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Abstract
A growing body of research suggests that volubility—how much a person speaks during a social
interaction—is linked to leadership attainment, such that those who speak more are more likely
to emerge as leaders. Some evidence also indicates that women speak less than men in group
settings, raising the possibility that gender differences in volubility contribute to women’s lower
representation in leadership roles. Across five studies (Nwtal = 1,931), I examined gender
differences in volubility, informal leadership, and preferences for how voice is allocated within
groups. Study 1 found that women spoke less than men and that this disparity mediated the
relationship between gender and leadership attainment. Studies 2a-2b showed that women were
more likely to prefer egalitarian voice allocation and viewed ability-aligned arrangements less
favorably than men. Studies 3a-3b found that a hybrid speaking structure balancing equality and

performance received the strongest support across gender.

Keywords: Volubility, Speaking time, Gender differences, Group dynamics, Leadership,

Egalitarianism, Meritocracy, Rank psychology
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Who Gets the Floor? Gender Differences in Speaking, Influence, and Egalitarian
Preferences in Groups

Across a wide range of group settings, men consistently speak more than women, raising
the question of whether a systematic gender difference in volubility—defined as how much
individuals speak during group interaction—reliably emerges. This pattern has been observed in
academic and professional contexts, where men are approximately two and a half times more
likely to ask questions during seminars (Carter et al., 2018) and pose about 75% more questions
during conference question-and-answer sessions (Jarvis et al., 2022). Similar gender differences
extend beyond modern organizational environments: in contemporary hunter-gatherer societies,
men participate more than women during community meetings and rank up to 67% higher in
verbal influence (von Ruden et al., 2018). Together, these findings suggest that gender
differences in speaking behavior are robust and appear across diverse social and cultural
contexts.

Despite this evidence, much of the existing research comes from naturally occurring field
settings that are difficult to control and may reflect contextual constraints rather than intrinsic
interaction patterns. In many real-world environments, group members do not have equal
opportunities to speak, and concerns about social evaluation or backlash may shape who chooses
to participate (Williams & Tiedens, 2016). Indeed, women who speak more are viewed less
favorably than their less voluble women peers and equally voluble men counterparts (Brescoll,
2011). Critically, the lack of anonymity in prior research makes it difficult to determine whether
observed gender differences in volubility reflect genuine preferences, subconscious conformity

to interaction norms, or strategic self-restraint driven by fear of social punishment for speaking



up. Little is also understood about the reasons why women speak less, including potential gender
differences in how men and women may choose to allocate voice within groups.

To date, relatively little research has examined gender differences in volubility in
controlled, laboratory-like group contexts that both afford all members equal opportunity to
contribute and conceal social identities. By minimizing reputational risk and social evaluation,
such contexts allow for a clearer test of whether gender differences in speaking persist even
when external constraints and anticipated backlash are mitigated. Building on prior work, the
present research has two broad goals. First, I examine gender differences in volubility under
controlled group conditions that allow equal opportunities to speak and minimize reputational
concerns. Moreover, beyond documenting the existence of this gap, the current research
advances the literature by systematically investigating novel questions regarding the
consequences of the volubility gap for influence and leadership outcomes. Second, I begin to
explore the psychological factors that contribute to gender differences in speaking behavior.
Specifically, I investigate gender-based preferences for how voice and influence ought to be
distributed within groups, as well as the design of group structures that may be favored by both
genders by balancing egalitarian and performance-based principles.

From Speaking to Leading: Consequences of Gender Differences in Volubility

One potentially critical consequence of the gender gap in volubility is its impact on
influence and informal leadership within groups. Individuals who speak more tend to exert
greater social influence and are more likely to be perceived as leaders (Mullen et al., 1989).
Indeed, conversational features such as speaking time and interruption frequency can predict
leadership perceptions with remarkable accuracy (Sanchez-Cortes et al., 2010). This association

likely reflects a tendency to interpret frequent speaking as a signal of competence and



confidence, even when actual task ability is held constant (Anderson et al., 2012). Consistent
with this interpretation, volubility has been shown to outweigh objective performance when
people form judgments about who is fit to lead (Nikoleizig et al., 2021). Although prior research
documents both a gender gap in volubility and a gender gap in leadership emergence, these two
patterns have largely been examined in isolation (cf. Loignon et al., 2025). As a result, the extent
to which gender differences in speaking directly contribute to gender disparities in informal
leadership remains in need of systematic empirical testing. In the current work, I posit that
gender differences in volubility may help explain why women are less likely than men to emerge
as informal leaders in group settings (Badura et al., 2018; Eagly & Karau, 1991).
Explaining the Volubility Gender Gap: Psychological and Normative Factors

