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Abstract Purpose: The study had two aims: 1) to analyze the existence of gender differences in socioemotional
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developmental factors, and 2) to apply a program of education for peace and prevention of violence to

determine whether the pretest–posttest change in socioemotional developmental factors differs as

a function of gender.

Methods: The sample comprised 285 adolescents, aged 15–16 years, including 162 experimental

subjects and 123 control subjects. An experimental design of repeated pre–posttest measures with

a control group was used, and four assessment instruments were administered.

Results: Analyses of variance confirmed significantly higher scores in the female adolescents in cog-

nitions of rejection of violence, prosocial cognitions, cooperative conflict solving, positive strategies

for coping with violence, and positive social behaviors. Male adolescents obtained significantly higher

scores in cognitions of acceptance of violence, aggressive conflict solving, aggressive strategies for

coping with violence, and negative social behaviors. The pre–post change in most of the factors of

socioemotional development assessed was similar in both sexes.

Conclusions: Results suggest the need to reflect on and modify the type of childrearing and social-

ization patterns that are promoted in males so that they will favor the development of skills oriented

toward warm interpersonal relations, nonaggressive communication, positive social behaviors, inter-

nal control of anger, empathy, etc. Results also suggest including supplementary modules for males

when designing interventions to prevent violence. � 2009 Society for Adolescent Medicine. All

rights reserved.
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In the last few years, a line of research has focused on ex-

ploring the gender differences in the socioemotional develop-

mental factors during adolescence. With regard to social
behavior, some studies have found that adolescent girls score

significantly higher in social competence, for example, girls

had higher levels of warm and friendly prosocial behaviors

and lower scores in aggressive behavior [1]. However, inter-

cultural differences have been noted; for example, Turkish
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male adolescents had significantly higher levels of assertive-

ness than the females, but there were no gender differences in

assertiveness among Swedes [2]. In prosocial behavior,

whereas some investigators found no gender differences in

Chinese adolescents [3,4], most of the studies conclude that

girls have significantly higher levels of prosociability than

boys [5,6].

A research study examined empathy and gender as predic-

tors of prosocial behavior among African-American early ad-

olescents. Results revealed a significant main effect for

empathy, as well as an interaction between empathy and gen-

der in predicting prosocial behavior. In general, youth with

more empathy reported more prosocial behavior, and this ef-

fect was more pronounced for males than for females. These
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findings suggest that the ability to understand another per-

son’s point of view may be important in the development

and expression of prosocial behaviors, particularly among

males [7].

With regard to behavior problems during adolescence,

gender differences have been found frequently [8,9]. Boys

tend to display more aggressive, antisocial, and delinquent

or externalizing behaviors, whereas girls present more anx-

ious–depressive or internalizing problems [10]. In another

work [11], it was found that the girls presented significantly

higher levels of adaptation and had fewer behavior problems

than the boys. In this direction, diverse cross-cultural studies

with adolescents have found a significantly higher prevalence

of externalizing behavior problems in boys, in samples both

from the United States and China [12], and in samples from

Spain and other countries from Europe, Asia, Africa, and

America [13]. Some investigators even confirm that gender

is a predictive factor of violent behavior in adolescence

[14,15].

The studies that have explored gender differences in

conflict-solving styles have found that girls score higher in

communication skills to deal with conflict [16], they are

more precise in the perception of conflict [17], and have

more skills related to empathy, whereas boys are more asser-

tive with regard to their needs [18]. Investigations with Mex-

ican adolescents have found gender differences with

significantly higher scores in the girls in the use of problem-

oriented conflict-solving style, and significantly higher scores

in boys in the use of a self-oriented conflict-solving style [19].

Therefore, many studies confirm gender differences from

very early ages in children’s and adolescents’ expression of

emotions and behavior. Although cross-cultural differences

have been found, in western countries, boys and girls adopt

different cognitive–behavioral roles in life, and whereas it

is more frequent for girls and female adolescents to develop

cognitions and emotions related to internalizing problems

(e.g., sadness, anxiety, anger inhibition), boys and male ado-

lescents develop cognitions and emotions related to external-

izing problems (e.g., aggressiveness, dominance).

In recent years, the problem of youth violence has been the

cause of increasing concern for educational and mental health

professionals all over the world. Accordingly, one line of re-

search has focused on violence prevention programs. Results

of these studies have revealed the efficacy of this type of in-

terventions carried out in community, clinical, and educa-

tional contexts [20–26]. From different perspectives, it has

been confirmed that the systematic implementation of such

programs promotes the prevention and reduction of violent

behavior.

Specifically, the Basque Country, in the Northern region

of Spain, has had an important problem of political violence

for the past 40 years. In this cultural context, some people,

and consequently some adolescents, defend ETA (Organiza-

tion Euskadi Ta Askatasuna/Basque Country and Freedom)

violence and think that certain violent behavior is justifiable.

This stimulates adolescents to carry out more violent,
politically motivated behavior and to be less sensitive toward

the victims of violence. Moreover, the frequency of this type

of violent behavior is higher in males. Therefore, intervention

programs for violence prevention and awareness of the vic-

tims of violence are even more necessary in the Basque

Country.

