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Considering the evolving and unpredictable job market, adaptability is an important skill for young adults.
Such adaptability implies that schools need to teach key social competences, like communication, collabo-
ration, or problem-solving. In this area, a gender gap has consistently been found, showing that boys display
social competences less than girls. A large-scale nationwide multilab longitudinal experiment—the ProFAN
project—was conducted in France among more than 10,000 vocational high-school students. Its primary
goal was to develop and test an intervention promoting a range of psychological and psychosocial variables
in vocational high schools, including social competences. This 2-year long, three-wave field experiment
compared the effects of a cooperative learning method—the jigsaw classroom, that entails positive goal
and resource interdependence—to two control conditions: one that involves cooperation with resource inde-
pendence, and the other that remains business-as-usual. This article focuses on the differential development
of perceived social competences of adolescent boys and girls over time, comparing the three pedagogical
methods. Results of longitudinal multilevel modeling replicate the gender gap in perceived social compe-
tences and show that this gap widens with time. However, and most importantly, the analyses revealed
that such widening of the gender gap was greater in the two control conditions than in the jigsaw condition,
in which the evolution of boys’ and girls’ perceptions of social competences remained similar over time.
Contributions to the understanding of the development and teaching of social competences in education
settings are discussed.

Educational Impact and Implications Statement
Social competences, like communication and collaboration, are key to adapting in today’s ever-changing
job market, and boys are usually found to be less skilled with social competences than girls. In a nation-
wide longitudinal intervention, we explored how schools can promote essential social competences in a
way that compensates for this gap. In our study involving over 10,000 vocational high school students,
we found that boys lag behind girls in reporting and valuing social competences and that this gap widens
over time. However, implementing a jigsaw classroom—a cooperative learning method with positive goal
and resource interdependence—was effective in refraining this gap from increasing. These findings
emphasize that the jigsaw classroom allows all students to practice social competences and reduces the
gender gap in social competences.

Keywords: cooperative learning, jigsaw classroom, positive interdependence, gender, social competences

“We are at the beginning of a revolution that is fundamentally
changing the way we live, work, and relate to one another”
(Schwab, 2017, p. 1). This statement made by Klaus Schwab in the
first lines of his book The Fourth Industrial Revolution provides a pic-
ture of the future of the job market as evolving, changing sometimes
unpredictably, with new sectors emerging and others fading out. As a
consequence, the ability to adapt has become an essential competence
for a professional career, which should be fostered in educational sys-
tems (Griffin & Hesketh, 2003). The capacity to adapt depends on a
large set of so-called soft skills, which encompass personal qualities,
interpersonal skills, and other forms of knowledge about social inter-
action (Schulz, 2008). Soft skills are distinguished from hard skills,
usually defined as cognitive abilities and specific technical compe-
tences needed for academic or professional success (Heckman &
Kautz, 2012). For a long time, hard skills were considered to be the
most important predictor of professional success (Kyllonen, 2013),
but soft skills have since also proven to be an important component
of long-term professional and personal success (Cimatti, 2016;
Heckman & Kautz, 2012; Ibrahim et al., 2017).
It is likely that future jobs will have new requirements, not only

in terms of specific professional abilities and knowledge—hard

skills—but also in terms of adaptability through soft skills
(Cobo, 2013; Lippman et al., 2015; Snape, 2017). Young adults
concerned by the transition to the job market will particularly
need a specific type of soft skills: social competences. These com-
petences were traditionally defined as effectiveness in managing
social interactions (Rose-Krasnor, 1997), leading to the creation
and maintenance of interpersonal relationships (Sarason et al.,
1985). More recently, the definition of social competences has
broadened to include concepts as diverse as the ability to collabo-
rate, take initiative, or solve problems collectively, but also com-
munication and creativity (Gaussel, 2018). It may soon fall on
educational institutions to train new generations to develop these
social competences that are essential for adaptation to the new pro-
fessional landscape (Lippman et al., 2015; Snape, 2017).

The present research investigates the role of repeated interde-
pendent collaborations at school in the evolution of students’ per-
ceptions of their social competences. In particular, we will address
the potential of a specific cooperative learning method, the jigsaw
classroom, that involves both goal interdependence (i.e., all group
members pursue the same goal) and resource interdependence
(i.e., each group member possesses a unique portion of the
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learning materials, Aronson et al., 1978; Roseth et al., 2019). This
study specifically aims to investigate the usefulness of the jigsaw
classroom in closing the well-documented gender gap, whereby
girls report higher levels of social competences than boys (e.g.,
Ford, 1982; Tan et al., 2018). The study is part of a large-scale
nationwide longitudinal experiment conducted in collaboration
with the French Ministry of National Education. The participants
are vocational high-school students, a highly relevant population
for this research question: These students are likely to face consid-
erable changes in their professions in the near future that will
require them to adapt to unpredictable professional contexts
(Frey & Osborne, 2017; Mouzakitis, 2010).

Social Competences as Adaptive Soft Skills

Social competences are specific soft skills that can be viewed as an
individual’s repertoire of socially suitable responses and behaviors
such as sharing, helping, cooperating, initiating interpersonal rela-
tionships, interacting with others, or dealing with conflicts (Smart
& Sanson, 2003). In children, social competences can strongly deter-
mine how they behave and learn at school (McClelland &Morrison,
2003; Montroy et al., 2014; Wentzel, 1991). Later, during the ado-
lescence–adulthood transition, they are associated with general well-
being and successful career development (Murakami et al., 2009;
Pinto et al., 2012; Smart & Sanson, 2003).
Having high levels of social competences also leads people to

increased perceived self-efficacy—one’s positive beliefs in their
abilities in a particular situation (Salavera et al., 2017). Perceived
self-efficacy in turn predicts not only the activities people choose
to be involved in but also their commitment, persistence, efforts
invested, and consequently the probability of success and good per-
formance in these activities (Bandura, 1977). These competences
also yield a generalized positive impact on educational level, profes-
sional success, and general well-being (e.g., Anderson-Butcher
et al., 2008; DiPrete & Jennings, 2012; Durlak et al., 2011; Wentzel,
1991). Furthermore, social competences do not only benefit the indi-
viduals who possess them but also the groups they are associated
with by improving the members’ and the group’s achievement and
productivity, as well as the quality of the relationships within the
group (Johnson & Johnson, 2005).

Gender and Social Competences

Although the importance of social competences is rather consen-
sual in the scientific community, gender differences in these compe-
tences have been a source of debate for several years (Rose-Krasnor,
1997). Even if some studies show similar social competences for
men and women (e.g., Salavera et al., 2017; Taylor & Hood,
2011), a majority of studies tend to conclude that significant gender
differences exist with men often displaying lower social compe-
tences than women (Ford, 1982; Sarason et al., 1985; Smart &
Sanson, 2003; Tan et al., 2018). Women are generally higher than
men on some specific social competences like empathy (Adams,
1983; Ford, 1982; Smart & Sanson, 2003), or knowledge of socially
desirable behaviors (Sarason et al., 1985). From childhood and
throughout adolescence, girls are more likely than boys to show pro-
social behaviors and social competences, whereas boys are more
likely to act in an aggressive or disruptive way (Mayberry &
Espelage, 2007; Smart & Sanson, 2003; Walker, 2005).

For adolescence, some authors have explained these differences
by pointing to girls being more mature than boys: Measuring teen-
agers’ social competences would reflect different developmental
stages for girls and boys in terms of maturity (Ford, 1982; Sarason
et al., 1985; Smart & Sanson, 2003). An alternative explanation is
based on differential socialization for boys and girls. On the one
hand, whether it is within the family, at school, or in society in gene-
ral, girls are asked to be cooperative and responsible more frequently
than boys, which can foster the development of social competences.
On the other hand, boys are more often encouraged than girls to be
emotionally neutral, which does not foster the development of social
competences (Smart & Sanson, 2003). In fact, family and the media,
but also peers and schools are well-known for perpetuating gender
differences among children and adolescents (Arnon et al., 2008;
Leaper & Friedman, 2007; Wood & Eagly, 2002).

Moreover, so-called gender-specific academic cultures may favor
these socialization differences, with girls having a more study-
oriented culture than boys, leading to better achievement for girls
(Sicard, Darnon, & Martinot, 2021; Sicard, Martinot, et al., 2021;
Van Houtte, 2004); indeed, appearing as “real men” (Huyge et al.,
2015, p. 12) for boys may involve rejecting the academic culture as
this culture is often viewed as feminine (Sicard, Darnon, &
Martinot, 2021). Similar findings have been obtained worldwide,
with girls systematically reporting higher engagement in school
and better academic performances than boys (Lam et al., 2012).
Another interesting result reported by Van Houtte (2004), when com-
paring general versus technical/vocational schools, is that 16–
17-year-old boys in technical/vocational education tended to be reac-
tant against a possible study-oriented culture when their academic
achievement was low. Similarly, gender-specific academic culture
impacting through socialization with peers can also explain this ten-
dency: King (2016) showed that boys perceiving their peers as having
negative attitudes toward learning had less motivation, more disaffec-
tion, and lower achievement in school than girls. Overall, these find-
ings could reflect a social competences gender gap: Girls may be
more socialized to adapt to the social requirements of school and pro-
fessional environments and boys would be less trained to do so. In
sum, some debate notwithstanding, the gender gap in social compe-
tences for teenagers and young adults seems robust.

Perceived Social Competences

In addition to observable competences, how people perceive their
social competences can influence the way they approach a task and
thereby their performance (Bouffard et al., 2013). Classic research in
social psychology has long shown the importance of perceived com-
petence in predicting behavior (Ajzen, 1985; Bandura, 1977; Deci &
Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000). People hold many beliefs about
their abilities, the amount of effort they can provide, others’ abilities,
and luck (Skinner et al., 1990). These beliefs contribute to the per-
ception people have of their competence, which in turn determines
their decision to take part in certain activities, their degree of
involvement (Sneegas, 1986), and the outcome of these activities,
such as school success or failure (Skinner et al., 1990). Thus, people
tend to take part in activities for which they think they have suitable
competences and will avoid activities in which they feel less
competent.

