.59 % Chinese American, 28.62 % Latinx [10.88 % Puerto Rican, 
16.26 % Dominican American, 1.48 % Mexican American], and 27.88 % 
White) and socioeconomically diverse student bodies. School achieve
ment significantly varied between the 25th and 75th percentile (as 
measured by aggregated citywide test scores).

In the Chinese sample, the study started at 7th grade (first year of 
middle school) with 710 adolescents (50 % girls), and the retention rate 
was 97 % in 8th grade. Chinese adolescents were purposefully recruited 
from schools ranked via their official record of admission rates as being 
one of three different achievement levels at the time of data collection: 
high-achieving (Provincial Tier-4), mid-achieving (Provincial Tier-3), 
and low-achieving (not ranked as Key) (see Rogers et al., 2020 for 
more details). In the Chinese sample, 359 mothers and 356 fathers 
returned questionnaires in 7th grade listing their educational level. 
Based on their report, 21.2 % of mothers and 26.1 % of fathers had a 
high school degree or below, 43.2 % of mothers and 31.2 % of fathers 
had a high school degree, and 35.7 % of mothers and 42.7 % of fathers 
had completed college or a more advanced degree. We then composited 
a variable of the highest degree of parental education for each adoles
cent (20.7 % middle school degree or below, 34.7 % high school, and 
44.6 % college degree or above), as an indicator of students’ socioeco
nomic status.

As a point of clarification: Although our U.S. sample includes Chinese 
American youth, we use the term “U.S.” to refer to participants residing 
in the United States, regardless of ethnic and racial background, and 
“Chinese” to refer to participants residing in China. This, as our analysis 
focuses on parallel patterns in national and cultural contexts, rather than 
on ethnic or racial group comparisons.

Procedure

Beginning in their first year of middle school (6th grade in New York 
and 7th grade in Nanjing), adolescent participants were surveyed 
annually for two additional consecutive years. Parental consent was 
obtained via forms distributed to students in classrooms (the United 
States and China), or to parents at parent-teacher conferences (the 
United States). Students returned the signed forms to their teachers. U.S. 
adolescents were interviewed and assessed in English, and Chinese ad
olescents in Chinese. Most questionnaires and surveys were identical 
across the two countries, with the English versions translated and then 
back-translated by researchers fluent in both languages. Adolescents 
filled out measures in their classrooms during regular school hours and 
received $5 or a gift of comparable value upon completion.

Measures

Adherence to hegemonic masculine norms
Adolescents’ adherence to hegemonic masculine norms (7th grade) 

was measured via Gender-typed Attitudes with Peers Scale (GAPS, 
Gupta et al., 2013), which is a single-factor, eight-item Likert-type 
measure (responses ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly 
agree). This measure has been used among boys and girls in China and 
the United States (Gupta et al., 2013; Rogers et al., 2020; Yang et al., 
2024). Combined, the eight items target the hegemonic masculine 
norms commonly found in adolescent relationships with peers (i.e., 
suppression of emotional vulnerability, avoidance of help-seeking, and 
exaggerated physical toughness). Examples of items include I do not let it 
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show to my friends when my feelings are hurt, and I cannot respect a friend 
who backs down from a fight. Higher values of the composite score indi
cate higher levels of hegemonic masculinity adherence. Cronbach’s 
alpha values were 0.73 for youth in the United States and 0.73 for youth 
in China.

Even though we do not directly compare the effects found in our U.S. 
and Chinese samples, we assessed cross-cultural equivalence of this key 
measure of hegemonic masculinity adherence with a multigroup 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of single-factor structure. We 
compared the model with free estimates of all parameters with the 
model in which all factor loadings were constrained to be equal. 
Following recommendations by Chen (2007), we computed the differ
ence between model fit statistics, which are Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA), Standardized Root Mean-square Residual 
(SRMR), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI), to determine metric invari
ance: Differences greater than, or equal to − 0.01 in CFI, 0.015 in RMSE, 
or 0.03 in SRMR would suggest non-invariance between models. Model 
fit statistics suggested GAPS has metric invariance across two samples: 
CFI = 0.83, ΔCFI = − 0.02; RMSEA = 0.09 (0.08, 0.10), ΔRMSEA =
− 0.004; SRMR = 0.06, ΔSRMR = 0.01.