Regarding the program framework, of a cognitive–

behavioral approach, the intervention programme for adoles-

cents applied follows the guidelines of the ‘‘Positive Youth

Development’’ (PYD), a perspective based on a positive con-

ception of adolescent development [27,28]. This approach

substitutes the belief that adolescence is an unavoidably dif-

ficult stage in which many risk and/or destructive behaviors

occur, with a more optimistic view that considers adoles-

cence to be a developmental stage in which many resources

and competences can be established. The PYD underscores

the importance of promoting competences such as trust, con-

nection with others, positive affect, and empathy.

The cognitive perspective states that people’s thoughts

have great impact on their emotional response and behavior

and, therefore, that certain ideas, beliefs, or thoughts can jus-

tify violent behaviors. The origin of hatred has two factors:

the moral devaluation of the victim and the ideology of the

person who hates. Both of them model and extend hatred. Af-

ter one has morally or humanly devaluated the victims, at-

tacking or killing them, can become a right. From these

theoretical proposals, we offered the intervention program

(independent variable IV) because we consider that programs

that promote the moral analysis of these thoughts, ideas, and

beliefs, and that promote empathy toward the victims, as well

as the moral sense of responsibility for the behaviors carried

out, would have an important preventive effect on violent

behavior.

The present study has two goals: 1) to analyze the exis-

tence of gender differences during adolescence in diverse fac-

tors of socioemotional development (such as cognitions

about violence, cognitions about prosocial values, conflict-

solving style, cognitive capacity of analysis and coping

with violence, as well as positive and negative social behav-

iors); and 2) to apply a program of education for peace and

prevention of violence to determine whether the pretest–

posttest change in socioemotional developmental factors

differs in according to gender.

Globally, the study proposes that females will have a better

social and emotional adaptation than males at this develop-

mental stage, which is expressed in the formulation of three

hypotheses. Firstly, it is hypothesized that significantly

higher scores will be found in the females in cognitions of re-

jection of violence, prosocial cognitions, problem-oriented

conflict solving (cooperative), knowledge of the causes that

generate violence and positive coping strategies to deal

with violence, as well as positive social behaviors. The sec-

ond hypothesis postulates that significantly higher scores

will be found in males in cognitions of acceptance of vio-

lence, self-oriented conflict-solving (aggressive), aggressive

coping strategies to deal with violence, and negative social
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behaviors. The third hypothesis proposes that the educational

program for peace will have a greater effect on males as, be-

fore the intervention, males will have higher levels of violent

cognitions and behaviors.
Methods

Design and procedure

The study employed an experimental design with pretest–

posttest repeated measures and a control group. Before and

after implementing the intervention program, a battery of

four assessment instruments with psychometric guarantees

of reliability and validity was administered to the experimen-

tal and control participants. For 3 months, the program of ed-

ucation for peace was administered to the experimental

groups, whereas the control participants carried on their

habitual program of tutorship and ethics.

The centers were selected randomly from a list of all the

educational centers of the Basque Country. For sample selec-

tion, the criteria of public–private and rural–urban centers

were taken into account, so that the centers were representa-

tive of the different types of centers in the Basque Country.

All the classrooms of adolescents 15–16 aged (4th course of

secondary school) from the six randomly selected centers

were included; concretely there were 16 classrooms. In

each center, the classrooms were numbered and randomly as-

signed either to the experimental or control conditions. The

sampling unit was the school class.

After selecting the schools, a meeting with the schools’

headteachers and teachers of the corresponding age group

took place. After the general presentation of the project,

they decided unanimously to agree to participate in the study.

The decision was made with the acceptance of the parents of

the adolescents involved, after a meeting in which they were

given information on the project. There was no rejection of

participation, nor pretest–posttest attrition. To carry out the

study, there was a research team consisting of the teachers,

who implemented the program in the experimental groups,

and three psychologists who carried out pretest–posttest

assessment tasks. This team attended systematic training

seminars. The training was applied in relation to both the pro-

gram and its assessment. The marking was carried out with

no knowledge of the condition or the hypotheses.
Participants

The sample comprises 285 adolescents, aged 15–16 years,

distributed in 16 groups from six educational centers. From

the entire sample, 162 participants were assigned to the ex-

perimental condition, and 123 participants were assigned to

the control condition. Regarding gender, 153 are male

(53.7%) and 132 are female (46.3%). The Pearson’s chi-

square between condition and sex did not yield statistically

significant differences (c2 ¼ .52, p > .05). Participants

were Caucasian, Catholic, and middle-class.
Intervention program

The program education for peace called ‘‘A Society That

Builds Peace’’ consisted of a weekly 90-minute intervention

session for 3 months, specifically, 10 intervention sessions

were carried out. The intervention was administered to nine

experimental groups (n ¼ 162). The program was incorpo-

rated into the school curriculum, as a part of the subject

‘‘ethics and human development’’ and time-tabled in the

same way as other subjects such as mathematics or physical

education. The intervention sessions were directed by profes-

sors/tutors of each group, who were previously trained to

develop the intervention.

The program had the following as goals: 1) to stimulate in

adolescents the perception and experience of the Basque

Country as a plural and multicultural society; 2) to debate

and reach conclusions about the consequences of the use of

political violence and the conculcation of human rights

both in the people and in the articulation of the Basque soci-

ety; 3) to learn nonviolent strategies to solve human conflicts;

4) to promote sensitivity toward the suffering of victims of

terrorism, and solidarity with them; and 5) to promote a life

project that contemplates among its values dialogue, justice,

solidarity, respect for differences, and peace. The interven-

tion is made up of eight didactic units with the following

themes, and each unit has two activities: 1) what do we

want to know about the sociopolitical reality of our surround-

ings? 2) my group and me in a violent world; 3) giving mean-

ing to peace; 4) difference enriches us; 5) the transformation

of conflicts; 6) human rights; 7) we are with you; and 8)

shared building efforts.