Furthermore, competence has been described as a basic psycho-
logical need, and perceiving oneself as competent is crucial for
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optimal psychological functioning, as it is for motivation, growth,
well-being, and psychological health (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan,
1982), as well as social relations (Butera & Darnon, 2017;
Festinger, 1954). Low competence perceptions may reduce motiva-
tion and emotional regulation (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan, 1982),
increase negative emotions (anxiety, anger, boredom, and lack of
curiosity) and withdrawal behaviors (avoidance, ignorance, simula-
tion, lack of involvement, and persistence) that could lead to lower
school performance (Miserandino, 1996).
Importantly, the gender differences reported above for observa-

tional measures of social competences have also been found with
self-reported measures of social competences, that is, asking people
how they perceive their social competences: Boys showed greater
self-reported impulsivity than girls, and girls perceived themselves
as more helpful and empathic than boys (Torres et al., 2003).
Thus, the general research question addressed in the current study
is how to devise an intervention that would reduce the gender gap
in perceived social competences.
In the present research, perceived social competences were mea-

sured by a self-report, but also by measuring the students’ perception
of the expected utility of these social competences. A longstanding
research tradition in educational psychology has pointed out that stu-
dents engage in school-related activities (study, participation, con-
structive relations, …) when they can see some value in these
activities (Eccles & Wigfield, 2020; Eccles et al., 1983). This
value comprises three varieties: Intrinsic value is related to the plea-
sure or interest attached to the activity, attainment value to personal
importance given to the activity, and utility value to the ability of the
activity to fulfill a goal, a requirement, or a desired outcome (Eccles
et al., 1983). Utility value, in particular, appears to be especially rel-
evant for the present research. We have noted above that social com-
petences may be useful to adapt to a changing environment, and
indeed the definition of utility value is tied to people’s strategic con-
siderations: “We conceptualize utility value or usefulness in terms of
how well a particular task fits into an individual’s present or future
plans” (Eccles &Wigfield, 2020, p. 5). In this respect, a complemen-
tary line of research has shown that interventions aimed at making
students perceive the utility of a given academic activity have proven
to be effective in promoting students’ learning and achievement
(Hulleman & Harackiewicz, 2021). In sum, in addition to using self-
reported measures of perceived social competences, the present
study also assesses to what extent students consider the traits they
are reporting as having some utility value.

Cooperation, Interdependence, and the Jigsaw
Classroom

How can the regular practice of cooperation in the classroom
reduce the gender gap in perceived social competences?
Cooperative learning techniques are well-known educational tech-
niques. In addition to promoting better learning outcomes, achieve-
ment, better psychological health, and self-esteem, some of them
also involve practicing a wide range of social competences and pro-
moting interpersonal relationships through mutual help, communi-
cation, perspective-taking, information-sharing, and trust (Butera
& Buchs, 2019; Johnson & Johnson, 2005).
In cooperative learning, small work groups are set up so that stu-

dents learn together in a way that facilitates the knowledge acqui-
sition of the individual and the group (Johnson & Johnson, 2005;

Roseth et al., 2008). A central feature of cooperative learning is
positive interdependence (Johnson & Johnson, 2005, 2009,
2015). Positive goal interdependence occurs when the success of
each member of a group depends on the actions of all the members
of the group (Deutsch, 1949). Working together to attain a com-
mon goal favors positive interactions, such as trusting each other
and sharing information, encouraging each other and accepting
mutual influence (Johnson & Johnson, 1974), coordinating and
communicating with their schoolmates (Johnson et al., 1993),
and constructively managing any conflicts (Buchs, Butera,
Mugny, & Darnon 2004; Butera et al., 2019; Lee & Roseth,
2022; Smith et al., 1981).

The positive impact of such promotive behaviors has been docu-
mented on awide range of variables: it helps deal with stress, improves
psychological and physical health as well as self-esteem and self-
worth, has positive effects on interpersonal relationships, enhances
motivation, productivity, achievement, and performance in some
cases, and reduces absenteeism and competence threat (Buchs et al.,
2010; Butera & Buchs, 2019; Johnson & Johnson, 2005; Johnson
et al., 1989; Roseth et al., 2019). All these positive effects were found
to be higher with positive interdependence and cooperation than in
competitive or individualistic contexts (Hattie, 2008; Johnson &
Johnson, 2005). To sum up, cooperative learning and positive inter-
dependence stimulate the acquisition of social competences.

However, to implement cooperative learning in educational con-
texts, simply presenting common learning goals to students may
not be sufficient; indeed, each student must feel responsible for
attaining their learning goal, as well as helping their groupmates
attain the same goal (Johnson & Johnson, 2005). Thus, along with
positive goal interdependence, positive resource interdependence
may also be needed, by which each student has a part of the resources
(say, a text) that needs to be combined with the resources other
groupmates possess if the group is to succeed (Buchs et al., 2021;
Buchs, Butera, & Mugny 2004; Johnson et al., 1989).

These principles lie at the heart of one of the many cooperative
learning methods, namely the jigsaw classroom (Aronson et al.,
1978). This method consists of several steps. In a classroom, stu-
dents are first divided into small jigsaw groups (say, three to five stu-
dents), and each student receives a part of the subject to be learned.
After the students have read the material on their own, “expert
groups” are formed, bringing together the students who read the
same material. This step allows them to understand their part of
the subject by asking questions and also by helping others under-
stand (Roseth et al., 2019). Next, the students return to their jigsaw
groups and present their part. The idea is that in every jigsaw group,
all the students—like the pieces of a puzzle—are necessary because
they have crucial information. At the end of the procedure, the stu-
dents must answer a quiz about the topic so that the importance of
circulating the information well in their groups is highlighted.

Over the years, the jigsaw method has been shown to promote
greater self-efficacy (Darnon et al., 2012; Nichols, 1996), greater
competence perception (Buchs et al., 2016), more effective problem-
solving skills (Kramarski & Mevarech, 2003), greater help given to
others (DeVries & Edwards, 1974), and more constructive verbal
interactions (Gillies, 2003). Some criticism has recently emerged
about the effectiveness of this method as far as performance and
achievement are concerned (Roseth et al., 2019; Stanczak et al.,
2022). However, for the present research, we were more interested
in how this method fosters perceived social competences.
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The ProFAN Experiment

The ProFAN experiment is a large-scale nationwidemulti-lab lon-
gitudinal experiment launched by the French Ministry of Education.
It lasted 4 years and involved many key players in the French educa-
tional system such as school inspectors, head teachers, academic
supervisors, researchers from seven laboratories in France and
Switzerland, more than a thousand teachers, and about 10,000 stu-
dents (see below). Its goal was to develop and test an intervention
to promote a number of psychological and psycho-social variables
in vocational high schools, including social competences. Indeed,
students at these vocational high schools are training for future
jobs, in a social environment that could be radically modified due
to the digitalization of society and the likely disappearance of
many of the jobs they are training for. Thus, these students particu-
larly need to acquire, develop, and practice social competences to
adapt to fast-changing job markets and work environments.
Our team devised a 2-year, three-wave field experiment with two

cohorts, in which we implemented cooperative learning with posi-
tive interdependence at the classroom level in 108 French vocational
high schools. This article reports the results of this experiment as far
as perceived social competences are concerned.

Study Overview and Hypotheses

In the present study, we report the results from the ProFAN
experiment, which investigates the effect of cooperative learning
(here, the jigsaw classroom) on the differential development of per-
ceived social competences of boys and girls over time. The first two
hypotheses are based on the reviewed literature, and the third one is
our focal hypothesis. Our first hypothesis, based on the aforemen-
tioned gender gap in social competences, was that adolescent girls
would display better perceived social competences than adolescent
boys. Moreover, as our sample consists of adolescents in the last 2
years of vocational high school, a gender-specific socialization
effect as described by Van Houtte (2004) could be expected. Our
second hypothesis was therefore that gender differences in per-
ceived social competences would increase due to more time
spent in these specific socialization contexts (i.e., school, peers,
and vocational path).
Our third experimental hypothesis tests the interaction effect of

the pedagogical method with time and gender on perceived social
competences. As no gender gap has been highlighted by the litera-
ture in the development of social competences when using cooper-
ation with resource interdependence (Buchs et al., 2016; Buchs,
Butera, Mugny, & Darnon 2004; Butera & Buchs, 2019; Johnson
& Johnson, 2009, 2015; Johnson et al., 1989; Kramarski &
Mevarech, 2003; Roseth et al., 2019; Smith et al., 1981), we expect
that the gender gap development over time (showing a higher level
of perceived social competences in adolescent girls compared to
boys), is reduced in the jigsaw classroom as compared with control
conditions (detailed below).

Method

Transparency and Openness

We report all data exclusions (if any), all manipulations, and all
measures in the study, and we follow JARS (Appelbaum et al.,
2018). Data were analyzed using Stata/SE 18.0 (StataCorp, 2023).

This study’s design, hypotheses, and analyses were not preregis-
tered. The sample size was determined by the requirements of the
overarching national project. Raw imputed data, the analysis code,
log files of the analyses, and supplemental online material are avail-
able on the Open Science Framework page of the project. https://osf
.io/qarxk/?view_only=e772332576a5421cbf61b3092e567ac9.

Participants

For this study, we used the sample included in the ProFAN longi-
tudinal research program. This program was conducted in 2017 with
randomly selected classes in chosen French high schools belonging
to ten “Académies” (the educational administrative unit in France).
The program was mandatory for students included in the selected
classes, as it was part of their curriculum without adding any addi-
tional workload compared to nonselected classes. The main objec-
tive of the project was to test the impact of cooperative learning
( jigsaw classroom) on a wide range of variables (the full list is avail-
able from the authors upon request). The present sample consisted of
10,163 students (54.47% female,1 Mage= 16.43 years) from two
cohorts (starting in 2017 and 2018), who participated in the program
for two years, the last 2 years of high school. The students came from
108 French vocational high schools and followed one of three pos-
sible vocational paths: sales, health services, or electricity. The 2017
wave contained 223 classes of students attending their penultimate
year of high school and 228 classes of students attending their last
year, whereas the 2018 wave had 221 classes in the penultimate
year and 215 classes in the last year.

It is worth noting that no filters were applied as a function of teach-
ers’ compliance with the instructions. As this study was designed as
a large-scale field experiment, we wanted to document the effects as
they would appear if the intervention was implemented as a large-
scale educational policy.

Procedure

The material for the ProFAN experiment was developed before-
hand by our team of researchers in collaboration with educational
inspectors. The material was uploaded to an online platform specif-
ically designed for ProFAN. This platform was crucial to the correct
running of the study. In addition to providing the material, the plat-
form also served to collect and centralize the data.