Academic performance
U.S. adolescents’ academic performance was measured through the 

average score of self-reported grades in four different subjects (math; 
ELA; science; social studies). Participants were asked to report the 
grades received in their latest report cards using a 9-item Likert-type 
measure (responses ranging from 1 = Mostly F’s, 59 or below to 9 =
Mostly A’s, 100–90). Official school records were collected from a small 
portion of the overall sample (approximately 24 %), which correlated 
highly with adolescents’ own reports of their grades in math (r = 0.86), 
ELA (r = 0.74), science (r = 0.73), social studies (r = 0.78). For analysis, 
grades were recoded as the average of the interval in each subject (e.g. 
category 8 is recoded into the value of 97; category 7 into the value of 
92, etc.). We then created an overall grade score, which was the average 
of all four subject grades. Chinese adolescents’ academic performance 
was based on the average overall score of their official test scores across 
four subjects: math, physics, Chinese language arts and English (as a 
second language). Scores were averaged from two midterm and two 
final exams in each subject (100 being the perfect score). As exams were 
not consistent across all schools and achievement level differed by 
school, we centered individual scores around the school-mean for the 
final scores to reflect student performance above or below the mean of 
each school.

School engagement
Adolescents’ school engagement was measured with two scales that 

corresponded across our U.S. and Chinese samples and were pulled from 
the Rochester Assessment Package for Schools (Wellborn & Connell, 
1987). In the U.S. sample, the scale contains twenty Likert-type items 
(responses ranging from 0 = never to 4 = all the time) that cover two 
dimensions (behavioral and emotional engagement in the classroom). 
Examples of items include I try hard to do well in school and Class is fun. A 
composite score was obtained per subject and higher values indicating 
higher levels of school engagement. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 
U.S. sample was 0.90. In the Chinese sample, a subscale of eight items 
was created from a fifteen-item Likert-type scale (responses ranging 
from 1 = not at all true to 4 = completely true). Similar to its U.S. coun
terpart, the Chinese subscale covers a behavioral and emotional 
dimension of school engagement and examples of items include I try 
hard to understand what I learn in school and Learning is fun for me.

The original fifteen-item scale also reflected a third dimension of 
engaging in school to look good to others, however as this dimension 
was only measured in the Chinese sample we excluded it from analysis 
for consistency across samples. A composite score was obtained per 
subject, and higher values indicated higher levels of school engagement. 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the Chinese subscale was 0.73.

Data analysis

All statistical analyses were performed with Stata statistical software 
version 14 (StataCorp., 2015). Missing data in the U.S. sample ranged 
from 0.7 % - 15 %. Multiple imputation (MI) was used to address 
missingness. These are generated from 20 imputations of complete data 
sets (Royston, 2004). Imputed data was consistent with the original 
data, and results were consistent with the full series of analyses on both 
imputed and original data. To analyze data in the U.S. sample, we used 
multiple linear regression models to test our hypotheses. Adolescents’ 
self-report racial and ethnicity backgrounds were included as covariates.

