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Methods
Alternative Statistical Models 
In addition to preregistered multilevel models presented in the manuscript, we ran three alternative models to check the robustness of the results. We first estimated a country-level structural path model with X = country-level gender equality, Y1 = the country-level mean VBMT score for women, and Y2 = the country-level mean VBMT score for men. In this model, X predicts both Y1 and Y2, and the residual correlation between Y1 and Y2 is freely estimated. Similar robustness check model was used by Ilmarinen & Lönnqvist (2024). Second, we implemented a random-intercept multilevel model using the same country-level X, Y1, and Y2 variables, with data arranged in a double-entry format: Y1 and Y2 were stacked into a single outcome variable Y, with a binary indicator specifying whether each row represented men or women (coded -0.5 and 0.5). Third, we estimated a multilevel model with country-time observations as inputs, structurally similar to the double-entry random-intercept model, but with as many double entries per country as there were ESS survey rounds. This specification allowed us to model random slopes for gender differences. All three alternative approaches used data structures with equal numbers of men and women per country, which makes within-country centering redundant. We used these models to assess the robustness of the preregistered multilevel model results and report the findings in the results section. 

Invariance of regression weights on gender across countries and time
We used a detection-of-misspecification approach within a structural equation modeling framework to test whether, and to what extent, the regression weights of the ten value variables on gender varied across countries and across time when freely estimated rather than constrained (Saris et al., 2009). Misspecification refers to the situation in which constraining these weights to be equal across the examined groups (countries or time points) would lead to an incorrect parameter specification. This approach is informative because it identifies which parameter, in which group, is considered misspecified based on a predefined criterion.
We first estimated models in which an expected parameter change (EPC) in standardized regression weights of magnitude |.10|, if a given parameter were freed (i.e., unconstrained), was taken to indicate misspecification. Under this criterion, we did not identify a single misspecified regression weight among the 390 regression weights examined across countries (10 per country, 39 countries, including those with data from only a single ESS round), nor among the 110 regression weights examined across time (10 per ESS round).
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[bookmark: _Hlk232148276][bookmark: _Hlk232148414]We then adopted a more stringent criterion of EPC |.05|. Using this stricter threshold, we found 25 misspecified parameters (6.4%) across countries, but still no misspecified parameters across time. These results indicate that the comparability of the VBMT constructed with the regularized regression approach is high: very little country-specific information is lost in the VBMT scores, while cross-country and longitudinal comparability of these scores is well preserved. Figure S1 below shows the EPCs of the country-specific unconstrained weights and the mean absolute deviations from the constrained weights.
Figure S1.
Expected Parameter Change (EPC) of Country-Specific Value Regression Weights on Gender as Estimated with Structural Equation Model
[image: A screenshot of a graph
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Results
[bookmark: _Hlk214954059]Table S1
Comparing main and alternative models for value-based male-typicality predicted by GGGI
	
	Multi-level model (main)
	Structural path model
	Multi-level model (countries’ gender mean-levels as input)
	Multi-level model (countries’ yearly gender mean-levels as input)

	
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p

	γ10 (gender difference)
	0.41
	<.001
	
	
	0.40
	<.001
	0.42
	<.001

	b11 (women)
	-0.55
	<.001
	-0.55
	<.001
	-0.55
	.001
	-0.53
	.001

	b21 (men)
	-0.39
	.013
	-0.40
	.007
	-0.40
	.014
	-0.40
	.010

	qb
	-0.20
	.003
	-0.19
	.003
	-0.19
	.007
	-0.16
	.013


Note. For qb, statistical significance is based on interaction term, magnitude is based on difference between z-transformed b11 and b21