The experiment included four main components. First, it included
an online questionnaire measuring a wide range of variables, includ-
ing perceived social competences, repeated at three-time points (see
Figure 1): at baseline, at the end of the first year and the end of the
second year. Students answered these questionnaires on the
ProFAN platform. They had 1-hr sessions in computer rooms during
school time to complete each one of the three questionnaires.
Second, students also had 1-hr sessions to complete some online
activities in which they were asked to discuss and exchange with

1 Gender was retrieved from the official records of schools and the French
Ministry of Education. The sample included 5,221 girls, 4,227 boys, and 715
missing values due to a change in encoding method in high schools, beyond
the control of the ProFAN experiment. As gender was also asked to students
at the first time point—but including even more (1,209) missing values—the
official records’ gender variable was completed with the self-report gender
variable, resulting in a sample of 5,536 girls, 4,503 boys, and 124 remaining
missing values.
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some other students (we mention these activities for the sake of full
disclosure, but the results related to these activities will not be dis-
cussed in this article). Third, pedagogical material was created spe-
cifically for the experiment and was used as pedagogical content in
all conditions (see below) to ensure that only the method varied. The
pedagogical sequences were built based on the subjects of the partic-
ipants’ regular curriculum. The subjects targeted in ProFAN were
French, mathematics, and materials related to the vocational path
of students, namely sales, health services, or electricity. These ped-
agogical sequences were used to implement the conditions (see
below)—that is, students were asked to work on and learn these ped-
agogical sequences in the manner corresponding to the condition
they were in. During the ProFAN experiment, students went four
times through three (subjects) pedagogical sequences (for a total
of 12 sequences over 2 years). Fourth and finally, the ProFAN exper-
iment included the report of students’ grades in the three targeted
school subjects (mentioned here for the sake of full disclosure but
not reported in this article).
During the whole experiment, the roles of the school inspectors

and the teachers were essential. School inspectors had to ensure
the proper functioning of each stage of the experimentation. This
included making sure that the online platform was working and
reporting any technical issues, checking each class participation
on the platform, keeping an eye on the timeline by sending reminders
if needed, helping the teachers during the implementation if needed,
reporting any issue encountered during this process, and managing
students’ absences. As for teachers, they had to manage time for stu-
dents to answer the questionnaires and perform the activities on the
platform, support students during the whole process of the experi-
ment, train the pedagogical sequences by applying the study proto-
col, create the students’ groups by following the instructions given
by the online platform, transcribe on the platform students’ grades
and any related observations, and communicate with the school
inspectors about students’ absences and/or potential issues.

As stated earlier, the ProFAN experiment was a 2-year, three-wave
program. At the very beginning, in each selected vocational high
school, students across all conditions received the same general mes-
sage: “You have been chosen to participate in a study on teaching and
learning in vocational high schools.” As can be seen in Figure 1, the
timeline of the first year was as follows: baseline questionnaire at
Time 1, online activities at Time 1, first pedagogical sequence, first
grades and observations, the pedagogical sequence for Time 2, second
grades and observations, questionnaires at Time 2, and online activi-
ties at Time 2. As also displayed by Figure 1, the timeline of the sec-
ond year was as follows: third pedagogical sequence, third grades and
observations, fourth pedagogical sequence, fourth grades and obser-
vations, questionnaires at Time 3, and online activities at Time 3. In
the present study, we focus on the perceived social competences var-
iables included in the questionnaires answered at the three-time points
by the students, as a function of the conditions.

Conditions

At the beginning of the longitudinal experiment, schools were
assigned to three different conditions to work on the pedagogical
sequences mentioned in the above section. Two control conditions:
Condition 1—business-as-usual, and Condition 2—resource inde-
pendence; and one experimental condition: Condition 3—jigsaw.

In Condition 1—business-as-usual (see Roseth et al., 2019 for a
similar condition), students worked on the pedagogical sequences
in a business-as-usual setting: Teachers were simply asked to
teach the pedagogical sequences as they usually do.

In Condition 2—resource independence, students worked on the
pedagogical sequences in a cooperative way (positive goal interde-
pendence) but with resource independence (e.g., Buchs, Butera, &
Mugny, 2004; Buchs et al., 2021). This condition was introduced
for two reasons: First, to assess the effect of cooperation with
resource interdependence ( jigsaw) as compared to cooperation

Figure 1
Timeline of the ProFAN Experiment
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with resource independence, and second because teachers very often
claim that they assign cooperative work in class although they very
rarely use resource interdependence. This condition took place in
two stages: First, small groups were formed by the teachers guided
by the online platform. Second, as each student had access to the
whole pedagogical sequence at hand, a collective assignment was
directly carried out on the content of the sequence, without any
instruction on how students had to organize the work and the assign-
ment. Students were randomly assigned to new groups at the begin-
ning of each lesson to avoid any bias deriving from specific group
effects.
In Condition 3—jigsaw classroom, cooperation with positive

resource interdependence between students was implemented fol-
lowing the jigsaw method. This condition included five stages:
first, for each pedagogical sequence, the content of the pedagogical
sequence (in French, mathematics, or the specific vocational teach-
ing) was randomly assigned to randomly composed groups of
three to five students (i.e., jigsaw groups). Second, each student
worked individually on one sub-section of the pedagogical
sequence. Third, students working on the same sub-section were
grouped (expert groups, Aronson et al., 1978). Fourth, each student
returned to their jigsaw groups to present the sub-section they
worked on to the other members of the group. Fifth and finally,
each group produced a collective assignment requiring the articula-
tion of the various pedagogical sub-sections.

Data Collection

Data were collected on the dedicated platform using an online
questionnaire. This questionnaire contained 251 items (the full list
is available from authors upon request) including the ones on social
competences (see below), which were assessed at three different
time points: The beginning of the first year (before the experimental
manipulation), the end of the first year and the end of the second year
(see Figure 1). Students filled out the questionnaire during school
hours in the schools’ computer rooms.

Measures

The main dependent variable of this study was perceived social
competences, a general theoretical term that has been operational-
ized in different ways. For this research, we measured it through
two constructs: self-reported social competences and social utility
of social competences.
Self-Reported Social Competences. Students were asked to

report the extent to which they perceived they possessed a set of
social competences with the Social Competence Teen Survey.
This questionnaire was developed in 2010 by Child Trends for
the Flourishing Children Project, promoted by the Templeton
Foundation (https://www.childtrends.org). It was created for teen-
agers and evaluates the general social competences needed to
get along well with others and function constructively in groups.
The scale has been tested in the United States with 12–17-year-old

adolescents and reached good reliability scores (α between .69 and
.79) and concurrent validity (Riley, 2018). The original question-
naire contained nine items in total; however, the fourth item (“Do
you get along well with people of different races, cultures, and reli-
gions?”) was removed from the present questionnaire after transla-
tion into French because it contained “race,” a word that is not

used in the same way in French. Students had to evaluate the
items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from not at all like me to
exactly like me. A social competences score was then computed by
calculating the mean responses on the eight items for each student.
The higher their score, the higher their self-reported social compe-
tences. The scale reached good internal reliabilities at the three-time
points which can be seen in Table 1, along with items, means, and
standard deviations. Differences in Ns are due to missing values.

Utility Value of Social Competences. Students’ perceived
utility value of social competences was assessed with a part of a
scale developed for the purpose of the ProFAN experiment. It is
based on the World Health Organization’s classification of social
competences—called life skills by World Health Organization
(https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/63552/WHO_MNH_
PSF_93.7A_Rev.2.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y). Students’ general
perception of social competences was assessed with three scales: social
desirability of social competences (“in general, people are liked when
they have this kind of competences”), their perceived self-efficacy in
these social competences (“I am quite good at it myself”), and the utility
value of these social competences. As the first two scales did not yield
any significant results, we do not report their results in detail in the pre-
sent study, but they are available from the authors upon request.

For the utility value scale, seven main social competences were
displayed (Table 1) and students were asked to evaluate the utility
of each of these competences in today’s world. Utility was thus
assessed using the sentence “it is useful to have this kind of compe-
tences,” and students were asked to answer on a 7-point Likert scale
going from not at all to very much. Mean responses were then calcu-
lated for each student at each time point. The score indicated the per-
ceived utility value of social competences: the higher the score the
more the students identified social competences as useful. The
scale reached good internal reliabilities at the three-time points
which can be seen in Table 1, along with items, means and standard
deviations. Differences in Ns are due to missing values.

Importantly, as can be seen in Table 2, a confirmatory factor anal-
ysis including all items of both scales showed that a two-factor sol-
ution obtained acceptable indices, confirming that the two constructs
are separate. Intercorrelations between all items of all instruments for
the three time points are available in Tables S1–S3.

Data Analyses

We used four-level multilevel modeling to analyze the longitudi-
nal data in Stata. Specifically, we built a model with within-
participant observations (Level 1 units) nested in students (Level 2
units), further nested in classes (Level 3 units)2 and schools (Level
4 units). Time was treated as a categorical variable, enabling us to
estimate specific wave-to-wave changes (e.g., similar to fixed-effects
panel modeling; see Allison, 2009). To prevent bias in the estima-
tion, we also estimated the student-level random slope of the two
dummies of the time variable, which represents the extent to
which the statistical effect of time varies from one student to another

2 The class identifier corresponded to the classes students were enrolled in
during the first year of the 2-year period under investigation in this research.
While a small number of studentsmay have changed classes during the 2-year
span, this only impacted a negligible percentage (1%) of the sample. As a
result, the use of cross-classified models was deemed unnecessary.
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(Usami & Murayama, 2018). For reasons related to computational
feasibility, covariance terms were omitted from the model.
The objective was to document changes in social competences

across waves for each of our two focal outcome variables as a func-
tion of the three conditions and gender. To test our three hypotheses,
we built three sequential models: Model 1 included only main
effects to test gender differences in social competences; Model 2
added the interaction between gender and time to test if social com-
petences developed differently for boys and girls; andModel 3 tested
our focal hypothesis on the three-way interaction between gender,
time, and the conditions.
Several variables were controlled across the three models and

for both outcome variables: the vocational paths students followed
(sales, health services, or electricity), their socioeconomic status3

(M= 89.88, SD= 19.79), their age (M= 16.43, SD= 0.87),
the cohort to which they belonged (2017 or 2018), and students’
self-reported relative achievement4 at the beginning of the
ProFAN project (M= 3.04, SD= 0.87). Level-1 control variables
were grand-mean-centred.
Following current recommendations (Sidi & Harel, 2018), multiple

imputation by chained equations with 20 imputed data sets was used
to handle missing data on the time-constant variables, namely, gender
(0.26% missing), socioeconomic status (9.87%), age (6.90%), and
self-reported achievement (6.45%). We used pairwise deletion to
handle missing data on time-varying variables. Differences in the
number of observations across the analyses were due to differences
in the pattern of missing values on the time-varying outcome varia-
bles (self-reported social competences or utility value of social
competences).
Below is the multilevel regression equation of the full model:

Yijkl = b0000 +
∑2

n=1

[(bn000 + unj)× Timenijkl ]

+ b0100 × Genderjkl +
∑2

n=1

(b000n × Conditionnl )

+
∑2

n=1

(bn100 × Timenijkl × Genderjkl)

+
∑2

n=1

∑2

m=1

[b100(n+m) × Timemijkl × Conditionnl ]

+
∑2

n=1

(b010n × Genderjkl × Conditionnl )

+
∑2

n=1

∑2

m=1

b110(n+m) × Timemijkl × Genderjkl
[

× Conditionnl
]+ bij00 × Controlij00 + w000l

+ v00kl + u0jkl + eijkl.