The Chinese sample’s missing data was at a minimum level (0.8 % - 5 
%), and multiple imputation (20 imputations) was also employed. Data 
in China was collected from 21 classrooms in 3 schools, and each 
classroom had 24–45 students. To account for variances due to random 
classroom effect, we used multi-level model (MLM) with classroom 
random intercept and school fixed-effect for analyses: Yij = a00 +

b10
(
Xij

)
+ u0j + eij, where eij ∼ N

(
0, σ2

e
)
,uj ∼ N

(
0, σ2

u
)
. The outcome Yij 

is the average of students in classroom j school i adjusting for the dif
ferences among schools in student-level demographic and predictors 
(Xij) (masculinity, school engagement, parental education) while 
allowing classroom intercepts in outcomes to vary randomly (u0j). With 
the unconditional means models, predicting the outcome variable with 
classroom intercept only, the intraclass correlation (ICC), ρ (ρ = σa

2 / (σa
2 

+ σ0
2), and values were 0.40, warranting MLM being necessary to ac

count for the classroom level random effects. Restricted maximum 
likelihood is used for MLM analyses.

To address the third research question, the conceptual mediation 
model for both samples was the same (see Fig. 1). For both samples, 
bootstrapping estimation with 100 resampled data sets was performed 
so that the null hypothesis of indirect effect could be rejected if the 95 % 
confidence interval did not include zero.

Results

We report our results separately for the United States and China, as 
we explore the patterns within each context as parallel inquiries rather 
than between-group comparisons. Descriptive analyses by adolescent 
gender are presented in Table 1 and Fig. 2. Bivariate correlations and 
reliabilities of measures in both samples are presented in Table 2.

United States

We observed significant gender differences in the U.S. sample across 
all measures: U.S. boys had higher levels of adherence to hegemonic 
masculine norms than girls, and girls had higher levels of school 
engagement and outperformed boys in academic performance across 
subjects. In line with our prediction, adherence to hegemonic mascu
linity was consistently and significantly negatively correlated with 
school engagement and academic performance; school engagement was 
positively correlated with academic performance.

Hegemonic masculinity and academic performance
The first research question examined associations between hege

monic masculinity and academic performance among boys and girls in 
each sample. In the first step, we tested a model with academic perfor
mance being the dependent variable, and gender, ethnicity as cova
riates. Results are summarized in Table 3 for the U.S. sample. As 
hypothesized, adherence to hegemonic masculinity was associated with 
lower academic performance in both samples. For U.S. youth, net of 
gender and ethnicity, the associations between 7th grade adherence to 
hegemonic masculinity and 8th grade academic performance (b =
− 2.79, SE = 0.72, p < .001) was negative (see Table 3). The adjusted R- 
squared was 0.23, suggesting the models account for a significant 
amount of variances in the outcomes.
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While the direct associations between hegemonic masculinity and 
academic performance were confirmed, in line with our hypothesis for 
our second research question, results suggested that these associations 
did not vary by adolescent’s gender. As presented in Table 3, we found 
no significant gender interaction effects in any of the models in the U.S. 
sample.

School engagement as a mediator
The third research question addressed whether school engagement 

mediates the associations between hegemonic masculinity and academic 
performance. In the U.S. sample, all paths included adolescent’s gender 
and racial/ethnicity as covariates. Results are summarized in Table 5. 
After accounting for adolescent’s gender and ethnicity, the indirect ef
fect (a x b) was negatively significant (indirect effect = − 1.69, SE = 0.21, 
p < .001). The total effect between hegemonic masculinity and academic 
performance was significant (total effect = − 3.81, SE = 0.46, p < .001), 
and adding school engagement as the mediator resulted in a slightly 
higher, but still significant p-value for the direct effect (direct effect =
− 2.12, SE = 0.46, p = .009). The proportion of total effect mediated by 
the indirect effect was moderate: 44.44 %. These results suggest that 
school engagement partially mediates the relations between adherence 
to hegemonic masculinity and academic performance among U.S. 
adolescents.