The program uses diverse techniques, such as debates,

role-playing, videos, and brain-storming. An example of

a program activity is ‘‘tennis match: sharing values.’’ In

this activity, one wall of the classroom represents ‘‘yes,’’

whereas the opposite one represents ‘‘no.’’ The group mem-

bers stand in the middle of the classroom and the teacher

reads a statement or sentence out loud, claps his/her hands,

and the group members move to one of the walls, according

to whether they agree with the statement. Later, the teacher

asks the participants why they moved to the respective

pole. When the main arguments have been set out, the teacher

suggests that those who agree with an argument stated by the

other group move to the opposite wall, depending on the ex-

tent to which the arguments of the other group convince

them. They eventually attempt to arrive at a statement upon

which they all agree. By means of this technique, several sub-

jects are discussed, for example: ‘‘Sometimes, the use of vi-

olence is legitimate,’’ ‘‘The people who suffered an attack by

ETA must have done something wrong,’’ ‘‘The death penalty

should not be eliminated because whoever commits a crime

should pay.’’ Another activity consists of watching a video

in which a member of ETA sets a bomb that accidentally kills

his little sister and the debate revolves around the conse-

quences of violence and the identification of nonviolent strat-

egies to solve human conflicts. In another activity, several
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testimonies of victims of terrorist violence (e.g., relatives of

a murdered person) are listened to, and later the situation is

role-played and a debate takes place in which they reflect

about the Basque conflict, the consequences of hatred and

violence, the importance of dialogue, forgiveness, regret,

empathy, and so forth, in solving the conflict.
Measures

ISAP: Incomplete sentences to assess concepts
and prejudices

This instrument [29] comprises a set of 22 incomplete sen-

tences that adolescents should complete quickly, and which

explore the following parameters: 1) attitude toward vio-

lence; and 2) attitude toward prosocial values and behaviors:

justice, pardon, dialogue, and regret. When correcting, posi-

tive cognitions (victims of violence do not deserve what hap-

pened to them; to forgive is wise, it is of great value),

negative or prejudiced cognitions (victims of violence prob-

ably did something to deserve it; it is foolish to forgive), and

neutral cognitions (victims of violence are the result of vio-

lence; forgiving is the way to tell the other that you won’t

take his/her behavior into account) are considered and ap-

praised. Psychometric studies have confirmed ISAP internal

consistency (attitude toward violence: Cronbach alpha¼ .85,

.90, and .92; attitude toward prosocial values: Cronbach al-

pha ¼ .84, .89, and .90). Test–retest reliability (between

r ¼ .46 and r ¼ .59) revealed temporal stability (p < .001).

Correction was carried out independently and in a blind

way by two assessors. For the analysis of between-judge

agreement, the traditional kappa rates were calculated, show-

ing satisfactory results in the all scales (between .89 and .93).

Validity studies [29] have found significant correlations

(p < .001) between acceptance of violence and antisocial be-

haviors (r ¼ .26), empathy (r¼ �.28), the Anger Expression

Index (r ¼ .25), and aggressive behaviors (r ¼ .25).

CONFLICTALK: An instrument for measuring youth
and adolescent conflict management message styles

This self-report [30] is designed to identify the style of

dealing with conflict through the messages used. The test

measures three styles to manage conflicts: self-oriented (im-

plies wanting to do everything one’s own way, and being ag-

gressive and authoritarian when dealing with conflict);

problem oriented (implies interest in finding the cause of

the conflict and in specifically identifying the problem in col-

laboration with the other, with a focus on finding the best so-

lution and using cooperative action); and other oriented

(implies thinking that conflict is always bad, and being pas-

sive when dealing with conflict). The questionnaire presents

18 sentences one could use in a conflictive situation, and the

adolescents are asked to rate each sentence on a five-point

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (I never say things like

that) to 5 (I almost always say things like that). Studies

have shown that the internal consistency of CONFLICTALK

is adequate (Cronbach alpha: problem-oriented ¼ .87,
self-oriented ¼ .81, and other oriented ¼ .63). Validity stud-

ies [19] have found significant correlations (p< .05) between

communication skills and a problem-oriented style of manag-

ing conflicts. Significant correlations (p < .001) were also

found [29] between a self-oriented style and aggressive be-

havior (r ¼ .46), trait-anger (r ¼ .53), Anger Expression In-

dex (r ¼ .42), and between a problem-oriented style and

empathy (r ¼ .42) and cooperative behaviors (r ¼ .28).

QAVIO: Questionnaire of the capacity to analyze causes
and ways of coping with violent behavior

This test [29] assesses the cognitive capacity to identify

causes or factors that generate violence, and the availability

of coping strategies (positive, aggressive, avoidant) to man-

age others’ violent behavior. Participants are asked to list

the causes, situations, or factors that stimulate any kind of vi-

olent behavior, and to state what could be done by a person

who is exposed to violent behaviors to cope with such situa-

tions. Cronbach alpha coefficients showed adequate internal

consistency of the QAVIO (between .70 and .83). Validity

studies have confirmed significant correlations (p< .001) be-

tween the capacity to identify causes that generate violence

and cognitions of rejection of violent behavior (r ¼ .20), as

well as between the availability of many positive coping

strategies and empathy (r ¼ .20). Negative correlations be-

tween the availability of aggressive coping strategies and em-

pathy (r ¼ �.28) were also found. These results reveal test

validity.