(1)

… i= 1, 2, … within-participant observations, j= 1, 2, … partici-
pants, k= 1, 2, …, classes, l= 1, 2, …, schools, where Yijkl is the
outcome, Controlij00 is a vector of the control variables, unj are the
time slope residuals, eijkl, u0jkl, v00kl, and w000l are the Level 1 to
Level 4 error terms.
The full models are reported in Tables 3 and 4. To improve read-

ability, these tables display coefficient estimates and standard errors

for dichotomous/continuous variables, while they report omnibus
chi-square tests5 for polytomous variables. Note that some of
these omnibus tests were used to test our second and third hypothe-
ses and, when significant, we compared the standardized differences
between genders on each outcome variable at Time 3 to quantify the
reduction of the gender gap elicited by the use of the jigsaw
classroom.

Results

Self-Reported Social Competences

Ourfirst hypothesis was supported,B=−0.10, SE= 0.02, p, .001
(see Model 1). As expected, girls had higher self-reported social com-
petences than boys.

Our second hypothesis, which focused on the interaction between
gender and time, was also supported, χ2(2, N= 23,341)= 7.32,
p, .001 (see Model 2). As expected, and as illustrated by the diverg-
ing lines in Figure 2, gender differences in self-reported social compe-
tences changed over time: The gap increased by 0.03 points from
Time 1 to Time 2 (B=−0.03, SE= 0.02, p= .031) and by 0.07
points at Time 3 (B=−0.07, SE= 0.02, p, .001).

Most importantly, our third and focal experimental hypothesis,
which focused on the three-way interaction between the conditions,
gender, and time, was marginally supported, χ2(4, N= 23,341)=
2.09, p= .079 (see Model 3). This interaction indicated that gender
differences in self-reported social competences did not change sim-
ilarly over time in each condition. As illustrated in Figure 2, the
increase in gender differences was more pronounced in the two con-
trol conditions (i.e., business-as-usual and resource independence),
as compared with the jigsaw classroom condition.

To assess the practical significance of this finding (i.e., to deter-
mine the extent to which the intervention curbed the widening gen-
der gap in self-reported social competences), we compared the
standardized differences between boys and girls on the self-reported
social competences variable at the end of the experiment. These
comparisons enabled us to quantify, in percentages, the reduction
in effect size (i.e., the standardized difference between boys and
girls) in the focal condition compared to each of the two control con-
ditions (for a similar approach, see Borman et al., 2021; Hadden
et al., 2020). The gender gap at Time 3 was reduced by 27% in
the jigsaw classroom condition (β=−.16, SE= 0.05, p= .001)
when compared to the business-as-usual condition (β=−.22,
SE= 0.05, p, .001), and by 20% when compared to the resource
independence condition (β=−.20, SE= 0.05, p, .001). In sum-
mary, in the two control conditions, boys reported lower social com-
petences than girls at Time 3. In the experimental condition, this gap
was reduced by a fifth to a quarter, suggesting that the jigsawmethod

3 Based on the French national “Social Position Index,” minimum= 38,
maximum= 179, M at the national level= 103.

4
“When you think about your school grades, how do you compare with

other students in your high school who are the same age as you?” From
1= I am among the lowest achievers to 5= I am among the best.

5 We generated the omnibus chi-square statistics by conducting postesti-
mation tests that assessed the joint significance of the relevant dummy-coded
variables (e.g., to estimate the omnibus main effect of the condition, by test-
ing the joint significance of Condition1l and Condition2l). Alternatively, gen-
erating the χ2 statistics by comparing the deviance of a constrainedmodel (not
including the variable to be estimated) to the deviance of an augmented
model (including the variable) yields the same results.
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is an effective way to reduce gender differences in self-reported
social competences.

Utility Value of Social Competences

Ourfirst hypothesis was supported,B=−0.17, SE= 0.03, p, .001
(see Model 1). As expected, girls perceived a higher utility value of
social competences than boys.
Our second hypothesis, which focused on the interaction

between gender and time, was also supported, χ2(2, N= 23,329)=
21.56, p, .001 (see Model 2). As in the first analysis, and as
illustrated by the diverging lines in Figure 3, gender differences in
the perception of the utility value of social competences changed
over time: The gap increased by 0.14 points from time 1 to time 2
(B=−0.14, SE= 0.03, p, .001) and by 0.21 points at time 3
(B=−0.21, SE= 0.03, p, .001).
Most importantly, our third and focal experimental hypothesis,

which focused on the three-way interaction between the conditions,
gender, and time, was also supported, χ2(4, N= 23,329)= 2.93,
p= .020 (see Model 3). Once again, this interaction indicated that
gender differences in the perception of the utility value of social com-
petences did not change similarly over time in each condition. As
illustrated in Figure 3, the increase in gender differences was more
pronounced in the two control conditions (i.e., business-as-usual
and resource independence), as compared to the jigsaw classroom
condition.

As in the first model, to assess the practical significance of this
finding (i.e., to determine the extent towhich the intervention curbed
the widening gender gap in the utility value of social competences),
we compared the standardized differences between boys and girls on
the utility value of social competences variable at the end of the
experiment. The gender gap at Time 3 was reduced by 50% in the
jigsaw classroom condition (β=−.15, SE= 0.05, p= .002) when
compared to the business-as-usual condition (β=−.35, SE=
0.05, p, .001), and by 25% when compared to the resource inde-
pendence condition (β=−.20, SE= 0.05, p, .001). In summary,
and similar to what has been found for self-reported social compe-
tences, in the two control conditions, boys reported lower perceived
utility value of social competences than girls at Time 3. In the exper-
imental condition, this gap was reduced at least by a quarter (when
compared to resource independence) and even halved (when com-
pared to business-as-usual), suggesting that the jigsaw method is
an effective way to reduce gender differences in the perceived utility
value of social competences.

Robustness Check

The modeling strategy employed in this research uses a growth
curve modeling framework but treats time as a discrete variable (for
relevant research, see Liu et al., 2012). Although this modeling strat-
egy was selected a priori, it represents only one of several reasonable
analytic specifications (Silberzahn et al., 2018). Consequently, we

Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Reliabilities of All Items at Each Time Point and
Correlations Between the Two Variables

Items

T1 T2 T3

M SD α/ω M SD α/ω M SD α/ω

Self-reported social competences
(NT1= 9,014, NT2= 7,811, NT3= 6,516)

3.40 0.71 .72/.76 3.34 0.74 .78/.82 3.45 0.75 .81/.85

SC1 3.22 1.30 3.23 1.22 3.34 1.16
SC2 3.57 1.29 3.40 1.23 3.53 1.17
SC3 3.62 1.11 3.55 1.11 3.67 1.08
SC4 3.58 1.11 3.48 1.08 3.55 1.06
SC5 2.61 1.39 2.70 1.31 2.86 1.26
SC6 3.12 1.23 3.08 1.16 3.18 1.11
SC7 3.97 1.13 3.82 1.14 3.97 1.10
SC8 3.47 1.18 3.42 1.12 3.51 1.09

Utility value of social competences
(NT1= 9,010, NT2= 7,807, NT3= 6,512)

5.82 1.15 .91/.93 5.39 1.38 .94/.95 5.50 1.38 .95/.96

UV1 5.69 1.49 5.23 1.68 5.41 1.64
UV2 5.65 1.42 5.25 1.55 5.41 1.51
UV3 5.68 1.48 5.32 1.58 5.42 1.54
UV4 5.77 1.43 5.34 1.57 5.47 1.53
UV5 6.09 1.35 5.58 1.61 5.65 1.58
UV6 5.96 1.34 5.52 1.55 5.58 1.52
UV7 5.90 1.53 5.50 1.62 5.55 1.56

Note. Correlations between self-reported social competences and utility value of social competences: rT1= .44,
rT2= .52, rT3= .58. T1–T3= time points 1–3. Self-reported social competences: SC1= I avoid making other
kids look bad; SC2= If two of my friends are fighting, I find a way to work things out; SC3=When I work in
school groups, I do my fair share; SC4=Do you listen to other students’ ideas?; SC5=Do you control your
anger when you have a disagreement with a friend?; SC6=Can you discuss a problem with a friend without
making things worse?; SC7=Do you follow the rules at a park, theatre, or sports event?; SC8=Do you respect
others’ points of view, even if you disagree? The utility value of social competences: UV1= knowing how to
organize oneself when working with others; UV2= knowing how to choose a solution in a group; UV3=
knowing how to negotiate when not everyone agrees; UV4= knowing how to perform a task with others;
UV5= knowing how to communicate; UV6= knowing how to defend one’s point of view; UV7= knowing
how to manage one’s emotions.
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conducted a series of robustness checks to further test our hypotheses
using different analytical approaches (for a similar procedure, see
Macchia & Whillans, 2021). As in the main analysis, multiple impu-
tation by chained equations was used to handle missing data.
First, we repeated the analysis using a standard growth curve mod-

eling approach, treating time as a continuous instead of a categorical
variable. As shown in the second row of Table 5, we reproduced the
effects for Hypothesis 1 (H1, i.e., the main effects of gender) and
Hypothesis 2 (H2, i.e., the Gender× Time interactions), but not
the effects pertaining to Hypothesis 3 (H3, i.e., the Gender×
Time× Condition interactions). This is perhaps unsurprising, as
this analytical approach captures linear growth curves rather than idi-
osyncratic changes over time (Usami & Murayama, 2018). Yet in
our case, and as illustrated by Figures 2 and 3, the effects of time
as a function of gender and condition are not linear.
Second, we repeated the analysis using fixed-effect panel regres-

sion modeling (Allison, 2009). This approach uses participant-based
dummy variables to yield unbiased estimates of the pooled within-
participant effects of time, as well as the variations in these effects
between groups of participants. Moreover, this approach is often
regarded as the gold standard for analyzing longitudinal data

(Osgood, 2010), and is arguably more powerful and parsimonious
than multilevel modeling (McNeish & Kelley, 2019). However, as
the model discards all observed/unobserved individual differences,
it cannot be used to estimate the effect of time-constant variables,
meaning that we could not examine H1. As shown in the third row
of Table 5, we reproduced the effects for H2 and H3. For the latter,
the Gender× Time×Condition interactions were even clearer than
in the main analysis for both the self-reported social competences,
χ2(2, N= 23,329)= 2.78, p= .025, and the utility value of social
competences, χ2(2, N= 23,329)= 3.65, p= .006.