If gender differences in volubility are consequential for influence and leadership
attainment, an equally essential question concerns what gives rise to this speaking disparity in
the first place. Women’s lower volubility may not reflect lower competence or leadership
ambition (Netchaeva et al., 2022), but instead differences in how men and women believe
decision-making power should be distributed within groups. One possibility is that women are
more likely to favor egalitarian interaction norms that emphasize equal participation and shared
voice, whereas men are more likely to favor ability-aligned norms in which more capable
individuals are granted greater opportunity to contribute. Preliminary evidence for this
divergence in preferences appears early in development, with girls as young as three years old
showing a stronger tendency than boys to allocate resources equally (Benenson et al., 2019). In
adulthood, women are more supportive of income redistribution (Alesina & La Ferrara, 2005)
and are more willing to share earnings with lower-performing competitors (Cassar & Rigdon,

2021a)—a pattern that is particularly pronounced among high-performing women (Cassar &



Rigdon, 2021b). These findings suggest that women may view speaking time as a shared group
resource and, as a result, intentionally limit their own participation to create space for others and
promote collective decision-making.
Closing the Gap: Designing Group Interaction Rules that Work for Everyone

If gender differences in volubility arise from competing fairness ideals rather than fixed
differences in ability or motivation, then modifying group structures to accommodate these
differing preferences may help reduce gender gaps in participation and influence. Rather than
privileging one ideal over the other, a group structure that ensures equal opportunity to
contribute while also allowing expertise to shape decisions may be more broadly appealing and
more effective. This idea aligns with a growing body of research showing that structural features
of work environments can systematically deter women’s participation and advancement. In
particular, prior work on labor markets demonstrates that women are disproportionately less
likely than men to enter highly competitive work settings, even when they are equally qualified
(Niederle & Vesterlund, 2007). Field experiments on job-entry decisions show that competitive
compensation regimes—such as those that emphasize individual competition for pay—can
discourage women from applying, whereas features such as teamwork, reduced uncertainty, and
less overt competition attenuate these gender differences (Flory et al., 2015). Importantly, these
effects do not appear to reflect lower ability or ambition among women, but rather differences in
preferences regarding competition, uncertainty, and the social structure of work environments.

By analogy, group interaction structures that emphasize ability-aligned speaking—where
a small number of high performers dominate discussion—may similarly deter women who hold
stronger egalitarian preferences, not only from speaking but also from wanting to participate

fully or emerge as leaders. In contrast, arrangements that signal inclusion, shared influence, and



fairness may make leadership roles more attractive and attainable. Thus, identifying group
speaking arrangements that balance egalitarian and ability-aligned principles may be critical for
creating environments in which both men and women feel motivated to contribute and lead.
Accordingly, the present research explores speaking arrangements that reconcile these competing
fairness ideals in ways that appeal broadly across individuals, rather than catering to the
preferences of any single gender, and that promote participation, influence, and leadership
emergence for all group members.
The Current Research

The present research consists of a series of studies designed to address several
interconnected goals. First, I sought to document whether a gender disparity in volubility reliably
emerged in group interactions. Second, I examined the consequences of this disparity by testing
whether speaking less was associated with lower informal leadership emergence. Third, I
explored precursors of the disparity by examining factors that may underlie women’s tendency to
speak less and to allow others to take the floor—women may prefer more egalitarian
distributions of voice and decision-making power, whereas men may prefer more ability-aligned
arrangements in which more capable individuals speak more. Fourth, I further probed the
psychological basis for women’s greater apparent preference for egalitarianism, by comparing
men and women’s subjective evaluation of the different speaking arrangements across several
domains, including perceived fairness, anticipated performance, anticipated sense of
belongingness, and leadership aspiration. Fifth, I began to explore ideas for potential structural
interventions—specifically, alternative speaking arrangements that could be implemented in real
groups—that may be favored by most individuals and across genders, and thus, allow both men

and women to thrive while reducing barriers to women’s leadership emergence. Together, these



studies move from establishing the phenomenon of gender gap in volubility, to identifying its
consequences, to tentatively explaining why it occurs, and ultimately to testing promising
solutions. These broader goals guide the development of five general research questions that |
address across studies (for an overview of my research questions, see Table 1).