QUSOA: Questionnaire of social attitudes
and cognitive strategies

This questionnaire [31] comprises 77 statements referring

to a range of social behaviors. It measures adolescents’ social

competence on nine scales: social conformity, social sen-

sitivity, help–collaboration, assurance–firmness, prosocial

leadership, aggressiveness–stubbornness, dominance, apathy–

withdrawal, and social anxiety. Cronbach alpha coefficients

showed somewhat low internal consistency of the QUSOA

(between .54 and .70). Validity studies have found high cor-

relations between all the scales and the BAS Socialization

Battery [32].
Data analyses

After verifying the basic assumptions (normality, variance

homogeneity, independence), a multivariate analysis of vari-

ance (MANOVA) was performed to determine the existence

of significant differences as a function of gender in all the so-

cioemotional variables in the pretest phase, before the inter-

vention. Moreover, pretest analyses of variance (ANOVA)

were also conducted for each variable. Subsequently, to as-

sess the effect of the program, using pretest scores as covari-

ates, a pre–posttest multivariate analysis of covariance

(MANCOVA) was carried out. A pre–posttest MANCOVA,

to assess the Condition 3 Gender interaction (experimental–

control/males–females) was also calculated. Complementary,
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a pre–posttest analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was imple-

mented for each variable. Data were analyzed using SPSS

15.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL). The dependent variables

(DV) explored were as follows: 1) attitude toward violence;

2) attitude toward prosocial values and behaviors: justice, par-

don, dialogue, and regret; 3) styles to manage conflicts; 4)

cognitive capacity to identify causes or factors that generate

violence, and the availability of coping strategies (positive,

aggressive, avoidant) to manage others’ violent behavior;

and 5) social behaviors (social conformity, social sensitivity,

help–collaboration, assurance–firmness, prosocial leader-

ship, aggressiveness–stubbornness, dominance, apathy–

withdrawal, and social anxiety).
Results

Differences in socioemotional variables
as a function of gender

The pretest MANOVA (Multivariate Pillai) jointly carried

out for the 22 variables revealed significant pretest differ-

ences between males and females, F(1, 283) ¼ 4.52,

p < .001, and the effect size was very large (h2 ¼ .277,

r ¼ .52). An ANOVA for each variable was also calculated,

and the results are shown in Table 1. As can be seen in Table

1, the results reveal significant gender differences in many

variables. First, significantly higher scores were observed

in the females in the following: cognitions of rejection

of violence, prosocial cognitions, problem-oriented or
Table 1

Gender differences in socioemotional variables in the pretest phase

Variable

Males (n ¼ 153)

Mean pretest (SD)

Violence rejection 5.04 (2.06)

Violence acceptance 1.56 (1.53)

Violence neutral 1.48 (1.49)

Prosocial positive 1.89 (1.14)

Prosocial negative 1.11 (1.00)

Prosocial neutral .64 (.81)

Other-oriented conflict solving 12.66 (3.84)

Self-oriented conflict solving 12.08 (4.30)

Problem-oriented conflict solving 16.16 (5.52)

Causes of violence 2.27 (1.28)

Positive coping .99 (.86)

Avoidant coping .41 (.66)

Aggressive coping .41 (.59)

Social conformity 42.34 (8.93)

Social sensitivity 42.24 (7.36)

Help and collaboration 48.95 (8.64)

Assurance and firmness 53.68 (8.09)

Prosocial leadership 17.07 (4.27)

Aggressiveness�stubbornness 28.57 (7.31)

Dominance 13.70 (6.65)

Apathy–withdrawal 26.34 (7.42)

Social anxiety 21.64 (8.41)

SD ¼ standard deviation.

F-value ¼ ANOVA pretest coefficient.
cooperative interpersonal conflict-solving, knowledge about

causes, situations, or factors that stimulate any kind of violent

behavior, knowledge of positive–constructive coping strate-

gies for the violent behavior of others, social conformity be-

haviors, social sensitivity behaviors, and help–collaboration

behaviors. Secondly (Table 1), significantly higher scores

were observed in the males in the following areas: cognitions

of acceptance of violence, self-oriented or aggressive inter-

personal conflict solving, knowledge of aggressive coping

strategies to manage others’ violent behavior, negative social

behaviors of aggressiveness–stubbornness, dominance, and

apathy–withdrawal.
Differential effect of the program in socioemotional
variables as a function of gender

First, the pre–posttest MANCOVA (Multivariate Pillai)

jointly conducted for the 22 variables revealed significant

pre–posttest differences between experimental and control

condition, F(1, 283) ¼ 8.79, p < .001, and the effect size

was very large (h2 ¼ .468, r ¼ .68). Specifically, ANCOVAs

showed that experimental participants significantly (p< .001)

increased their scores in: a) cognitions of rejection of violent

behavior, F(1, 283)¼ 76.03; b) positive cognitions about pro-

social values and behaviors such as justice, forgiveness, dia-

logue, and regret, F(1, 283) ¼ 51.75; c) the capacity to

identify causes or factors that generate violence, F(1, 283) ¼
17.54; and d) positive coping strategies to manage others’ vi-

olent behavior, F(1, 283)¼ 29.72. Moreover, the experimental
Females (n ¼ 132)