Third, we repeated the analysis using first-difference regression
modeling (Allison, 2009). This approach uses the so-called first-
difference estimator to yield unbiased estimates of both the changes
between two consecutive waves, as well as the variations in these
changes among different groups of participants. This approach is a
useful complement to the fixed-effect model, although it cannot be
used to estimate the effect of time-constant variables either, meaning
that we could not examine H1. As shown in the fourth row of Table 5,
we reproduced the effects for H2 and H3. For the latter, the Gender×
Time×Condition interactions were again clearer than in the main
analysis for both the self-reported social competences, χ2(2, N=

Table 2
CFA of a Two-Factor Solution for Eight Items of Self-Reported Social Competences and Seven Items of
Utility Value of Social Competences at Time 1

Loadings

Factor Item Unstandardized (SE) Standardized

Factor 1: Self-reported social competences SC1 0.474 (0.015) 0.364
SC2 0.603 (0.015) 0.468
SC3 0.543 (0.013) 0.488
SC4 0.629 (0.012) 0.568
SC5 0.588 (0.016) 0.425
SC6 0.657 (0.014) 0.535
SC7 0.601 (0.013) 0.532
SC8 0.741 (0.013) 0.627

Factor 2: Utility value of social competences UV1 1.040 (0.014) 0.700
UV2 1.106 (0.013) 0.778
UV3 1.112 (0.014) 0.751
UV4 1.174 (0.013) 0.823
UV5 1.114 (0.012) 0.828
UV6 1.050 (0.012) 0.784
UV7 1.075 (0.014) 0.704

Model fit
RMSEA .061
RMSEA 90% CI [0.059, 0.063]
SRMR .044
CFI .94
TLI .93
χ2(89) 3,050.86, p, .001

Note. Nused= 9,010. Factors are given by constraining factor variances to 1 for all factors; factor correlation is
equal to factor covariance, which is 0.534. CFA= confirmatory factor analysis; Self-reported social
competences: SC1= I avoid making other kids look bad; SC2= If two of my friends are fighting, I find a way
to work things out; SC3=When I work in school groups, I do my fair share; SC4=Do you listen to other
students’ ideas?; SC5=Do you control your anger when you have a disagreement with a friend?; SC6=Can
you discuss a problem with a friend without making things worse?; SC7=Do you follow the rules at a park,
theatre, or sports event?; SC8=Do you respect others’ points of view, even if you disagree? The utility value of
social competences: UV1= knowing how to organize oneself when working with others; UV2= knowing how
to choose a solution in a group; UV3= knowing how to negotiate when not everyone agrees; UV4= knowing
how to perform a task with others; UV5= knowing how to communicate; UV6= knowing how to defend one’s
point of view; UV7= knowing how to manage one’s emotions; RMSEA= root-mean-square error of
approximation; CI= confidence interval; SRMR= standardized root-mean-squared residual; CFI= comparative
fit index; TLI= Tucker–Lewis index.
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13,230)= 6.42, p, .001, and the utility value of social competences,
χ2(2, N= 13,219)= 6.42, p, .001.6

Discussion

The goal of the present study was to test the focal hypothesis
that the gender differences in terms of perceived social compe-
tences found in the literature could be reduced by working with
a jigsaw classroom with positive resource interdependence, as
compared to cooperation with resource independence and
business-as-usual.
H1 and H2 are expected to replicate what is documented in the lit-

erature. The results confirmed that girls self-report social compe-
tences to a higher extent than boys (H1) and that this gender
difference increases with time (H2). Moreover, the results on self-
reported social competences provided support for our focal hypoth-
esis (H3). The gender gap that increased over time in the two control
conditions did not increase in the jigsaw classroom condition, that is,
when students had worked over 2 years with the jigsaw classroom
method. Beyond the significance tests, an inspection of effect
sizes at Time 3 of the intervention revealed that the gender gap
was reduced in the jigsaw classroom condition by one-fifth (com-
pared to the cooperation with resource independence condition) to
one-quarter (compared to the business-as-usual condition). This
suggested that the jigsaw classroom contributed to a more parallel
development of boys’ and girls’ perceptions of their social compe-
tences over time, that is, limiting a widening gender gap over time
on perceived social competences.

The results on the perception of the utility value of social com-
petences were similar for H1 and H2, and also provided support to
our focal hypothesis (H3), by revealing that when students
worked regularly with the jigsaw classroom, adolescent boys
and girls had a very similar evolution over time of their perception
of the utility value of social competences. However, when coop-
erating with resource independence and in a business-as-usual
setting, boys’ and girls’ perception of utility value appeared to
diverge over time, with boys’ views on perceived utility decreas-
ing compared to girls. Again, an inspection of effect sizes at Time
3 of the intervention revealed that the gender gap was reduced in
the jigsaw classroom condition by one-quarter (compared to the
cooperation with resource independence condition) to one-half
(compared to the business-as-usual condition). From these
results, we infer that the jigsaw classroom contributed to main-
taining a similar evolution of their perception of the utility
value of social competences over time, while the other conditions
over time displayed the gender differences documented in the lit-
erature (Ford, 1982; Sarason et al., 1985; Smart & Sanson, 2003;
Tan et al., 2018).

One surprising outcome of this study is the initial level of per-
ceived social competences for both genders. As can be seen in
Figures 2 and 3, self-reported and perceived utility values of social

Table 3
Summary of the Multilevel Models Predicting Students’ Self-Reported Social Competences

Coefficient

Model 1 (Gender) Model 2 (Gender× Time)
Model 3 (Gender× Time×

Condition)

B SE B SE B SE

Fixed effect
Intercept 3.115*** 0.047 3.103*** 0.047 3.107*** 0.048
Gender (boys) −0.098*** 0.018 −0.071*** 0.019 −0.075* 0.030
Time χ2(2)= 69.90*** χ2(2)= 43.74*** χ2(2)= 12.58***
Condition χ2(2)= 3.22* χ2(2)= 3.16* χ2(2)= 2.50#

Time×Gender χ2(2)= 7.32*** χ2(2)= 1.93
Time×Condition χ2(4)= 2.44*
Gender×Condition χ2(2)= 0.03
Time×Gender×Condition χ2(4)= 2.09#

Control variable
Self-reported general mean grade 0.118*** 0.007 0.118*** 0.008 0.118*** 0.007
Age 0.014# 0.007 0.014# 0.007 0.014# 0.007
Socioeconomic status −0.000 0.000 −0.000 0.000 −0.000 0.000
Vocational path χ2(2)= 19.55*** χ2(2)= 19.33*** χ2(2)= 19.24***
Cohort (2018) 0.051** 0.016 0.051** 0.016 0.051** 0.016

Random effect
School residual variance (Level 4) 0.062 0.013 0.063 0.013 0.064 0.013
Class residual variance (Level 3) 0.099 0.011 0.099 0.011 0.100 0.011
Student residual variance (Level 2) 0.491 0.006 0.491 0.006 0.491 0.006
Time 2 slope residual variance 0.127 0.033 0.128 0.033 0.127 0.033
Time 3 slope residual variance 0.276 0.017 0.276 0.017 0.275 0.018

Residual variance (Level 1) 0.492 0.006 0.491 0.006 0.491 0.006
Model statistics
χ2(df) 45.07(11), p, .001 39.31(13), p, .001 22.99(23), p, .001

Note. The analytical sample is composed of Nobservation= 23,341 from 9,618 students in 599 classes and 108 schools.
# p, .1. * p, .05. ** p, .01. *** p, .001.

6 The sample size in the first-difference regression models is naturally
reduced compared to other models, as it focuses on wave-to-wave changes.
In essence, rather than including observations from Waves 1, 2, and 3, it
examines transitions from Wave 1 to Wave 2, and from Wave 2 to Wave 3.

COOPERATIVE LEARNING, GENDER, SOCIAL COMPETENCES 913



competences are not significantly different between boys and girls at
the first time point. In our first hypothesis, we expected a main effect
of gender, and also that socialization effects might accentuate gender
differences in social competences with time (H2). As our sample
comprises students from the last 2 years of vocational school, the
socialization effects of peers and school should have already
occurred. Then, how canwe explain these equal levels of social com-
petences between genders at the initial time of this study? A possible
explanation can come from the vocational aspect of the high schools
involved in the sample. In fact, students in these schools begin their
professional integration—that is, internships in their vocational
path—during these last 2 years. Thus, the impact of the socialization
effects coming from the professional environment may not be as
strong before the start of these internships. Moreover, the relevance
and necessity of social competences could be significantly empha-
sized by this beginning of socialization in the work environment.
Supporting this interpretation, Van Houtte argued that low-
achieving boys in technical/vocational school may be reactant
toward a study-oriented culture, which in turn incites them to
“overdo their masculinity” (2004, p. 171). In the present context,
boys, when starting their internship, might realize they do not pos-
sess the required social competences to be successful in their future
work environment, and might react against learning them. However,
when trained properly—with, for example, regular positive resource
interdependence exercises—boys might feel more competent and
therefore be more willing to recognize the usefulness of these
competences.
Another surprising outcome in this study is the pattern of change

in both outcome variables over time. When looking at Figure 2

and—particularly—Figure 3, there seems to be first a decrease in
both variables between Time 1 and Time 2, followed by an increase
between Time 2 and Time 3, forming a sort of U-shaped curve. As
this pattern took place in all three conditions and with both outcome
variables, it cannot be attributed to one particular learning method,
or the intrinsic characteristics of one outcome variable. Two poten-
tial explanations—not necessarily mutually exclusive—can be pro-
posed. First, a situational effect close to the one mentioned above:
Before and at the beginning of the last 2 years of vocational high
school, students may have an idealized vision of social competences.
However, when they are confronted with the professional world—
that is, at the beginning of internships during Year 1—they may
all (boys and girls) realize their potential weaknesses, hence the
drop at Time 2. After the initial “shock,” they (more particularly
girls) may adapt to the professional world and thus re-evaluate
more positively their social competences, producing the increase
visible at Time 3.