China

In the Chinese sample, we observed gender differences in adherence 
to hegemonic masculinity and academic performance similar to those 
found in the United States: Boys reported higher adherence to hege
monic masculine norms, while girls outperformed boys academically. 
However, unlike in the United States, Chinese boys and girls reported 
comparable levels of school engagement. Similar to trends observed in 
the United States, adherence to hegemonic masculinity was consistently 
and significantly negatively correlated with school engagement and 

academic performance, while school engagement was positively corre
lated with academic performance. The first research question examined 
associations between hegemonic masculinity and academic perfor
mance among boys and girls in each sample. In the first step, we tested a 
model with academic performance being the dependent variable, and 
gender, and school achieving level as covariates. Results are summa
rized in Table 4 for the Chinese sample.

Hegemonic masculinity and academic performance
Results similar to those in the U.S. sample were found in the Chinese 

sample. Net of all other variables in the model, 7th grade adherence to 
hegemonic masculinity was significantly and negatively associated with 
8th grade academic performance (b = − 1.86, SE = 0.80, p = .020). 
Notably, the ICC value was 35.8 %, indicating that over one-third of 
unexplained variance in the test scores can be attributed to the random 
classroom effects on average.

For our second research question, in line with our hypotheses, results 
suggested that these associations did not vary by adolescent’s gender. As 
presented in Table 4, we found no significant gender interaction effects 
in any of the models in the Chinese sample.

School engagement as a mediator
The third research question addressed whether school engagement 

mediates the associations between hegemonic masculinity and academic 
performance. In the Chinese sample, mediations were tested in multi
level models in which classroom random intercepts and school fixed 
effects were included, as well as adolescents’ gender and parental edu
cation as covariates. Bootstrap analyses with 100 resampling iterations 
were performed, and bootstrapped standard error and 95 % percentile 
confidence interval were reported (we also obtained bias-corrected 
confidence intervals. Bias-corrected confidence interval results 
matched percentile confidence interval results). Results are summarized 
in Table 5. Similar to the U.S. sample, net of all other variables, the 
bootstrapped indirect effect was significant (indirect effect = − 0.35, SE 

Fig. 1. Mediation model of hegemonic masculinity and academic performance in the United States and China.

Table 1 
Mean and standard deviations of key variables in the United States and China.

The United States China

Boy Girl Boy Girl

M S.D. M S.D M S.D. M S.D.

Hegemonic masculinity*** 2.23 0.44 1.96 0.48 Hegemonic masculinity*** 2.20 0.54 2.06 0.46
School engagement*** 2.66 0.58 2.90 0.55 School engagement 3.08 0.51 3.09 0.49
Academic performance*** 83.96 8.82 86.82 8.00 Academic performance* − 1.37 13.81 1.30 11.34

Note. * indicates significant differences by gender. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05.

A. Bennet et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology 98 (2025) 101805 

6 



= 0.14, p = .013. While the total effect between hegemonic masculinity 
and academic performance was significant (total effect = − 1.86, SE =
0.74, p = .012), adding school engagement as mediator resulted in a 
smaller coefficient in the direct effect (direct effect = − 1.52, SE = 0.75, 
p = .041). The proportion of the total effect mediated by the indirect 
effect was 18.59 %. These results suggest that school engagement 
partially mediates relations between Chinese adolescents’ adherence to 
hegemonic masculinity and their academic performance.

Discussion

We examined associations between adolescents’ adherence to heg
emonic masculine norms and academic performance and school 
engagement for boys and girls, and did so across the United States and 
China. Our study is one of the first to document relations between 
youth’s adherence to hegemonic masculine norms and their academic 
performance and school engagement in urban cities in China and the 
United States. Our results show that adherence to hegemonic masculine 
norms is negatively associated with academic performance for both U.S. 

Fig. 2. Violin charts depicting individual variability (jitters) and group mean (horizontal bar) for U.S. and Chinese youth’s reports of hegemonic masculinity, school 
engagement, and academic performance. For averages of academic performance among the Chinese sample, scores are centered around individual school’s mean. 
**p < .01, ***p < .001.
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and Chinese boys and girls. Moreover, these associations can be partially 
explained by school engagement, especially in the U.S. context. Notably, 
gender did not moderate relations in either context, suggesting that 
hegemonic masculine norms are similarly associated with academic 
performance and school engagement for boys and girls. Our study ad
vances extant research by showing the negative influence of hegemonic 
masculinity on academic outcomes in two distinct societies, highlighting 
the role of cultural context in shaping the nature of these processes.