Are gender differences in values associated with countries' levels of gender equality? 
GEI
GEI was differentially associated with value-based male-typicality for women and men, γ11 = 0.04, p = .003, 95% CI [0.004, 0.065]. Combining this interaction with the gender-independent negative main effect of GEI on male-typicality, γ01 = -0.09, p = .033, 95% CI [-0.18, -0.01], and scaling the resulting simple slopes by the pooled between-country standard deviation to obtain standardized estimates in a common metric showed that average male-typicality among women, b11 = -0.41, p = .014, 95% CI [-0.74, -0.09], and men, b21 = -0.29, p = .083, 95% CI [-0.61, 0.04], was associated with GEI. In more gender-equal countries, women and men reported, on average, lower male-typical values (i.e., more female-typical values). The effect size for the degree of non-parallelism between these trends was qb = -0.15, 95% CI [-0.31, -0.01], and it was statistically not equivalent to [-0.10, 0.10], p = .763. Overall, our results indicate a negative main effect of gender equality on country-level male-typicality—i.e., increasing female-typicality in values for both men and women as country-level GEI increases. Figure S1 illustrates how the typical analysis utilizing a difference score, plotted alongside gender equality indexes (below), and what constitutes this pattern of gender differences when its components are separated (above).












Figure S2
Associations between Gender Equality Index and Value-Based Male-Typicality
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in gender-based (male) value typicality as a function of country equality levels as measured with GEI. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in gender-based value typicality as a function of the level of country equality as measured with GEI.  


Table S2
Comparing main and alternative models for value-based male-typicality predicted by GEI
	
	Multi-level model (main)
	Structural path model
	Multi-level model (countries’ gender mean-levels as input)
	Multi-level model (countries’ yearly gender mean-levels as input)

	
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p

	γ10 (gender difference)
	0.42
	<.001
	
	
	0.41
	<.001
	0.42
	<.001

	b11 (women)
	-0.41
	.014
	-0.37
	.026
	-0.37
	.037
	-0.40
	.020

	b21 (men)
	-0.28
	.083
	-0.26
	.108
	-0.26
	.132
	-0.27
	.107

	qb
	-0.15
	.026
	-0.12
	.068
	-0.12
	.076
	-0.15
	.045


Note. For qb, statistical significance is based on interaction term, magnitude is based on difference between z-transformed b11 and b21

Are gender differences in values associated with countries' levels of gender equality? 
GDI
GDI was differentially associated with value-based male-typicality for women and men, γ11 = 0.03, p = .042, 95% CI [0.001, 0.061]. Combining this interaction with the main effect of GDI on male-typicality, γ01 = 0.03, p = .530, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.12], and scaling the resulting simple slopes by the pooled between-country standard deviation to obtain standardized estimates in a common metric showed that average male-typicality among women, b11 = 0.05, p = .793, 95% CI [-0.31, 0.40], and men, b21 = 0.16, p = .318, 95% CI [-0.17, 0.49], was not significantly associated with GDI. The effect size for the degree of non-parallelism between these trends was qb = -0.12, 95% CI [-0.24, -0.01], and it was statistically not equivalent to [-0.10, 0.10], p = .634. Our results for GDI indicate no associations between gender-equality and country-levels of male-typicality for men or women. This is in stark contrast to results regarding GEI and GGGI, and most likely a result of the relative operationalization used in GDI as compared to other measures that aim to measure the absolute level of GE. Figure S3 illustrates how the analysis utilizing a difference score, plotted alongside gender equality indexes (below), and what constitutes this pattern of gender differences when its components are separated (above).












Figure S3
Associations between Gender Development Index and Value-Based Male-Typicality [image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in gender-based (male) value typicality as a function of country equality levels as measured with GDI. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in gender-based value typicality as a function of the level of country equality as measured with GDI.  


Table S3
Comparing main and alternative models for value-based male-typicality predicted by GDI
	
	Multi-level model (main)
	Structural path model
	Multi-level model (countries’ gender mean-levels as input)
	Multi-level model (countries’ yearly gender mean-levels as input)

	
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p

	γ10 (gender difference)
	0.42
	<.001
	
	
	0.41
	<.001
	0.43
	<.001

	b11 (women)
	0.05
	.793
	-0.01
	.961
	-0.01
	.962
	0.08
	.635

	b21 (men)
	0.16
	.318
	0.16
	.327
	0.16
	.364
	0.16
	.356

	qb
	-0.12
	.042
	-0.17
	<.001
	-0.17
	.003
	-0.07
	.292


Note. For qb, statistical significance is based on interaction term, magnitude is based on difference between z-transformed b11 and b21