A second potential explanation could be linked to the disruption
hypothesis, “which proposes that the biological, social, and psy-
chological transitions from childhood to adolescence are accom-
panied by temporary dips in some aspects of personality
maturity” (Soto & Tackett, 2015, p. 360). These dips were partic-
ularly found in the literature in mean levels of agreeableness, con-
scientiousness, and openness to experience (Denissen et al., 2013;
Soto et al., 2011; Van den Akker et al., 2014), important compo-
nents of social competences and relevant dimensions in working
environments (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Soto, 2019). The
decrease in both our outcome variables from Time 1 to Time 2
could thus be linked to these maturity dips. Moreover, the fact

Table 4
Summary of the Multilevel Models Predicting Students’ Perceived Utility Value of Social Competences

Coefficient

Model 1 (Gender) Model 2 (Gender× Time)
Model 3 (Gender× Time×

Condition)

B SE B SE B SE

Fixed effect
Intercept 5.471*** 0.084 5.434*** 0.084 5.395*** 0.087
Gender (boys) −0.167*** 0.028 −0.085** 0.031 −0.041 0.049
Time χ2(2)= 530.34*** χ2(2)= 216.52*** χ2(2)= 63.31***
Condition χ2(2)= 1.33 χ2(2)= 1.28 χ2(2)= 0.14
Time×Gender χ2(2)= 21.56*** χ2(2)= 5.66**
Time×Condition χ2(4)= 2.27#

Gender×Condition χ2(2)= 1.09
Time×Gender×Condition χ2(4)= 2.93*
Control variable
Self-reported general mean grade 0.208*** 0.012 0.208*** 0.012 0.208*** 0.012
Age −0.056*** 0.012 −0.056*** 0.012 −0.056*** 0.012
Socioeconomic status 0.001# 0.001 0.001# 0.001 0.001# 0.001
Vocational path χ2(2)= 11.41*** χ2(2)= 11.09*** χ2(2)= 10.72***
Cohort (2018) 0.046 0.033 0.046 0.033 0.046 0.033

Random effect
School residual variance (Level 4) 0.156 0.025 0.157 0.025 0.156 0.025
Class residual variance (Level 3) 0.269 0.017 0.270 0.017 0.271 0.017
Student residual variance (Level 2) 0.704 0.010 0.705 0.010 0.705 0.010
Time 2 slope residual variance 0.649 0.023 0.651 0.023 0.651 0.023
Time 3 slope residual variance 0.728 0.023 0.727 0.023 0.726 0.023

Residual variance (Level 1) 0.863 0.010 0.860 0.010 0.860 0.010
Model statistics
χ2(df) 129.09 (11), p, .001 113.13 (13), p, .001 65.50 (23), p, .001

Note. The analytical sample is composed of Nobservation= 23,329 from 9,616 students in 599 classes and 108 schools.
# p, .1. * p, .05. ** p, .01. *** p, .001.
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that both outcome variables seem to increase again from Time 2 to
Time 3, even in the business-as-usual condition, can be related to
findings showing that the maturity dip tends to reverse itself dur-
ing early adulthood years (Soto et al., 2011). However, as can be
seen in Figures 2 and 3, this increase is more pronounced for girls
than for boys if students are not trained with cooperative learning
methods involving resource interdependence, as in the jigsaw
classroom condition of our study.

Contributions

Overall, the results presented above provide important contribu-
tions to the reviewed literature. First, we replicated and confirmed
the gender gap favoring girls in perceived social competences previ-
ously documented by Torres et al. (2003), and we expanded this
finding by showing a trend toward an increase in this gap over
time, if not addressed. It seems plausible that this increase effectively
comes from socialization, whether it is from gender-specific aca-
demic cultures in vocational high school classrooms or from the pro-
fessional environment made salient by internships (Van Houtte,
2004).
Second, and most importantly, the findings of the present research

point to a specific method and mechanism that may address such a
gender gap in perceived social competences: We found that imple-
menting cooperative learning with positive resource interdependence

(the jigsaw classroom)—and not just cooperation with resource inde-
pendence—can reduce the developing gender gap in perceived social
competences. These findings are in line with the literature showing a
positive effect of cooperative learning and positive resource interde-
pendence on social relations and group processes (Buchs, Butera &
Mugny, 2004; Buchs et al., 2021; Johnson & Johnson, 2005). The
present study shows that such a positive effect extends, in particular,
to perceived social competences. It is noteworthy that the present
study was conducted with a vocational high school sample, that is,
students who will likely need these social competences when they
leave school and enter a changing and unpredictable work environ-
ment. The digitalization of society is already having an impact on
today’s professional landscape, and many of the jobs vocational
schools are training their students for may not exist tomorrow (e.g.,
Frey & Osborne, 2017).

Likewise, and third, results on the perceived utility value of social
competences appeared to be parallel to results on self-reported social
competences. The fact that the same interaction effect appears on
both measures highlights the robust nature of the results. In addition,
it supports the plausibility of using the jigsawmethod in regular clas-
ses to promote social competences. As noted in the literature review,
if students view social competences as useful for their future, they
are more likely to adopt them. Working in an academic environment
where resource interdependence—and the social competences
required to deal with it—are needed (here, the jigsaw classroom)

Figure 2
Self-Reported Social Competences Assessed With the SCTS by Conditions, Gender, and Time

Note. Predicted means and their corresponding standard errors indicated by error bars of Model 3 testing the focal hypothesis on the three-way interaction.
SCTS= Social Competence Teen Survey. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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might therefore be considered an effective tool that develops the util-
ity value of social competences (Hulleman & Harackiewicz, 2021).
The importance of the present study is not only related to its

results but also to the size and scope of the experimental intervention
underpinning the results. The effects reported are the outcome of the
largest-scale field experiment testing the jigsaw method ever
devised, conducted in 10 different regions of the same country
(France), and implemented directly by teachers. This suggests that
the method devised here could be directly used in ordinary classes,
as the sample is large enough to resemble the implementation con-
ditions of a new educational policy. This leads us to the fourth

contribution of the present study, which pertains to the value of
observing the results of implemented interventions in ecological
contexts. As noted in the literature on interventions, methodological
rigor is necessary to correctly assess the expected effects in con-
trolled conditions in the field (e.g., Walton & Wilson, 2018).
However, the benefit of conducting large-scale and longitudinal
experiments like this one is that we can observe how the intervention
works in real-life classrooms. Specifically, although the experimen-
tal design was carefully crafted in advance and participating teachers
received the specific materials and instructions at the right time
through a dedicated platform, given the geographical dispersion

Figure 3
Utility Value of Social Competences by Conditions, Gender, and Time

Note. Predictedmeans and their corresponding standard errors indicated by error bars ofModel 3 testing the focal hypothesis on the three-way interaction. See the
online article for the color version of this figure.

Table 5
Robustness Tests for the Three Hypotheses for Both Outcome Variables Using the Four Different Analytical Methods

Analytical method

Self-reported social competences Utility value of social competences

H1 H2 H3 H1 H2 H3

Multilevel model treating time as a discrete
variable (main analysis)

Z=−5.57*** χ2(2)= 7.32*** χ2(4)= 2.09# Z=−5.90*** χ2(2)= 21.56*** χ2(4)= 2.93*

Growth curve model treating time as an
interval variable

Z=−5.57*** χ2(1)= 16.47*** χ2(2)= 3.81 Z=−5.80*** χ2(1)= 41.44*** χ2(4)= 1.04

Fixed-effect panel regression n/a χ2(2)= 9.24*** χ2(4)= 2.78* n/a χ2(2)= 23.88*** χ2(4)= 3.65**
First-difference regression n/a χ2(2)= 58.48*** χ2(4)= 6.42*** n/a χ2(2)= 474.98*** χ2(4)= 6.42***

Note. It is not possible to test for H1 using the fixed-effect and first-difference estimators, as these approaches focus on within-participant change over time and
cannot estimate the effect of time-constant variables. H1–H3=Hypotheses 1–3; n/a= not available.
# p, .10. * p, .05. ** p, .01. *** p, .001.
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and the sheer size of the intervention, we could not be present to
observe the quality of actual implementation in class. We therefore
decided to not filter out classes that failed to comply with the instruc-
tions, nor did we code the variability in implementation to assess
“the barriers a group of people face and the kind of change that
would be most welcome” (Walton & Wilson, 2018, p. 622). This
might be very useful in the early stages of research on a new
mechanism, but in the present research, we were working with one
of the most researched cooperative classroom methods—the jigsaw
classroom—and wanted to observe what the effect would be if a
nationwide educational policy was introduced. Indeed, interventions
in the educational domain may be hampered when they are at odds
with teachers’ beliefs (Yeager et al., 2022), and—more specifically
with cooperative learning—when students are not prepared to appre-
ciate the importance of cooperation (Buchs et al., 2016) or when
cooperation is promoted in otherwise competitive educational struc-
tures (Butera et al., 2021, 2024). Our results showed that the jigsaw
classroom has the potential to reduce the gender gap in social com-
petences, even in the face of the extreme variability of implementa-
tion that necessarily occurs in real-life classrooms.

Limitations and Future Research

Besides these contributions to the literature, some limitations of
the present research must be recognized. First, during the ProFAN
experiment, no researcher was physically present in the classrooms
with the teachers to ensure the proper functioning of the conditions
and materials. Thus, we were not able to capture the fine-grained
mechanisms that led to our results, namely from positive interdepen-
dence to a more equal perception of social competences between
genders. That is unfortunately the downside of conducting such
large-scale experiments in real-life teaching conditions.
The second limitation of the present research concerns the sample.