Study 1 examined whether gender differences in volubility emerge during collaborative
group problem-solving and whether these differences contribute to leadership emergence in
virtual settings. Previously unacquainted individuals were placed into small groups and
collaborated in real time to solve a NASA decision-making task through text-based group
communication. This task is widely used across the social sciences to study teamwork, influence,
and collaboration because it requires groups to share information, negotiate priorities, and reach
consensus (Bottger, 1984; Hall & Watson, 1970). Individuals completed the task independently,
before the group interaction, to capture their objective influence on subsequent group decisions.
The use of an anonymous text-based format allowed “speaking” behavior to be quantified
precisely while minimizing visual and status cues that might otherwise shape interaction. Chat
transcripts were analyzed to assess gender differences in speaking frequency (Research Question
1), and to test whether individuals who speak less are in turn less likely to wield influence and
emerge as informal leaders (Research Question 2).

Studies 2a and 2b shifted focus from consequences to potential precursors of women’s
lower volubility by examining gender differences in preferred decision-making structures
(Research Question 3). Specifically, I surmised that women’s lower volubility could reflect a
preference for more egalitarian approaches to group decision-making, whereas men may prefer
structures in which speaking opportunities are allocated in proportion to one’s demonstrated

ability. To examine this, participants were presented with a hypothetical group task and asked to



choose between two discussion formats: one in which speaking time was distributed equally
among all group members regardless of differences in ability, and another in which individuals
who were more skilled were given greater opportunity to contribute. If women’s lower volubility
reflects a desire to promote shared influence and inclusion, they should be more likely than men
to prefer the egalitarian speaking rule, whereas men should be more likely to prefer the ability-
aligned rule.

In Study 2b (and later in Study 3b), I began to probe the psychological basis that
underlies women’s greater support for egalitarian speaking arrangements and men’s greater
support for ability-aligned speaking arrangements (Research Question 4). I tested how men and
women subjectively evaluate different group discussion structures across several theoretically
relevant dimensions (i.e., their expressed preference), to complement my assessment of their
preferred speaking rule choice (i.e., their stated preference) in other studies. Specifically,
participants evaluated each speaking rule in terms of its perceived fairness, anticipated impact on
team performance, expected effects on teammates’ sense of belongingness and inclusion, and
their own desire to assume a leadership role under each group structure. This approach allowed
me to examine whether men’s stronger support for ability-aligned arrangements may stem from
perceiving these structures as more fair, more effective, or more personally advantageous or
enjoyable for leadership, whereas women may perceive fewer interpersonal or motivational
benefits under such an arrangement. Together, these evaluations help clarify the psychological
factors that may contribute to gender differences in preferences for group interaction norms.

Finally, in Studies 3a and 3b, I extended this work to a more practical domain, in which I
sought to design a group structure that accommodated both egalitarian and ability-aligned

preferences, thereby appealing to all genders and, by extension, reducing barriers to women’s



leadership. Extending the design of Studies 2a and 2b, which offered only two speaking choice
options, I assessed participants’ preference for three speaking rules: a fully egalitarian rule, a
fully ability-aligned rule, and a newly introduced hybrid rule (Research Question 5). Under the
hybrid rule, all group members could contribute equally during an initial round of discussion
regardless of demonstrated skill, after which more skilled members were given additional
opportunities to share their input. This structure preserves equal participation and inclusion early
in the discussion, while still allowing expertise to subsequently define decision-making. By
examining how men and women chose among these three options, these studies allowed me to
identify speaking arrangements—and more generally, associated social norms—that do not cater
to the preferences of any one gender but instead appeal broadly across genders.

The data and analysis scripts for all studies are accessible on the Open Science

Framework (OSF; see https://osf.io/kvews).
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Table 1