As hypothesized, we found 7th grade adherence to hegemonic mas
culinity was directly associated with lower academic performance in 8th 

grade across adolescents’ gender and nationality. Such findings align 
with prior scholarship suggesting a conflict between hegemonic 
masculine ideology and academic performance (Santos et al., 2013). Our 
results also support the idea that adolescents who adhere to hegemonic 
masculine norms may struggle to negotiate hegemonic masculine ide
ology with attitudes and behaviors required to be a successful student in 
school, and thus underperform academically as a consequence 

(American Psychological Association and Boys and Men Guidelines 
Group, 2018; Santos et al., 2013). While boys on average may have 
higher levels of hegemonic masculinity norm adherence due to social 
values and pressure (e.g., Kindlon & Thompson, 1999) girls, too, are 
aware of, and endorse hegemonic masculine ideology (Rogers et al., 
2020). In cultures where the construct of hegemonic masculinity is both 
prevalent and consistently increasing in influence (Connell, 1998, 2012; 
Song & Hird, 2014), girls are pressured to adhere to hegemonic 
masculine norms to demonstrate socially esteemed emotional stoicism 
and self-reliance. In fact, a recognized strategy for girls to obtain status 
and power in both U.S. and Chinese patriarchal culture is to “be one of 
the boys,” and thus appropriate attitudes and behaviors they witness as 
empowering to boys and men (Paechter, 2006; Xu & Yeung, 2013). Yet, 
our results, along with previous findings that adolescent girls’ adherence 
to hegemonic masculine norms is linked to lower psychological and 
social well-being in the United States and China (Rogers et al., 2020), 
suggest that endorsing hegemonic masculinity may not benefit girls 

Table 2 
Correlation matrix for variables in the United States (below diagonal) and China (above diagonal).

Hegemonic masculinity School engagement Academic performance

Hegemonic masculinity – − 0.13*** − 0.11**
School engagement − 0.33*** – 0.18***
Academic performance − 0.25*** 0.39*** –

Note. Variables in italics are in the Chinese sample. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05.

Table 3 
U.S. sample: Hegemonic masculinity at 7th grade predicting academic performance at 8th grade with multiple regressions.

b S.E. p 95 % CI b S.E. p 95 % CI

Hegemonic masculinity − 2.79 0.72 0.000 [− 4.22, − 1.37] − 2.62 0.92 0.005 [− 4.42, − 0.79]
Youth’s gender − 2.00 0.58 0.001 [− 3.14, − 0.86] − 1.11 2.77 0.688 [− 6.58, − 4.36]
Latine 0.34 0.89 0.705 [− 1.43, 2.11] 0.32 0.89 0.723 [− 1.44, 2.07]
White 8.18 0.85 0.000 [6.50, 9.87] 8.18 0.85 0.000 [6.50, 9.87]
Chinese 3.85 0.88 0.000 [2.13, 5.58] 3.84 0.87 0.000 [2.12, 5.56]
Hegemonic masculinity x Gender − 0.42 1.29 0.744 [− 2.71, 2.13]
Constant 89.02 1.71 0.000 [85.61, 92.43] 88.66 2.04 0.000 [85.61, 92.43]

Note. Beta coefficients are unstandardized estimates; Youth’s gender (0 = girl, 1 = boy); Adjusted R-squared is a mean estimated from results over 20 imputations; 
Reference group: African-American. Ns = 947.