In fact, working with vocational high schools was particularly rele-
vant for the present research project, as students in these schools will
need these social competences in the future. However, it should be
noted that these students tend to have a social class profile that is
not particularly diversified. The lack of social class diversity may
be a downside on the one hand, but their particular profile can be
seen as a strength on the other hand, because students from lower
class backgrounds are an understudied population in the educational
literature. Either way, it is important to note that the present findings
may need to be replicated on other samples from other types of
schools or from other age ranges.
Finally, future research could investigate in greater depth the

impact of socialization effects over time. In fact, we interpreted
the increase in the gender gap over time in the present study as
due to socialization, but this is just a supposition, and more studies
are needed to fully confirm this hypothesis. Future research could
therefore study the role of socialization in different contexts (e.g.,
school vs. work environment) in the emergence of the gender gap
in perceived social competences, and how cooperative learning
methods such as the jigsaw classroom could intervene at early stages
of socialization to reduce this gap.

Conclusion

Men and women may not be equally equipped to face The Fourth
Industrial Revolution depicted by Schwab (2017), at least in terms of

the social competences needed to adapt to such a “revolution.”
However, in the present research, we showed that the jigsaw method
has promising effects on an otherwise widening gender gap in per-
ceived social competences in adolescents. As these competences
are essential for adaptation to an upcoming, unpredictable job mar-
ket, young adults like students at vocational high schools can benefit
from training with the potential to ensure a more uniform develop-
ment of social competences between boys and girls.
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Butera, F., Świątkowski, W., & Dompnier, B. (2021). Competition in educa-
tion. In S.M. Garcia, A. Tor, &A. J. Elliot (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of
the psychology of competition (1st ed., pp. 569–597). Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190060800.013.24

Cimatti, B. (2016). Definition, development, assessment of soft skills and
their role for the quality of organizations and enterprises. International
Journal for Quality Research, 10(1), 97–130. https://doi.org/10.18421/
IJQR10.01-05

Cobo, C. (2013). Mechanisms to identify and study the demand for innova-
tion skills in world-renowned organizations. On the Horizon, 21(2), 96–
106. https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121311322996

Darnon, C., Buchs, C., & Desbar, D. (2012). The jigsaw technique and self-
efficacy of vocational training students: A practice report. European
Journal of Psychology of Education, 27(3), 439–449. https://doi.org/10
.1007/s10212-011-0091-4

Deci, E., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in
human behavior. Springer US. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7

Denissen, J. J. A., van Aken, M. A. G., Penke, L., & Wood, D. (2013).
Self-regulation underlies temperament and personality: An integrative devel-
opmental framework. Child Development Perspectives, 7(4), 255–260.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12050

Deutsch, M. (1949). A theory of cooperation and competition. Human
Relations, 2(2), 129–152. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674900200204

DeVries, D. L., & Edwards, K. J. (1974). Student teams and learning games:
Their effects on cross-race and cross-sex interaction. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 66(5), 741–749. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037479

DiPrete, T. A., & Jennings, J. L. (2012). Social and behavioral skills and the
gender gap in early educational achievement. Social Science Research,
41(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.09.001

Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., &
Schellinger, K. B. (2011). The impact of enhancing students’ social and
emotional learning: A meta-analysis of school-based universal interven-
tions. Child Development, 82(1), 405–432. https://doi.org/10.1111/j
.1467-8624.2010.01564.x

Eccles, J. S., Adler, T. F., Futterman, R., Goff, S. B., Kaczala, C. M., Meece,
J. L., & Midgley, C. (1983). Expectancies, values, and academic behav-
iors. In J. T. Spence (Ed.), Achievement and achievement motives:
Psychological and sociological approaches (pp. 75–146). Freeman.

Eccles, J. S., & Wigfield, A. (2020). From expectancy-value theory to
situated expectancy-value theory: A developmental, social cognitive,
and sociocultural perspective on motivation. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 61, Article 101859. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020
.101859

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human
Relations, 7(2), 117–140. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202

Ford, M. E. (1982). Social cognition and social competence in adolescence.
Developmental Psychology, 18(3), 323–340. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0012-1649.18.3.323

Frey, C. B., &Osborne,M.A. (2017). The future of employment: How suscep-
tible are jobs to computerisation? Technological Forecasting and Social
Change, 114, 254–280. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.019

Gaussel, M. (2018). À l’école des compétences sociales [At the school of
social competences]. Dossier de Veille de l’IFÉ, 121.

Gillies, R. M. (2003). Structuring cooperative group work in classrooms.
International Journal of Educational Research, 39(1-2), 35–49. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(03)00072-7

Griffin, B., & Hesketh, B. (2003). Adaptable behaviours for successful work
and career adjustment. Australian Journal of Psychology, 55(2), 65–73.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530412331312914

Hadden, I. R., Easterbrook, M. J., Nieuwenhuis, M., Fox, K. J., & Dolan, P.
(2020). Self-affirmation reduces the socioeconomic attainment gap in
schools in England. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 90(2),
517–536. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12291

Hattie, J. (2008). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relat-
ing to achievement. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203887332

Heckman, J. J., & Kautz, T. (2012). Hard evidence on soft skills. Labour
Economics, 19(4), 451–464. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2012.05.014

Hulleman, C. S., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2021). The utility-value interven-
tion. In G. M. Walton & A. J. Crum (Eds.), Handbook of wise interven-
tions: How social psychology can help people change (pp. 100–125).
The Guilford Press.

Hurtz, G. M., & Donovan, J. J. (2000). Personality and job performance: The
Big Five revisited. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(6), 869–879. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.869

Huyge, E., Van Maele, D., & Van Houtte, M. (2015). Does students’
machismo fit in school? Clarifying the implications of traditional gender
role ideology for school belonging. Gender and Education, 27(1), 1–18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2014.972921

Ibrahim, R., Boerhannoeddin, A., & Bakare, K. K. (2017). The effect of soft
skills and training methodology on employee performance. European
Journal of Training and Development, 41(4), 388–406. https://doi.org/
10.1108/EJTD-08-2016-0066

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1974). Instructional goal structure:
Cooperative, competitive, or individualistic. Review of Educational
Research, 44(2), 213–240. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543044002213

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2005). New developments in social inter-
dependence theory. Genetic, Social, and General Psychology Monographs,
131(4), 285–358. https://doi.org/10.3200/MONO.131.4.285-358

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2009). An educational psychology success
story: Social interdependence theory and cooperative learning. Educational
Researcher, 38(5), 365–379. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09339057

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2015). Theoretical approaches to cooper-
ative learning. In R. Gillies (Ed.),Collaborative learning: Developments in
research and practice (pp. 17–46). Nova.

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Holubec, E. J. (1993).Circles of learning:
Cooperation in the classroom. Interaction Book Company.

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Stanne, M. B. (1989). Impact of goal and
resource interdependence on problem-solving success. The Journal of
Social Psychology, 129(5), 621–629. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545
.1989.9713780

King, R. B. (2016). Gender differences in motivation, engagement and
achievement are related to students’ perceptions of peer—But not of parent
or teacher—Attitudes toward school. Learning and Individual Differences,
52, 60–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.10.006

Kramarski, B., & Mevarech, Z. R. (2003). Enhancing mathematical reason-
ing in the classroom: The effects of cooperative learning andmetacognitive
training. American Educational Research Journal, 40(1), 281–310.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312040001281

Kyllonen, P. C. (2013). Soft skills for theworkplace.Change: TheMagazine of
Higher Learning, 45(6), 16–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2013
.841516

Lam, S., Jimerson, S., Kikas, E., Cefai, C., Veiga, F. H., Nelson, B.,
Hatzichristou, C., Polychroni, F., Basnett, J., Duck, R., Farrell, P., Liu,
Y., Negovan, V., Shin, H., Stanculescu, E., Wong, B. P. H., Yang, H.,
& Zollneritsch, J. (2012). Do girls and boys perceive themselves as equally
engaged in school? The results of an international study from 12 countries.

RUDMANN ET AL.918

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-013123-102139
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-013123-102139
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-013123-102139
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721418813986
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721418813986
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721418813986
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190060800.013.24
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190060800.013.24
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190060800.013.24
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190060800.013.24
https://doi.org/10.18421/IJQR10.01-05
https://doi.org/10.18421/IJQR10.01-05
https://doi.org/10.18421/IJQR10.01-05
https://doi.org/10.18421/IJQR10.01-05
https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121311322996
https://doi.org/10.1108/10748121311322996
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-011-0091-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-011-0091-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12050
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12050
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12050
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674900200204
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674900200204
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037479
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037479
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101859
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.323
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(03)00072-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(03)00072-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(03)00072-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530412331312914
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530412331312914
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12291
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12291
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12291
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203887332
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203887332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2012.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2012.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2012.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2012.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2012.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2012.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.869
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.869
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.869
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.869
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.869
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.869
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2014.972921
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2014.972921
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2014.972921
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2014.972921
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-08-2016-0066
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-08-2016-0066
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-08-2016-0066
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543044002213
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543044002213
https://doi.org/10.3200/MONO.131.4.285-358
https://doi.org/10.3200/MONO.131.4.285-358
https://doi.org/10.3200/MONO.131.4.285-358
https://doi.org/10.3200/MONO.131.4.285-358
https://doi.org/10.3200/MONO.131.4.285-358
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09339057
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09339057
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1989.9713780
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1989.9713780
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1989.9713780
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1989.9713780
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.10.006
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312040001281
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312040001281
https://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2013.841516
https://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2013.841516
https://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2013.841516
https://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2013.841516


Journal of School Psychology, 50(1), 77–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp
.2011.07.004

Leaper, C., & Friedman, C. K. (2007). The socialization of gender. In J. E.
Grusec & P. D. Hastings (Eds.), Handbook of socialization: Theory and
research (pp. 561–587). The Guilford Press.