Are gender differences in values associated with countries' levels of economic development? 
GDP
log(GDP) was not differentially associated with value-based male-typicality for women and men, γ11 = 0.02, p = .250, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.05]. Combining this interaction with the gender-independent negative main effect of log(GDP) on male-typicality, γ01 = -0.08, p = .076, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.01], and scaling the resulting simple slopes by the pooled between-country standard deviation to obtain standardized estimates in a common metric showed that average male-typicality among women, b11 = -0.32, p = .056, 95% CI [-0.65, 0.01], but not men, b21 = -0.25, p = .114, 95% CI [-0.57, 0.06], was associated with log(GDP). The effect size for the degree of non-parallelism between these trends was qb = -0.07, 95% CI [-0.22, 0.04], and it was statistically not equivalent to [-0.10, 0.10], p = .382. Figure S4 illustrates how the analysis utilizing a difference score, plotted alongside log(GDP) (below), and what constitutes this pattern of gender differences when its components are separated (above).
















Figure S4
Associations between log(GDP) and Value-Based Male-Typicality [image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in gender-based (male) value typicality as a function of country equality levels as measured with log(GDP). Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in gender-based value typicality as a function of the level of country equality as measured with log(GDP).  


Table S4
Comparing main and alternative models for value-based male-typicality predicted by log(GDP)
	
	Multi-level model (main)
	Structural path model
	Multi-level model (countries’ gender mean-levels as input)
	Multi-level model (countries’ yearly gender mean-levels as input)

	
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p

	γ10 (gender difference)
	0.42
	<.001
	
	
	0.41
	<.001
	0.43
	<.001

	b11 (women)
	-0.32
	.056
	-0.27
	.105
	-0.27
	.118
	-0.32
	.058

	b21 (men)
	-0.25
	.114
	-0.24
	.135
	-0.24
	.165
	-0.24
	.142

	qb
	-0.07
	.250
	-0.03
	.586
	-0.03
	.601
	-0.09
	.196


Note. For qb, statistical significance is based on interaction term, magnitude is based on difference between z-transformed b11 and b21

Table S5
Multilevel models examining the effect of time (years from 2002 to 2023) and gender on value-based gender-equality in European Social Survey
	
	Estimate
	p
	95% Confidence Interval
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	-0.032
	.764
	-0.245
	0.181
	

	Gender
	0.501
	<.001
	0.420
	0.581
	

	Year
	0.005
	.708
	-0.010
	0.020
	

	Gender × Year
	-0.006
	.012
	-0.011
	-0.002
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Random effects
	Variance Estimate
	Standard Deviation Estimate
	Correlation with Gender Random effect
	Correlation with Year Random effect
	Correlation with Gender × Year Random effect

	Intercept
	0.37
	0.61
	-.75
	-.79
	.77

	Gender
	0.04
	0.21
	-
	.56
	-.87

	Year
	0.00
	0.04
	
	-
	-.73

	Gender × Year
	0.00
	0.01
	
	
	-

	Residual
	1.00
	1.00
	
	
	



Note. Gender coded -0.5 for women and 0.5 for men. Year coded: Year of the ESS round – 2002 (Round 1 = 2002 - 2002 = 0, Round 11 = 2023 – 2002 = 21). 



Do countries´ progress in gender equality drive divergence or convergence in values between men and women? 
The question regarding association between GE progress and converge was examined by whether including the time-varying component of GEI and its interaction with gender would alter the conclusions regarding the overall trajectories of value-based gender typicality. 
GEI
The parameter estimates for models without and with time-varying GEI are presented in Tables S6-S7. Neither the main effect of time-varying GEI (γ40 = –0.02, p = .811, 95% CI [–0.23, 0.19]) nor its interaction with gender (γ50 = 0.05, 95% CI [–0.03, 0.12], p = .182) were significantly associated with value-based gender-typicality. The interaction between gender and time (scaled to represent change across the 21-year period from ESS1 to ESS11; estimate = –0.14, 95% CI [–0.23, –0.06], p = .003) remained virtually unchanged and statistically significant after including the time-varying GEI (estimate = –0.15, 95% CI [–0.28, –0.02], p = .023). In other words, the interaction between time and gender appeared essentially the same with and without accounting for progress in gender equality. Similarly, the aggregate time trajectories for women (linear change = 0.18, p = .294, 95% CI [–0.17, 0.54]) and men (linear change = 0.04, p = .773, 95% CI [–0.25, 0.34]) did not change when the time-varying GEI was included. In summary, even if there would be a slight convergence in values across Europe between 2002 and 2023, this convergence would not have been any weaker in the absence of progress in gender equality as measured by GEI.