Table 4 
Chinese sample: 7th grade hegemonic masculinity predicting 8th grade academic performance in China with multi-level modeling.

b S.E. p 95 % CI b S.E. p 95 % CI

Hegemonic masculinity − 1.86 0.80 0.020 [− 3.42, − 0.29] − 1.50 1.22 0.218 [− 3.89, 0.89]
Youth’s gender − 1.98 0.81 0.014 [− 3.56, − 0.40] − 0.67 3.56 0.851 [− 7.65, 6.31]
Parental education: High school 0.74 1.36 0.587 [− 1.96, 3.44] 0.73 1.37 0.597 [− 1.98, 3.44]
Parental education: College 3.36 1.50 0.027 [0.39, 6.33] 3.35 1.51 0.028 [0.36, 6.33]
Constant 3.38 2.61 0.195 [− 1.73, 8.49] 2.66 3.22 0.409 [− 3.65, 8.97]
Hegemonic masculinity x Gender − 0.62 1.64 0.708 [− 3.84, 2.60]
ICC 35.8 % 35.8 %

Note. Beta coefficients are unstandardized estimates; Youth’s gender (0 = girl, 1 = boy); Reference group: parental education with middle school or lower.

Table 5 
Direct and indirect effects of hegemonic masculinity predicting academic performance in the United States and China.

The United States China

b S.E. p 95 % CI b S.E. p 95 % CI

Academic performance
Path a − 0.36 0.04 0.000 [− 0.43, − 0.28] − 0.12 0.03 0.000 [− 0.19, − 0.05]
Path b 4.75 0.44 0.000 [3.89, 5.61] 2.85 0.79 0.000 [1.31, 4.40]
Direct effect − 2.12 0.46 0.009 [− 3.02, − 1.21] − 1.52 0.75 0.041 [− 2.99, − 0.06]
Total effect − 3.81 0.46 0.000 [− 4.71, − 2.91] − 1.86 0.74 0.012 [− 3.31, − 0.41]
Indirect effect − 1.69 0.21 0.000 [− 2.10, − 1.29] − 0.35 0.14 0.013 [− 0.62, − 0.07]
Proportion mediated 44.44 % 18.59 %

Note. Reported are unstandardized coefficients from bootstrapping estimates (100 reps). Youth’s gender, race/ethnicity (U.S. sample) and parental education (Chinese 
sample) were included in mediation models.
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socioemotionally or academically. As such, constructing female 
empowerment around urging girls to adhere to the hegemonic mascu
line norms that have already shown negative effects for boys may prove 
counterproductive, also in school contexts.

We found U.S. and Chinese adolescents’ school engagement partially 
mediated the association between adherence to hegemonic masculine 
norms and academic performance. Hegemonic masculine norms in 
Western contexts have been associated with consciously displaying lack 
of effort and exuding an aloof sense of “cool” in school (Jackson & 
Dempster, 2009; Morris, 2008, 2011). As part of their commitment to 
the hegemonic masculine ideology present in their culture, U.S. ado
lescents may feel inclined to self-report as disengaged and “bored” in 
school, not “trying hard” and struggling to stay focused in class. While 
such attitudes and behaviors may be rewarded among like-minded peers 
and in many contexts outside of school where hegemonic masculine 
ideology is privileged, they risk influencing academic performance and 
long-term education and career prospects by suppressing school 
engagement and striving. For example, researchers have pointed to 
student attitudes and interactions in school contexts as possible domains 
where hegemonic masculine norms could interfere with youth’s level of 
school engagement (e.g., Leaper et al., 2019). Specifically, “trying hard” 
at learning and being involved in school signal not only emotional 
commitment but also vulnerability (Rogers, Updegraff, et al., 2017), 
which boys and girls adhering to hegemonic masculine norms may 
struggle to display openly. Finally, students exhibiting hegemonic 
masculine attitudes and behaviors may be met with lower teacher ex
pectations and higher sanctions in the school context than students who 
conform less to hegemonic masculine norms, which in turn may influ
ence how engaged they are in the classroom (Lopez, 2002).