Lee, Y., & Roseth, C. J. (2022). A 2× 2model of sociocognitive conflict reg-
ulation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 99, Article 104269.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104269

Lippman, L. H., Ryberg, R., Carney, R., &Moore, K. A. (2015).Workforce con-
nections: Key “soft skills” that foster youth workforce success: Toward a con-
sensus across fields (Vol. 24, pp. 1–56). Child Trends. https://www
.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/2015-24WFCSoftSkills1.pdf

Liu, S., Rovine, M. J., &Molenaar, P. C. M. (2012). Selecting a linear mixed
model for longitudinal data: Repeated measures analysis of variance,
covariance pattern model, and growth curve approaches. Psychological
Methods, 17(1), 15–30. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026971

Macchia, L., & Whillans, A. V. (2021). The link between income, income
inequality, and prosocial behavior around the world. Social Psychology,
52(6), 375–386. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000466

Mayberry, M. L., & Espelage, D. L. (2007). Associations among empathy,
social competence, & reactive/proactive aggression subtypes. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 36(6), 787–798. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-
006-9113-y

McClelland, M. M., & Morrison, F. J. (2003). The emergence of learning-
related social skills in preschool children. Early Childhood Research
Quarterly, 18(2), 206–224. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(03)00026-7

McNeish, D., & Kelley, K. (2019). Fixed effects models versus mixed effects
models for clustered data: Reviewing the approaches, disentangling the
differences, and making recommendations. Psychological Methods,
24(1), 20–35. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000182

Miserandino, M. (1996). Children who do well in school: Individual differ-
ences in perceived competence and autonomy in above-average children.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 88(2), 203–214. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-0663.88.2.203

Montroy, J. J., Bowles, R. P., Skibbe, L. E., & Foster, T. D. (2014). Social
skills and problem behaviors as mediators of the relationship between
behavioral self-regulation and academic achievement. Early Childhood
Research Quarterly, 29(3), 298–309. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq
.2014.03.002

Mouzakitis, G. S. (2010). The role of vocational education and training cur-
ricula in economic development. Procedia—Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 2(2), 3914–3920. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.616

Murakami, K., Murray, L., Sims, D., & Chedzey, K. (2009). Learning on work
placement: The narrative development of social competence. Journal of
Adult Development, 16(1), 13–24. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-008-
9044-9

Nichols, J. D. (1996). The effects of cooperative learning on student achieve-
ment and motivation in a high school geometry class. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 21(4), 467–476. https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps
.1996.0031

Osgood,D.W. (2010). Statistical models of life events and criminal behavior. In
A. R. Piquero & D. Weisburd (Eds.), Handbook of quantitative criminology
(pp. 375–396). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-77650-7_19

Pinto, J. C., Taveira, M. d. C., Candeias, A., Araújo, A., &Mota, A. I. (2012).
Measuring adolescents’ perceived social competence in career education:
A longitudinal study with Portuguese students. Procedia—Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 69, 271–278. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012
.11.409

Riley, T. N. (2018). Adolescent emotion expression, emotion regulation, and
decision-making in social context. Virginia Commonwealth University.

Rose-Krasnor, L. (1997). The nature of social competence: A theoretical
review. Social Development, 6(1), 111–135. https://doi.org/10.1111/j
.1467-9507.1997.tb00097.x

Roseth, C. J., Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2008). Promoting early ado-
lescents’ achievement and peer relationships: The effects of cooperative,
competitive, and individualistic goal structures. Psychological Bulletin,
134(2), 223–246. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223

Roseth, C. J., Lee, Y., & Saltarelli, W. A. (2019). Reconsidering jigsaw social
psychology: Longitudinal effects on social interdependence, sociocognitive
conflict regulation, motivation, and achievement. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 111(1), 149–169. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000257

Ryan, R. M. (1982). Control and information in the intrapersonal sphere: An
extension of cognitive evaluation theory. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 43(3), 450–461. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.43.3.450

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations:
Classic definitions and new directions. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 25(1), 54–67. https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020

Salavera, C., Usán, P., & Jarie, L. (2017). Emotional intelligence and social
skills on self-efficacy in Secondary Education students. Are there gender
differences? Journal of Adolescence, 60(1), 39–46. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.adolescence.2017.07.009

Sarason, B. R., Sarason, I. G., Hacker, T. A., & Basham, R. B. (1985).
Concomitants of social support: Social skills, physical attractiveness, and
gender. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49(2), 469–480.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.2.469

Schulz, B. (2008). The importance of soft skills: Education beyond academic
knowledge. Journal of Language and Communication, 2, 146–154.

Schwab, K. (2017). The fourth industrial revolution. Crown.
Sicard, A., Darnon, C., & Martinot, D. (2021). Chapitre 3. Genre et scolarité:

l’illusion d’une supériorité feminine [Gender and schooling: The illusion of
a female superiority]. In: V. Yzerbyt, I. Roskam & A. Casini (Eds.), Les psy-
chologies du genre: Regards croisés sur le développement, l’éducation, la
santé mentale et la société [The psychologies of gender: Perspectives on
development, education, mental health and society] (pp. 63–85). Mardaga.
https://www.cairn.info/les-psychologiesdu-genre–9782804709358-p-63.htm

Sicard, A., Martinot, D., Toczek, M.-C., Pironom, J., & Darnon, C. (2021).
Turning the gender tables: Evidence of students’ awareness of a reversal
in gender status between academic and occupational contexts. Social
Psychology of Education, 24(1), 247–272. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-
021-09607-0

Sidi, Y., & Harel, O. (2018). The treatment of incomplete data: Reporting,
analysis, reproducibility, and replicability. Social Science & Medicine,
209, 169–173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.05.037

Silberzahn, R., Uhlmann, E. L., Martin, D. P., Anselmi, P., Aust, F., Awtrey,
E., Bahník, Š, Bai, F., Bannard, C., Bonnier, E., Carlsson, R., Cheung, F.,
Christensen, G., Clay, R., Craig, M. A., Dalla Rosa, A., Dam, L., Evans,
M. H., Flores Cervantes, I., … Nosek, B. A. (2018). Many analysts, one
data set: Making transparent how variations in analytic choices affect
results. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science,
1(3), 337–356. https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245917747646

Skinner, E. A., Wellborn, J. G., & Connell, J. P. (1990). What it takes to do
well in school and whether I’ve got it: A process model of perceived con-
trol and children’s engagement and achievement in school. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 82(1), 22–32. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0663.82.1.22

Smart, D., & Sanson, A. (2003). Social competence in young adulthood, its
nature and antecedents. Family Matters, 64, 4–9. https://search.informit
.org/doi/10.3316/informit.762969367047154

Smith, K., Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1981). Can conflict be con-
structive? Controversy versus concurrence seeking in learning groups.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 73(5), 651–663. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-0663.73.5.651

Snape, P. (2017). Enduring learning: Integrating C21st soft skills through
technology education. Design and Technology Education: An International
Journal, 22(3), 1–13.

Sneegas, J. J. (1986). Components of life satisfaction in middle and later life
adults: Perceived social competence, leisure participation, and leisure

COOPERATIVE LEARNING, GENDER, SOCIAL COMPETENCES 919

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104269
https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/2015-24WFCSoftSkills1.pdf
https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/2015-24WFCSoftSkills1.pdf
https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/2015-24WFCSoftSkills1.pdf
https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/2015-24WFCSoftSkills1.pdf
https://www.childtrends.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/2015-24WFCSoftSkills1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026971
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026971
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000466
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000466
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-006-9113-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-006-9113-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-006-9113-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(03)00026-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(03)00026-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000182
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000182
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.88.2.203
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.88.2.203
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.88.2.203
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.88.2.203
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.88.2.203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.616
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.616
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.616
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.616
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.616
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.616
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-008-9044-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-008-9044-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-008-9044-9
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0031
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0031
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0031
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0031
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-77650-7_19
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-77650-7_19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.409
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.1997.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.1997.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.1997.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.1997.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.1997.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.1997.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000257
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000257
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.43.3.450
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.43.3.450
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.43.3.450
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.43.3.450
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.43.3.450
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.2.469
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.2.469
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.2.469
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.2.469
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.2.469
https://www.cairn.info/les-psychologiesdu-genre--9782804709358-p-63.htm
https://www.cairn.info/les-psychologiesdu-genre--9782804709358-p-63.htm
https://www.cairn.info/les-psychologiesdu-genre--9782804709358-p-63.htm
https://www.cairn.info/les-psychologiesdu-genre--9782804709358-p-63.htm
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-021-09607-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-021-09607-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-021-09607-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.05.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.05.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.05.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.05.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.05.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.05.037
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245917747646
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245917747646
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.22
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.22
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.22
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.22
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.22
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.22
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.762969367047154
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.762969367047154
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.762969367047154
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.762969367047154
https://search.informit.org/doi/10.3316/informit.762969367047154
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.73.5.651
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.73.5.651
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.73.5.651
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.73.5.651
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.73.5.651


satisfaction. Journal of Leisure Research, 18(4), 248–258. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00222216.1986.11969663

Soto, C. J. (2019). How replicable are links between personality traits and
consequential life outcomes? The life outcomes of personality replication
project. Psychological Science, 30(5), 711–727. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797619831612

Soto, C. J., John, O. P., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, J. (2011). Age differences in
personality traits from 10 to 65: Big Five domains and facets in a large
cross-sectional sample. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
100(2), 330–348. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021717

Soto, C. J.,&Tackett, J. L. (2015). Personality traits in childhood and adolescence:
Structure, development, and outcomes. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 24(5), 358–362. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721415589345

Stanczak, A., Darnon, C., Robert, A., Demolliens, M., Sanrey, C., Bressoux,
P., Huguet, P., Buchs, C., Butera, F., & PROFAN Consortium. (2022). Do
jigsaw classrooms improve learning outcomes? Five experiments and an
internal meta-analysis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 114(6),
1461–1476. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000730

StataCorp. (2023). Stata statistical software: Release 18 [Computer software].
Tan, K., Oe, J. S., & Hoang Le, M. D. (2018). How does gender relate to
social skills? Exploring differences in social skills mindsets, academics,
and behaviors among high-school freshmen students. Psychology in the
Schools, 55(4), 429–442. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22118

Taylor, S. N., & Hood, J. N. (2011). It may not be what you think: Gender
differences in predicting emotional and social competence. Human
Relations, 64(5), 627–652. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710387950

Torres, M. V. T., Cardelle-Elawar, M., Mena, M. J. B., & Sánchez, Á. M. M.
(2003). Social background, gender and self-reported social competence in
11- and 12-year-old Andalusian children. Electronic Journal of Research
in Educational Psychology, 1(2), 37–56.

Usami, S., &Murayama, K. (2018). Time-specific errors in growth curve mod-
eling: Type-1 error inflation and a possible solution withmixed-effects mod-
els. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 53(6), 876–897. https://doi.org/10
.1080/00273171.2018.1504273
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