Table S6
Multilevel models examining the effect of time (ESS Round from 1 in 2002 to round 11 in 2023), gender, and gender-equality on value-based gender-typicality in European Social Survey
	
	Estimate
	p
	95% Confidence Interval
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	-0.04
	.737
	-0.28
	-0.20
	

	Gender
	0.50
	<.001
	0.43
	0.57
	

	GEI
	-0.22
	<.001
	-0.34
	-0.11
	

	Year
	0.01
	.479
	-0.01
	0.02
	

	Gender × GEI
	0.06
	.003
	0.02
	0.10
	

	Gender × Year
	-0.01
	.003
	-0.01
	-0.00
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Random effects
	Variance Estimate
	Standard Deviation Estimate
	Correlation with Gender Random effect
	Correlation with Year Random effect
	Correlation with Gender × Year Random effect

	Intercept
	0.46
	0.68
	-.73
	-.89
	.73

	Gender
	0.03
	0.18
	-
	.68
	-.85

	Year
	0.00
	0.04
	
	-
	-.78

	Gender × Year
	0.00
	0.01
	
	
	-

	Residual
	0.99
	1.00
	
	
	


Note. Gender coded -0.5 for women and 0.5 for men. Year coded: Year of the ESS round – 2002 (Round 1 = 2002 - 2002 = 0, Round 11 = 2023 – 2002 = 21). GEI = Gender-equality Index (reversed Gender Inequality Index, standardized across countries).


Table S7
Multilevel models examining the effect of time (ESS Round from 1 in 2002 to round 11 in 2023), gender, gender-equality, and gender-equality deviations on value-based gender-typicality in European Social Survey
	
	Estimate
	p
	95% Confidence Interval
	

	Fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	0.08
	.530
	-0.19
	0.36
	

	Gender
	0.51
	<.001
	0.42
	0.59
	

	GEI
	-0.12
	.009
	-0.20
	-0.03
	

	ΔGEI
	-0.02
	.811
	-0.23
	0.19
	

	Year
	0.00
	.659
	-0.03
	0.02
	

	Gender × GEI
	0.03
	.039
	0.00
	0.06
	

	Gender × Year
	-0.01
	.023
	-0.01
	-0.00
	

	Gender × ΔGEI
	0.05
	.182
	-0.03
	0.12
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Random effects
	Variance Estimate
	Standard Deviation Estimate
	
	
	

	Intercept
	0.56
	0.75
	
	
	

	Gender
	0.04
	0.20
	
	
	

	Year
	0.00
	0.06
	
	
	

	ΔGEI
	0.32
	0.57
	
	
	

	Gender × Year
	0.00
	0.01
	
	
	

	Gender × ΔGEI
	0.03
	0.17
	
	
	

	Residual
	0.99
	1.00
	
	
	


Note. Gender coded -0.5 for women and 0.5 for men. Year coded: Year of the ESS round – 2002 (Round 1 = 2002 - 2002 = 0, Round 11 = 2023 – 2002 = 21). GEI = Gender-equality Index (reversed Gender Inequality Index, standardized across countries). ΔGEI = Deviations in Gender-equality Index from the country’s average. Random effect correlations estimated but omitted from the table.


Analyses for single values
RQ1. Are gender differences in values associated with countries' levels of gender equality?
Figure S5
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Achievement values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in achievement as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in achievement as a function of the level of country equality. 


Figure S6
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Power values 
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in power as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in power as a function of the level of country equality. 