In the Chinese sample, the mediation effect of school engagement 
was smaller compared to that in the U.S. sample. Several factors might 
contribute to this difference. First, while all measures in the U.S. sample 
were self-reports, academic performance in the Chinese sample was 
measured through test scores from official school records, potentially 
resulting in smaller effect sizes. Second, Chinese culture is deeply rooted 
in Confucianism whose teachings have long equated education, and thus 
also school engagement, with a higher sense of morality (Lee, 2000). 
Enjoying and putting effort into school is therefore encouraged and 
desirable for all Chinese youth, regardless of gender. Indeed, while girls 
in our U.S. sample showed higher levels of school engagement than 
boys, we found no such differences between Chinese boys and girls (see 
Table 1). However, the higher cultural value of school in China might 
have led adolescents in our Chinese sample to report inflated levels of 
school engagement, in turn reducing the relation between adherence to 
hegemonic masculinity and test scores. As such, to further understand 
the impact of hegemonic masculine norms on school engagement, future 
studies would benefit from using teacher reports of students’ level of 
engagement in school. Nevertheless, our data provide evidence chal
lenging the increasingly popular approach endorsed by Chinese educa
tors and parents, which prescribes cultivating and strengthening boys’ 
hegemonic masculinity to boost their academic achievement (Paulo, 
2018; Zhu et al., 2022).

Implications for policy and practice

Our study has implications for policy and practice. In recent years, a 
discourse has emerged in Chinese and international media about a “boy 
crisis,” highlighting concerns over the feminization of Chinese boys, 
with some attributing this trend to the influence of school (Zhu et al., 
2022). In response, China’s Education Ministry has implemented mea
sures to cultivate hegemonic masculinity in male students. Such efforts 
include boosting physical education, encouraging single-sex schools, 
and hiring male teachers as role models for boys (Hernández, 2016). Our 
findings, however, suggest that policies that encourage adherence to 
hegemonic masculinity among youth may, in fact, be harmful to youth’s 
academic outcomes. Instead, educators can develop and implement 

programs that challenge hegemonic masculine norms, such as insti
tuting curriculum components that encourage empathy, cooperation, 
and connection (Way, 2024). Relatedly, educational institutions can 
provide training for teachers to recognize and address the negative 
impacts of adherence to hegemonic masculine norms. At the school 
level, policies can better cultivate environments that encourage and 
value diverse expressions of gender, thus alleviating pressure on stu
dents to conform to hegemonic masculine norms. Schools can leverage 
insights and support from the communities by engaging parents and 
community members in discussions about the impacts of hegemonic 
masculine norms on academic performance. Parents and caregivers, 
particularly fathers and male caregivers, can benefit from education 
about the psychology of masculinities to better support youth’s resis
tance to harmful aspects of masculinity, and construct more inclusive, 
caring contexts for boys (Way, 2024). Indeed, caring masculinities could 
be alternative ways of “doing masculinity” in communities, and thus 
encouraged by schools. Caring masculinities reject domination and its 
associated traits while instead embracing values of care, including 
positive emotion, interdependence, and relationality (Elliott, 2016). 
Clinicians working with youth could be aware of the degree to which 
adherence to hegemonic masculine norms shapes their outcomes in 
school and beyond. Ultimately, efforts to foster healthier masculinities 
should be situated within broader societal shifts aimed at disentangling 
educational capacities from culturally constructed gender norms and 
addressing the hierarchies associated with hegemonic masculinity.

Limitations and future directions

Our study is situated between two time points at the border of pre
adolescence and adolescence. This is a period marked by intensified 
engagement with gender norms, coinciding with increasing academic 
demands. Although the design of our study did not test relations beyond 
these two timepoints, our finding of macro-level, ideological effects on 
individual learning spotlights ways that youth’s outcomes across two 
waves in adolescence are shaped by their proximal and distal contexts. 
However, to further establish directionality, future longitudinal research 
could build on the present work by examining the influence of hege
monic masculine norms on academic outcomes across several years, and 
as youth progress further into adolescence. Such work could also include 
additional controls in their models, such as prior waves of academic 
achievement.