F value (1, 283) p ValueMean pretest (SD)

5.56 (1.88) 4.79 .029

.92 (1.23) 14.82 <.001

1.56 (1.38) .19 NS

2.31 (1.12) 9.54 .002

.95 (.90) 1.91 NS

.58 (.85) .41 NS

12.50 (3.31) .12 NS

10.71 (4.16) 7.34 .007

17.83 (5.36) 6.58 .011

2.60 (1.51) 3.01 .046

1.50 (.94) 21.75 <.001

.27 (.52) 3.40 NS

.24 (.47) 7.03 .008

44.56 (8.17) 4.73 .030

45.90 (5.81) 21.11 <.001

52.65 (7.84) 14.04 <.001

54.15 (7.50) .24 NS

17.15 (4.56) .02 NS

25.93 (8.18) 8.17 .005

10.17 (4.98) 24.84 <.001

21.56 (6.77) 31.67 <.001

22.37 (8.35) .52 ns



M. Garaigordobil et al. / Journal of Adolescent Health 44 (2009) 468–477 473
group also significantly decreased their scores in: a) accep-

tance of cognitions of violent behavior, F(1, 283) ¼ 23.24

p < .001; b) negative cognitions about prosocial values and

behaviors, F(1, 283)¼ 34.85, p< .001; c) a self-oriented style

of managing conflicts that implies wanting to do everything

one’s own way, being aggressive and authoritarian when deal-

ing with conflict, F(1, 283)¼ 5.01, p< .05; d) aggressive cop-

ing strategies to manage others’ violent behavior, F(1, 283)¼
14.79, p < .001; and e) aggressive–stubborn behaviors

F(1, 283) ¼ 4.09, p < .05. These results confirm that the pro-

gram significantly promoted various positive changes in the

experimental participants.

Second, the MANCOVA results of the pre–posttest differ-

ences in the Condition 3 Gender interaction were nonsignif-

icant, F(1, 283) ¼ 1.18, p > .05, and the effect size was

medium (h2 ¼ .106, r ¼ .40). This means that, in general,

the change in socioemotional development stimulated by

the program was similar for males and females. The pre–post-

test ANCOVAs of the Condition 3 Gender interaction was

conducted taking into account the a priori differences, and

the results are presented in Table 2. As can be seen in Table

2, the program stimulated very few differential changes as

a function of gender, because in most of the socioemotional

factors, males and females changed similarly. The results

showed significant differences only in positive cognitions

about prosocial values, finding a higher increase of these

cognitions in the boys studied.
Discussion

The results of this study show significantly higher scores

in females in the following areas: cognitions of rejection of

violence, prosocial cognitions, cooperative conflict-solving

style, knowledge about causes that stimulate any kind of vi-

olent behavior, knowledge of positive coping strategies to

manage violence, as well as positive behaviors of social con-

formity, social sensitivity, and help–collaboration. There-

fore, the first hypothesis is ratified almost in its totality.

These results confirm a higher level of socioemotional adap-

tation in females, and point in the same direction as some

studies [1,6], although they contradict the studies carried

out in China, which found no gender differences in prosocial

behavior [3,4]. These discrepancies may be explained by the

cultural differences, that is, a higher development of the con-

cept of cooperation of the Chinese society, which is a part of

the childrearing patterns for both sexes. Moreover, in the

same direction as other studies [19], significantly higher

scores were found in the females for cooperative conflict

solving and significantly higher scores in the males for

aggressive conflict solving.

The results of the study have also revealed significantly

higher scores in males for the following: cognitions of ac-

ceptance of violence, the use of aggressive conflict solv-

ing, knowledge of negative–aggressive coping strategies

to deal with others’ violent behavior, and negative social

behaviors of aggressiveness–stubbornness, dominance,
and apathy–withdrawal. Thus, the results obtained confirm

the second hypothesis completely. According to these re-

sults, in the males there were higher levels of aggressive-

ness, both in cognitive and in behavioral aspects, which

makes their adequate social adaptation more difficult at

this developmental stage. These results ratify those

obtained in other studies that also found more aggressive

behaviors and externalizing behavior problems in males

than in females [8,9,11–13].

Finally, the results confirm that the program significantly

stimulated positive changes in the socioemotional develop-

ment of the experimental participants. Specifically, the pro-

gram increased cognitions of rejection of violent behavior,

positive cognitions about prosocial values and behaviors,

the capacity to identify causes or factors that generate vio-

lence, and positive coping strategies to manage others’ violent

behavior among the experimental participants. The experi-

mental participants also significantly decreased cognitions

of acceptance of violent behavior, negative cognitions about

prosocial values and behaviors, an aggressive style of manag-

ing interpersonal conflicts, aggressive coping strategies to

manage others’ violent behavior, and aggressive–stubborn

behaviors. However, there were very few differential changes

as a function of gender. The males and females changed sim-

ilarly; a significant increase was observed only in the positive

cognitions about prosocial values in the experimental males.

Consequently the third hypothesis is rejected. The third hy-

pothesis proposed that the educational program for peace

would have a greater effect on males as, before the interven-

tion, males would have higher levels of violent cognitions

and behaviors.