Figure S7
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Stimulation values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in stimulation as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in stimulation as a function of the level of country equality. 




Figure S8
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Hedonism values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in hedonism as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in hedonism as a function of the level of country equality. 


Figure S9
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Self-Direction values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in self-direction as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in self-direction as a function of the level of country equality. 

Figure S10
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Universalism values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in universalism as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in universalism as a function of the level of country equality. 




Figure S11
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Benevolence values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in benevolence as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in benevolence as a function of the level of country equality. 


Figure S12
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Security values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in security as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in security as a function of the level of country equality. 


Figure S13
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Tradition values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in tradition as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in tradition as a function of the level of country equality. 


Figure S14
Associations between Global Gender Gap Index and Conformity values
[image: ]
Note. Top of the figure: Slopes for women and men in conformity as a function of country equality levels. Circles represent each country with scores for women (in orange) and men (in violet). Bottom of the figure: Difference score between men and women in conformity as a function of the level of country equality. 


Table S8.
RQ1 results for Single Values and Global Gender Gap Index (GGGI)
	
	Gender difference
	Gender × GGGI
	Std. slope women (b11)
	Std. slope men (b21)
	qb
	Type

	Variable
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	

	VBMT
	0.41
	<.001
	0.05
	.003
	-0.55
	<.001
	-0.39
	.013
	-0.20
	.003
	C

	power
	0.22
	<.001
	0.03
	.012
	-0.81
	<.001
	-0.74
	<.001
	-0.18
	.012
	C

	achievement
	0.17
	<.001
	0.01
	.407
	-0.69
	<.001
	-0.66
	<.001
	-0.05
	.840
	

	hedonism
	0.14
	<.001
	-0.04
	.025
	0.16
	.366
	0.04
	.782
	0.12
	.025
	D

	stimulation
	0.18
	<.001
	-0.01
	.459
	-0.15
	.395
	-0.20
	.223
	0.04
	.459
	

	benevolence
	-0.20
	<.001
	-0.06
	<.001
	0.39
	.015
	0.22
	.171
	0.18
	<.001
	B

	universalism
	-0.17
	<.001
	-0.05
	<.001
	0.21
	.193
	0.03
	.875
	0.18
	<.001
	D

	conformity
	-0.03
	.092
	0.03
	.058
	-0.65
	<.001
	-0.53
	<.001
	-0.18
	.058
	C

	security
	-0.17
	<.001
	-0.03
	.004
	0.02
	.915
	-0.07
	.681
	0.09
	.004
	D

	tradition
	-0.15
	<.001
	0.01
	.482
	-0.68
	<.001
	-0.64
	<.001
	-0.07
	.482
	

	self-direction
	0.09
	<.001
	-0.05
	<.001
	0.15
	.363
	-0.04
	.785
	0.20
	<.001
	D


Note. VBMT = value-based male-typicality. Positive gender differences indicate that men score higher. qb = difference between z-transformed b11 and b21.


Table S9.
Results for Single Values and Gender Equality Index (GEI)
	
	Gender difference
	Gender × GEI
	Std. slope women (b11)
	Std. slope men (b21)
	qb
	Type