Guiding Research Questions Across Studies

Research Question (RQ) Study Method and Variables Study
Measured
RQ1. Do systematic gender differences  Volubility (i.e., speaking frequency) in  Study 1
in volubility emerge during group ad hoc, real-time, task-based group
interactions, such that men speak more  interactions
than women?
RQ2. Does this gender difference in Volubility and informal leadership Study 1
volubility help explain women’s lower  outcomes in ad hoc, real-time, task-
likelihood of attaining informal based group interactions
leadership within groups?
RQ3. What underlies women’s lower Speaking rule preference: egalitarian vs. Study 2a
levels of speaking in group settings? ability-aligned (revealed preference) Study 2b
Specifically, do women hold stronger
preferences for egalitarian distributions
of decision-making power, whereas
men prefer ability-aligned structures in
which more capable individuals receive
greater voice?
RQ4. What psychological factors Subjective evaluation of each speaking  Study 2b
contribute to gender differences in rule in: perceived fairness, anticipated Study 3b
support for ability-aligned speaking team performance, anticipated
arrangements? teammate sense of belongingness, and
desire to lead (stated preference)
RQ5. Is there a speaking rule group Speaking rule preference: egalitarian vs. Study 3a
structure that can bridge the preference  ability-aligned vs. hybrid (revealed Study 3b

divide between genders—such as one
that simultaneously upholds egalitarian
and ability-aligned principles—and
thereby presumably minimize gender
differences in participation and
influence?

preference)

Study 1

Study 1 examined whether gender differences in volubility emerge even in anonymous

group settings in which participants’ identities were concealed, thereby reducing pressures

associated with gender norms and social backlash. Participants engaged in a real-time

collaborative decision-making task through anonymous text-based discussion, allowing speaking
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behavior to be quantified while minimizing visible identity cues. Beyond testing whether men
speak more than women in this context, this study also examined whether volubility mediated
the association between gender and informal leadership attainment within groups.
Method

Participants

In total, 331 participants (198 women; Mage = 33.8 years, SD = 12.3 years) recruited from
Prolific partook in an online live group interaction study for approximately 30 minutes.!
Participants were fluent in English, residents of Canada or the United States (U.S.), and at least
18 years old. They were informed that they would interact with three others via a text-based
group chat in real-time to solve a puzzle. To make the task incentive compatible, teams
competed to earn a performance-dependent monetary bonus prize of £8, in addition to the £3
each participant received as compensation for their individual participation.

The majority of participants (79.2%) identified as White/Caucasian or Asian (n = 181 and
n = 81, respectively), 6.6% (n = 22) were Latin or South American, 6% Black (n =20), 1.5%
multiracial (n = 5), and 6.6% (n = 22) selected the option “other.” All study procedures were
approved by the Human Participants Review Sub-Committee, York University’s Ethics Review
Board.
Procedure

Participants provided informed consent and responded to a brief set of demographic
questions. Next, they completed the Lost on the Moon task individually, where they ranked 15

items for their survival in a hypothetical moon crash-landing scenario from most to least

! Twenty-six individuals were excluded from analyses based on not completing the study in its entirety or failure to
be matched with three other participants to form a group of four. An additional five participants who identified as
neither a man nor woman were excluded from the analyses, given the explicit interest in gender differences for this
research.
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important (Hall & Watson, 1970). Following this, individuals were notified that they would be
matched with three others in real time to complete the same survival task as a team. Before
starting the group interaction, participants reported their goals and expectations for leadership in
the upcoming collaboration portion of the study.

The majority of groups were mixed gender. Eleven teams (13% of all teams) were
comprised entirely of men or women. Deliberation took place virtually via an online group chat.
Teams had 12 minutes to reach a consensus before submitting their final answers. All members
submitted their group’s rankings separately. 2 Once finished, participants responded to questions
probing their experience and perceptions of their teammates.

The Lost on the Moon exercise is commonly used to assess team problem-solving in a
contextually novel problem space where deciphering correct ideas from wrong ones is difficult
(Cheng et al., 2013; Yetton & Bolger, 1982). These circumstances incentivize communication,
deliberation, and idea sharing, which stimulate discussions and enable observation about
gendered patterns in discussion participation and subsequent leadership emergence.

Studying discussion dynamics where identities are concealed can be beneficial for
multiple reasons. Participants are unable to use physical cues to infer competence and confer
social influence accordingly. Instead, they must form their judgements based solely on the
content and rate of others’ contributions during discussion. These conditions also offer a way to
examine speaking behavior in a somewhat “socially sanitized” environment by eliminating social

pressures to act in stereotypically conforming ways (i.e., women may speak more freely,

2 Sixteen groups did not reach a consensus—these teams were excluded from models designed to assess leadership,
as no clear leader could be identified (n = 63 participants). Consensus within a team was operationalized as
occurrences where at least two members submitted identical rankings for all 15 items. In cases where two or fewer
members submitted rankings that deviated from the consensus, those responses were corrected to align with the rest
of the group.
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uninhibited by fear of presenting as too dominant or overbearing). This allows for an explicit test
of true speaking preference.
Measures
Volubility