In this work, gender differences were studied to appraise

their implications in the design of socioemotional interven-

tion programs. The results have confirmed the efficacy of

the program to prevent violence, in the same direction as

other investigations that have verified the usefulness of inter-

vention programs carried out in school contexts [21,23], and

it can be concluded that it would be necessary to include sup-

plementary modules for males when designing such interven-

tions.

This work emphasizes the existence of gender differences

with higher levels of socioemotional adaptation in females,

whereas the males show higher levels of aggressiveness,

both in cognitive and in behavioral aspects. As yet, we lack

a clear explanation of the causes of these gender differences

and the change between childhood and adolescence. How-

ever, they could be attributed to differences in the childrear-

ing and socialization patterns of men and women. Thus, it can

be assumed that women, at least in western countries in gen-

eral, tend to be socialized in a way that favors the develop-

ment of skills oriented toward warm interpersonal relations,

nonaggressive communication, positive social behaviors,

internal control of anger, empathy, and so forth, to a greater

extent than the men, who are socialized with more permis-

siveness toward external expression of anger, aggressiveness,

dominance, and acceptance of violence. Therefore, the



Table 2

Effect of the program in socioemotional variables as a function of gender

Variable Condition Gender Mean Pre–Post (SD) SE F Value (1, 283) p Value

Violence rejection Exp Male 1.31 (2.08) .19 .02 NS

Female 1.62 (2.35) .21

Con Male �1.15 (2.03) .21

Female �1.47 (1.76) .23

Violence acceptance Exp Male �.46 (1.60) .11 2.05 NS

Female �.33 (.93) .13

Con Male .40 (1.24) .13

Female .02 (1.25) .14

Violence neutral Exp Male �.43 (1.80) .15 .11 NS

Female �.30 (1.72) .17

Con Male �.24 (1.67) .17

Female .25 (1.92) .18

Prosocial Positive Exp Male .92 (1.26) .10 5.38 .021

Female .17 (1.13) .12

Con Male �.76 (1.19) .12

Female �.55 (1.06) .13

Prosocial Negative Exp Male �.77 (1.04) .09 .10 NS

Female �.64 (.77) .10

Con Male �.02 (1.04) .10

Female .11 (.95) .11

Prosocial Neutral Exp Male .17 (1.00) .09 1.48 NS

Female .42 (1.02) .11

Con Male .40 (.91) .11

Female .31 (1.03) .11

Other-oriented conflict solving Exp Male .62 (4.59) .38 .13 NS

Female �.73 (3.17) .44

Con Male �.10 (3.87) .43

Female �.89 (3.53) .46

Self-oriented conflict solving Exp Male �.33 (4.32) .36 .64 NS

Female �.82 (2.85) .42

Con Male .21 (4.50) .41

Female �.47 (3.16) .44

Problem-oriented conflict solving Exp Male .48 (5.79) .54 2.08 NS

Female �.17 (5.40) .62

Con Male �.29 (4.91) .62

Female �.49 (5.47) .66

Causes of violence Exp Male .58 (1.64) .16 2.74 NS

Female .48 (1.68) .18

Con Male �.16 (1.48) .18

Female �.56 (1.78) .19

Positive coping Exp Male .21 (1.17) .10 .14 NS

Female .21 (1.28) .11

Con Male �.45 (.91) .11

Female �.64 (1.12) .12

Avoidant coping Exp Male �.19 (.75) .05 .00 NS

Female �.03 (.67) .06

Con Male �.02 (.73) .05

Female �.07 (.63) .06

Aggressive coping Exp Male �.12 (.60) .06 .56 NS

Female �.12 (.51) .07

Con Male .15 (.84) .06

Female .00 (.57) .07

Social conformity Exp Male �1.21 (10.62) .97 .46 NS

Female .15 (7.52) 1.11

Con Male �2.85 (7.78) 1.10

Female .07 (11.66) 1.17

Social sensitivity Exp Male �1.71 (8.47) .70 .17 NS

Female �.79 (4.96) .81

Con Male �2.16 (6.44) .80

Female �.51 (5.83) .85

(Continued )
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Table 2

Effect of the program in socioemotional variables as a function of gender (Continued )

Variable Condition Gender Mean Pre–Post (SD) SE F Value (1, 283) p Value

Help and collaboration Exp Male �1.29 (9.75) .85 .92 NS

Female �.50 (6.74) .98

Con Male �.23 (7.95) .97

Female �.15 (6.28) 1.03

Assurance and firmness Exp Male �2.55 (8.32) .87 .53 NS

Female �.30 (8.39) 1.00

Con Male �2.37 (8.05) .99

Female .62 (7.70) 1.06

Prosocial leadership Exp Male �.25 (4.20) .55 .02 NS

Female �.64 (4.76) .63

Con Male 1.85 (6.26) .62

Female .47 (4.86) .67

Aggressiveness�stubbornness Exp Male �1.64 (8.63) .78 .07 NS

Female �1.11 (5.96) .89

Con Male �.47 (8.25) .88

Female .42 (6.07) .94

Dominance Exp Male 2.36 (7.21) .60 .38 NS

Female �.77 (3.02) .69

Con Male 2.44 (7.50) .69

Female .45 (5.13) .73

Apathy�withdrawal Exp Male �.33 (8.66) .83 .02 NS

Female �.03 (6.73) .95

Con Male .44 (8.79) .94

Female �1.33 (7.10) 1.01

Social anxiety Exp Male �.92 (7.81) .76 .92 NS

Female �.48 (5.10) .87

Con Male .87 (8.06) .86

Female �.44 (6.34) .92

Mean Pre–post ¼ mean differences pretest–posttest; Exp ¼ experimental (intervention), Con ¼ control; SD ¼ standard deviation; SE ¼ parameter standard

error; NS ¼ nonsignificant.