In the present study, we predicted that adherence to hegemonic 
masculinity norms would influence school engagement and academic 
performance across two distinct cultural settings, the United States and 
China. Although we found support for this prediction, the mediation 
effects of school engagement manifested differently by context, sug
gesting that while certain dynamics are consistent across the two 
countries, others may reflect culturally specific forms of engagement 
with hegemonic masculine norms and academic traditions. Importantly, 
because our analytic approach does not involve multigroup modeling, 
we cannot make statistical inferences about similarities or differences 
between findings in our U.S. and Chinese samples. However, the parallel 
structure of the study allows for exploratory insight into how shared 
developmental processes may interact with distinct cultural systems and 
settings to shape academic trajectories. Future research may pursue 
multigroup analysis to clarify these patterns further.

Most of our measures were self-reports, many conformed to a single- 
factor structure, and certain measure items differed slightly across 
countries. Although we addressed most of these limitations in our pre
vious work (Rogers et al., 2020), future studies should consider whether 
to complement the present measures with alternatives. For example, to 
avoid conflating academic performance with school engagement, aca
demic performance may be better measured through school-reported 
test scores instead of grades (as was done for the Chinese sample in 
the present work). Grades may be assigned based on school engagement, 
in addition to academic performance. Additionally, in the present study, 
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we described the mechanisms that past scholars suggest may drive the 
relation between adherence to hegemonic masculine norms and lower 
academic performance. However, we were only able to capture school 
engagement as a possible mediator. Help-seeking behaviors in the 
classroom (Leaper et al., 2019; Rogers, Updegraff, et al., 2017) may be 
another important mediator in this relation and, as such, a generative 
area for future scholars to investigate.

Although school engagement has been conceptualized as comprising 
behavioral, emotional, and cognitive dimensions (Christenson et al., 
2012), our measure of school engagement only captures the behavioral 
and emotional components. This choice partially aligns with our 
assessment of hegemonic masculinity, which, as it is measured in our 
work, also taps into emotional and behavioral facets of development. 
Future research may benefit from incorporating additional dimensions 
to provide a more comprehensive picture of how hegemonic masculine 
norms influence academic outcomes on multiple facets.

Finally, our sample comprises racially and ethnically diverse ado
lescents from densely populated urban cities in two industrialized 
countries. It is possible that hegemonic masculine norms may be 
emphasized to different degrees depending on location. We therefore 
urge future researchers to consider—and test—how geographical 
context may shape the relations found in the current study.

Conclusion

The developmental field increasingly highlights associations be
tween adherence to hegemonic masculine norms and socioemotional 
outcomes (e.g., American Psychological Association and Boys and Men 
Guidelines Group, 2018; Gupta et al., 2013; Rogers et al., 2020; Wong 
et al., 2017). Our analyses add to this important body of work by 
demonstrating that adherence to hegemonic masculine ideology relates 
to poorer adjustment in other areas important to human thriving, such 
as academic performance and school engagement. Furthermore, we 
show that associations between adherence to hegemonic masculine 
norms and academic performance and school engagement are similar for 
boys and girls, as well as across the United States and China. Com
monalities in patterns between these populations are critical, as aca
demic performance and school engagement have long been established 
as predictors of successful work force involvement and general well
being in adulthood (e.g., Julian & Kominski, 2011; Meara et al., 2008; 
Ross & Wu, 1995) and are, as such, important factors guiding the nature 
of adolescents’ developmental transition into young adulthood. This, in 
turn, underscores the necessity to better understand how hegemonic 
masculine ideology may interfere with multiple aspects of adjustment, 
not just socioemotional wellbeing, and to do so in youth from multiple 
backgrounds and in multiple contexts.
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