	Variable
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	

	VBMT
	0.42
	<.001
	0.03
	.026
	-0.41
	.014
	-0.28
	.083
	-0.15
	.026
	C

	power
	0.22
	<.001
	0.02
	.034
	-0.73
	<.001
	-0.67
	<.001
	-0.13
	.034
	C

	achievement
	0.18
	<.001
	0.01
	.324
	-0.62
	<.001
	-0.59
	<.001
	-0.05
	.324
	

	hedonism
	0.14
	<.001
	-0.03
	.123
	0.22
	.237
	0.12
	.403
	0.10
	.123
	

	stimulation
	0.19
	<.001
	-0.01
	.361
	-0.25
	.191
	-0.31
	.052
	0.06
	.361
	

	benevolence
	-0.20
	<.001
	-0.05
	<.001
	0.32
	.049
	0.16
	.343
	0.17
	<.001
	B

	universalism
	-0.17
	<.001
	-0.03
	.031
	0.22
	.181
	0.08
	.651
	0.14
	.031
	D

	conformity
	-0.02
	.006
	0.04
	.008
	-0.52
	.002
	-0.38
	.020
	-0.18
	.008
	C

	security
	-0.17
	<.001
	-0.01
	.403
	-0.64
	<.001
	-0.66
	<.001
	0.05
	.403
	

	tradition
	-0.15
	<.001
	0.01
	.363
	-0.60
	<.001
	-0.55
	<.001
	-0.07
	.363
	

	self-direction
	0.10
	<.001
	-0.05
	<.001
	0.30
	.080
	0.04
	.798
	0.27
	<.001
	B


Note. VBMT = value-based male-typicality. Positive gender differences indicate that men score higher. qb = difference between z-transformed b11 and b21.


Table S10.
Results for Single Values and Economic Development (log(GDP))
	
	Gender difference
	Gender × log(GDP)
	Std. slope women (b11)
	Std. slope men (b21)
	qb
	Type

	Variable
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	p
	

	VBMT
	0.42
	<.001
	0.02
	.250
	-0.32
	.056
	-0.25
	.114
	-0.07
	.250
	

	power
	0.22
	<.001
	0.01
	.198
	-0.54
	<.001
	-0.50
	<.001
	-0.06
	.198
	

	achievement
	0.18
	<.001
	0.02
	.133
	-0.48
	.003
	-0.43
	.005
	-0.06
	.133
	

	hedonism
	0.14
	<.001
	-0.05
	.002
	0.49
	.004
	0.33
	.021
	0.20
	.002
	C

	stimulation
	0.19
	<.001
	-0.01
	.284
	0.10
	.582
	0.04
	.813
	0.06
	.284
	

	benevolence
	-0.20
	<.001
	-0.04
	.002
	0.48
	.002
	0.34
	.032
	0.16
	.002
	C

	universalism
	-0.17
	<.001
	-0.01
	.637
	0.35
	.023
	0.32
	.061
	0.03
	.637
	

	conformity
	-0.03
	.045
	0.04
	.006
	-0.44
	.009
	-0.29
	.071
	-0.18
	.006
	C

	security
	-0.17
	<.001
	-0.01
	.497
	-0.53
	<.001
	-0.56
	<.001
	0.03
	.497
	

	tradition
	-0.16
	<.001
	0.03
	.054
	-0.43
	.006
	-0.33
	.053
	-0.11
	.054
	

	self-direction
	0.10
	<.001
	-0.05
	<.001
	0.60
	<.001
	0.36
	.015
	0.31
	<.001
	C


Note. VBMT = value-based male-typicality. Positive gender differences indicate that men score higher. qb = difference between z-transformed b11 and b21.


[bookmark: _Hlk214955697]RQ2. Do gender differences in values diverge, converge, or remain constant in 20 years of the European Social Survey (ESS)?
Figure S15 
Slopes for women and men in achievement as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 
[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S16
Slopes for women and men in benevolence as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 
[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S17
Slopes for women and men in power as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 
[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S18
Slopes for women and men in stimulation as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 
[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S19
Slopes for women and men in universalism as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 

[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S20
Slopes for women and men in hedonism as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 

[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S21
Slopes for women and men in self-direction as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 

[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S22
Slopes for women and men in security as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 

[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S23
Slopes for women and men in tradition as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 

[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S24
Slopes for women and men in conformity as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023). 

[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.




Country-specific estimates for time and value-based male-typicality
Figure S25
Country-specific linear change estimates from 2002 to 2023 and gender differences in these estimates
[image: ]
Note. Countries with at least five rounds of data are included. Positive (negative) values in linear change indicate change towards increased male-typicality (female-typicality). Positive (negative) values in gender differences in change indicate divergence (convergence).