F value ¼ ANCOVA pretest–posttest interaction Condition 3 Gender.

M. Garaigordobil et al. / Journal of Adolescent Health 44 (2009) 468–477 475
capacity for communication, prosociability, and the control

of anger, aggressiveness, and violence are characteristics

that are linked to the female role rather than to the stereotypic

male role. Consequently, it is recommended to promote

childrearing and socialization patterns of male children to

stimulate the development of skills oriented toward warm in-

terpersonal relations, nonaggressive communication, posi-

tive social behaviors, internal control of anger, empathy,

and so on.

The acceptance of violence in society, and especially in

adolescents, is linked to cultural values that consider violence

a natural means to solve conflicts, particularly among males.

It has been repeatedly shown that people who accept violence

as a natural and spontaneous way to deal with conflicts usu-

ally also defend intolerant or openly violent attitudes toward

minority groups [33]. Adolescents—the fruit of this social-

ized culture of differential expression of emotions as a func-

tion of gender—have chosen two preferential, but not

exclusive, ways of dealing with conflicts for men and

women. In women, conflicts are frequently solved using lan-

guage, dialogue, and empathic responses and expressions of

verbal and physical aggressiveness in response to the model

of power and authority that is culturally acceptable in men.

The results obtained in this study lead us to suggest the

need to reflect on and modify the type of childrearing and
socialization patterns that are promoted in men, because

this may make their socioemotional adaptation more difficult.

Moreover, the results suggest the need to analyze critically

the models of behavior associated with gender that adoles-

cents receive from the mass media (television, the Internet,

magazines, etc.) and that foment these gender stereotypes,

to eradicate the sexist models they present, which mould hu-

man development negatively. These results also confirm the

conceptual perspective of the Positive Youth Development

model, which emphasizes the importance of implementing

programs to promote competences and resources that stimu-

late positive development during adolescence.

Hill and Lynch [34] consider that the differential patterns

of socialization with regard to gender turn into socializing

pressure, and this pressure, more than the typical biological

changes of puberty, explains the socioemotional gender dif-

ferences, especially in adolescence. Programs that promote

(cognitively, emotionally, and behaviorally) more empa-

thetic, prosocial attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors are imple-

mented to promote changes from educational socializing

patterns for both sexes. That is, we expect both males and fe-

males to improve in socioemotional cognitive and behavioral

factors.

The program ‘‘A society that builds peace’’ has been

shown to promote cognitive and behavioral changes in
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socioemotional factors in both sexes, providing adolescents

with better critical and causal reasoning about violence, as

well as less acceptance of it. In addition, although the

changes were very similar for both sexes, the males improved

more in the variable ‘‘positive cognitions about prosocial

values and behaviors.’’ These results support the preventive

capacity of the program with regard to the socialization pat-

terns and patterns of expression of negative emotions, al-

though they also pose some questions. Is it because of the

moderate stability of the socialization patterns that we cannot

observe differential changes as a function of gender after im-

plementing the program? Or does the program itself have

some limitations regarding its duration and the structure of

the modules to facilitate the expected changes? The answer

could be found by extending the duration of the program

and/or by introducing differential complementary modules

for males.

Nevertheless, we consider that the results justify continu-

ing to apply the program or other similar programs, also in

other countries, and to perform long-term assessments and

follow-ups, with the aim that, from a political–social perspec-

tive, adherence to terrorist groups or to groups that back them

in the Basque Country as well as in other countries with sim-

ilar armed conflicts, will stop increasing (or at least, will in-

crease to a lesser extent).

This study has practical educational implications and pro-

vides an intervention tool that enhances the development of

personality during adolescence, and may have a preventive

effect on violent behavior. However, a limitation of this

work is the local nature of the sample, so the need to contrast

these results cross-culturally is suggested; that is, performing

the study in cultural groups with differential childrearing pat-

terns that are habitually accompanied by real and virtual

models that foment these gender stereotypes.

Acknowledgments

This work has been financed by the Direction of Human

Rights of the Basque Government (A-058/DJT2007) and

we wish to thank all the people involved for their help. Like-

wise we want to thank all the teachers and students who par-

ticipated in this study for their cooperation. Authors form

a Consolidate Research Group of the Department of Educa-

tion, Universities and Research of the Basque Government.

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed

to Maite Garaigordobil, Faculty of Psychology, Basque

Country University, Avda de Tolosa 70, San Sebastián

20018, Spain. E-mail: maite.garaigordobil@ehu.es Web:

http://www.sc.ehu.es/garaigordobil

References

[1] Vordach AM. The relationship between emotional competence and so-

cial competence among early adolescents. Diss Abst Intl Sec B Sci Eng

2002;63:1578.

[2] Eskin M. Self-reported assertiveness in Swedish and Turkish adoles-

cents: A cross-cultural comparison. Scand J Psychol 2003;44:7–12.
[3] Ma HK, Shek DTL, Tam KK. A longitudinal study of gender differ-

ences in prosocial and antisocial behavior. Psychologia 2001;44:

139–47.

[4] Ma HK. The relation of gender-role classifications to the prosocial and

antisocial behavior of chinese adolescents. J Genet Psychol 2005;

166:189–202.

[5] Beutel AM, Johnson MK. Gender and prosocial values during adoles-

cence: A research note. Sociol Q 2004;45:379–93.

[6] Pakaslahti L, Karjalainen A, Keltikangas L. Relationships between ad-

olescent prosocial problem-solving strategies, prosocial behaviour, and

social acceptance. Int J Behav Dev 2002;26:137–44.

[7] McMahon SD, Wernsman J, Parnes AL. Understanding prosocial be-

havior: The impact of empathy and gender among African American

adolescents. J Adolesc Health 2006;39:135–7.

[8] Ellis WE, Zarbatany L. Explaining friendships formation and friend-

ships stability: The role of children’s and their friend’s victimization.

Merrill Palmer Q 2007;53:79–104.

[9] Gaoni L, Couper Q, Baldwin S. Defining adolescent behavior disorder:

An overview. J Adolesc 1998;21:1–13.

[10] Lumley VA, McNeil CB, Herschell AD, et al. An examination of gen-

der differences among young children with disruptive behavior disor-

ders. Child Stud J 2002;32:89–100.

[11] Aunola K, Stattin H, Nurmi JE. Adolescents achievement strategies,

school adjustment and externalizing and internalizing problem behav-

ior. J Youth Adolesc 2000;29:289–306.

[12] Costa FM, Jessor R, Turbin MS, et al. The role of social contexts in ad-

olescence: Context protection and context risk in the United States and

China. Appl Dev Sci 2005;9:67–85.

[13] Inglés CJ, Hidalgo MD, Méndez FX, et al. The Teenage Inventory of

Social Skills: Reliability and validity of the Spanish translation. J Ado-

lesc 2003;26:505–10.

[14] Basow SA, Cahill KF, Phelan JE, et al. Perception of relational and

physical aggression among college students: Effects of gender of per-

petrator, target and perceiver. Psychol Women Q 2007;31:85–95.

[15] Williams ST, Conger KJ, Blozis SA. The development of interpersonal

aggression during adolescence: The importance of parents, siblings,

and family economics. Child Dev 2007;78:1526–42.

[16] Black KA. Gender differences in adolescents: Behavior during conflict

resolution task with best friends. Adolescence 2000;35:499–512.

[17] Haugen P. Empathic accuracy and adolescent romantic relationships.

Diss Abst Intl Sec B Sci Eng 2007;67:5404.

[18] Taylor CA, Liang B, Tracy AJ. Gender differences in middle school ad-

justment, physical fighting, and social skills: Evaluation of a social

competency program. J Prim Prev 2002;23:259–72.

[19] Laca FA, Alzate R, Sánchez M, Verdugo JC, et al. Communication and

conflict in young mexican students: Messages and attitudes. Confl Res-

olut Q 2006;24:31–54.

[20] Chandy SR. Best practices and positive youth development program

evaluation of a parenting-based youth violence prevention program.

Diss Abst Intl Sec B Sci Eng 2007;67:4098.

[21] Farrell AD, Meyer AL, White KS. Evaluation of Responding in Peace-

ful and Positive Ways (RIPP): A school-based prevention program for

reducing violence among urban adolescents. J Clin Child Psychol

2001;30:451–63.

[22] Hawkins JD, Brown EC, Oesterle S, et al. Early effects of communities

that care on targeted risks and initiation of delinquent behavior and sub-

stance use. J Adolesc Health 2008;43:15–22.

[23] Jaycox LH, McCaffrey D, Eiseman B, et al. Impact of a school-based

dating violence prevention program among Latino teens: Randomized

controlled effectiveness trial. J Adolesc Health 2006;39:694–704.

[24] Lutenbacher M, Cooper WO, Faccia K. Planning youth violence pre-

vention efforts: Decision-making across community sectors. J Adolesc

Health 2002;30:346–54.

[25] Salazar LF, Cook SL. Preliminary findings from an outcome evalua-

tion of an intimate partner violence prevention program for adjudi-

cated, African American, adolescent males. Youth Viol Juv Just

2006;4:368–85.

mailto:maite.garaigordobil@ehu.es
http://www.sc.ehu.es/garaigordobil


M. Garaigordobil et al. / Journal of Adolescent Health 44 (2009) 468–477 477
[26] Sege RD, Licenziato VG, Webb S. Bringing violence prevention into

the clinic: The Massachusetts Medical Society Violence Prevention

Project. Am J Prev Med 2005;29(5 Supp; l2):230–2.

[27] Lerner RM, Almerigi JB, Theokas C, et al. Positive youth development:

A view of the issues. J Early Adolesc 2005;25:10–6.

[28] Roth JL, Brooks-Gunn J. What exactly is a youth development program?

Answers from research and practice. Appl Dev Sci 2003;7:94–111.

[29] Garaigordobil M. Assessment of the program ‘‘A Society That Builds

Peace’’: Research Report. Vitoria-Gasteiz, Servicio de Publicaciones

del Gobierno Vasco 2008.

[30] Kimsey WD, Fuller RM. Conflictalk: An instrument for measuring

youth and adolescent conflict management message styles. Confl

Resolution Q 2003;21:69–78.
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