Country-specific trends for single values
Figure S26
Country-specific slopes for women and men in achievement as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A graph of different colored lines

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S27
Country-specific slopes for women and men in benevolence as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A graph of different types of lines

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S28
Country-specific slopes for women and men in power as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A graph of different numbers

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S29
Country-specific slopes for women and men in stimulation as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A graph of a number of data

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S30
Country-specific slopes for women and men in universalism as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A graph of different numbers

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S31
Country-specific slopes for women and men in hedonism as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A chart of different colored lines

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S32
Country-specific slopes for women and men in self-direction as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A chart of different colored lines

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.



Figure S33
Country-specific slopes for women and men in security as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: ]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S34
Country-specific slopes for women and men in tradition as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A graph of different colored lines

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.


Figure S35
Country-specific slopes for women and men in conformity as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023).
[image: A graph of different colored lines

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.



Table S11.
Marginal Mean Estimates of Gender Mean-Levels, Gender Mean-Level Changes, Gender Differences, and Changes in Gender Differences
	
	Gender × year
	Women
	Men
	Gender difference
	Type

	
	
	2002
	2023
	Δ (2023–2002) 
	2002
	2023
	Δ (2023–2002)
	2002
	2023
	Δ (2023–2002)
	
	

	Variable
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	Est.
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	Est.
	Est.
	p
	Est.
	Est.
	Est.
	p
	
	

	VBMT
	-0.006
	.012
	-0.28
	-0.11
	0.17
	.313
	0.22
	0.26
	0.04
	.760
	0.50
	0.37
	-0.13
	.012
	smaller
	D

	power
	-0.004
	<.001
	-0.09
	-0.04
	0.05
	.583
	0.17
	0.14
	-0.03
	.745
	0.26
	0.18
	-0.08
	<.001
	smaller
	D

	achievement
	-0.004
	<.001
	0.04
	-0.06
	-0.09
	.166
	0.25
	0.07
	-0.18
	.007
	0.22
	0.13
	-0.09
	<.001
	smaller
	B

	hedonism
	-0.010
	<.001
	-0.14
	0.12
	0.25
	.001
	0.06
	0.21
	0.15
	.049
	0.20
	0.09
	-0.12
	<.001
	smaller
	C

	stimulation
	-0.003
	<.001
	-0.09
	0.04
	0.13
	.023
	0.13
	0.20
	0.06
	.293
	0.22
	0.15
	-0.07
	<.001
	smaller
	B

	benevolence
	0.000
	.846
	0.20
	0.14
	-0.05
	.783
	-0.01
	-0.07
	-0.06
	.754
	-0.21
	-0.22
	-0.01
	.846
	ns.
	

	universalism
	-0.002
	.024
	0.17
	0.09
	-0.08
	.676
	0.03
	0.10
	-0.13
	.500
	-0.15
	-0.20
	-0.05
	.024
	larger
	D

	conformity
	0.002
	.024
	0.12
	-0.05
	-0.17
	.076
	0.06
	-0.06
	-0.12
	.171
	-0.05
	-0.01
	0.05
	.024
	smaller
	B

	security
	-0.001
	.271
	0.18
	0.06
	-0.13
	.341
	0.02
	-0.13
	-0.15
	.254
	-0.16
	-0.19
	-0.02
	.271
	ns.
	

	tradition
	0.002
	.153
	0.14
	0.04
	-0.10
	.354
	-0.03
	-0.10
	-0.06
	.538
	-0.17
	-0.14
	0.03
	.153
	ns.
	

	self-direction
	-0.007
	<.001
	-0.03
	0.03
	0.07
	.562
	0.15
	0.06
	-0.08
	.497
	0.18
	0.03
	-0.15
	<.001
	smaller
	D


Note. VBMT = value-based male-typicality. 


Figure S36
Slopes for young women and men (ages 18-29) in gender-based (male) value typicality as a function of ESS round year (Round 1 = 2002, Round 11 = 2023)
[image: A graph of a person and person

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. Solid circles indicate model-predicted estimates for women (orange) and men (violet), while hollow circles represent observed values.





Figure S37
Power analysis comparing simple slope (r = .20) to cross-level interaction (q = 0.20) across different degrees of correlations between mean-levels of men and women
[bookmark: _Hlk214955868][image: A graph with red and blue lines

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
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Mean-level of value male-typicality
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