Volubility was measured as the total number of words each individual typed into the
group text-based discussion (M = 103.82, SD = 68.51). The number of phrases (M = 18.65, SD =
10.56) and characters (M = 516.46, SD = 342.18) typed were collected as alternate measures of
volubility for robustness check purposes.
Objective Informal Leadership

Informal leadership was operationalized as the objective influence each person actually
exercised over their team’s final ranking for all 15 survival items. The degree to which each
group member shaped final decisions was calculated as the sum of the absolute value of the
deviation between their personal ranking at the beginning of the study and their team’s ranking
for each item, multiplied by minus one, such that smaller negative values (closer to zero) reflect
higher informal objective leadership (M = -46.02, SD = 15.79).
Objective Task Performance

Task performance was measured as the correctness of participants’ individual rankings
based on the official NASA Lost on the Moon task answer key. Similar to objective influence,
objective task performance was operationalized as the sum of the absolute difference between
one’s ranking and the correct NASA ranking across all 15 survival items, multiplied by minus
one such that scores closer to zero indicate greater task performance (i.e., greater similarity

between an individual’s ranking and the answer key; M = -51.65, SD = 13.94).
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Desire to Lead

Participants indicated their desire to influence their team’s final decision on a Likert scale

ranging from 1 (“no desire to lead at all”) to 7 (“very much desire to lead”; M = 4.1, SD = 1.5).
Analytic Approach

My primary analysis is a mediation model that examines the effect of gender (predictor)
on leadership emergence (outcome) through volubility (mediator). All regressions were modelled
using cluster-robust standard errors (CRSEs), clustering by group, as a practical solution to the
interdependence of observations and non-constant error variance that typically characterizes
hierarchical data (Cameron & Miller, 2015; McNeish et al., 2017).3 Unless otherwise specified,
all reported coefficients (P) are standardized beta coefficients. Confidence intervals for the
associated parameter estimates were derived using the nonparametric bootstrapping method,
which resampled groups 1,000 times with replacement.

The data were uploaded to R (version 4.4.0) using the readx! package (Wickholm, 2019a)
and cleaned with dplyr (Wickholm, 2019b; Wickholm et al., 2019c¢). The psych package
facilitated the calculation of means and standard deviations (Revelle, 2025). Levene’s test
statistics were obtained using the car package (Fox & Weisberg, 2019). Mediation models with
cluster-robust standard errors were built using the mediation (Tingley et al., 2014), Imtest
(Zeileis & Hothorn, 2002) and sandwich packages (Zeileis et al., 2020). A and b path

coefficients with robust standard errors were modelled using the estimatr package (Blair et al.,

3 Independence of observations and homoscedasticity are two key assumptions in ordinary least squares (OLS)
estimation. Failure to account for violations of these assumptions can produce biased estimates of the standard error
and invalidate associated confidence interval estimates, given that confidence intervals are derived from the standard
error. The cluster-robust method of standard error estimation is a common approach when dealing with the
inconveniences of correlated data and non-constant error variance when fixed effects, but not random effects, are of
interest (as is the case in the present research; McNeish et al., 2017). This method reduces the type 1 error rate by
adjusting standard error estimates, often making them more conservative, to account for within-group variability
when examining between-group differences.
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2025). Cohen’s ds were calculated using effectsize (Ben-Shachar et al., 2020) and ggplot2 was
used to create the boxplot (Wickham, 2016).

Results
Do Systematic Gender Differences in Volubility Emerge During Group Interactions, Such
That Men Speak More Than Women (RQ1)?

As I hypothesized and consistent with previous research, men were more voluble
(operationalized as typing more words) during the group discussion, #(232.28) =2.33, p=.02, d
=0.27,95% CI [0.05, 0.50] (see Figure 1).# Importantly, however, this gender disparity in
volubility cannot be attributed to differences in leadership aspiration or objective task
performance. Men and women expressed similar interest in influencing their team’s decisions
during the collaboration portion of the study, #329) =1.32, p=.19,d = .15, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.37]
(see Figure 2), and did not differ in their objective performance on the survival task, #(329) =

1.45,p=.15,d=0.16, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.38].

4 The same qualitative results emerged when dropping four outliers who were more than three standard deviations
above the mean volubility from analyses. Among the trimmed subset (N1 = 264), men typed more words than
women, #195.42)=2.36,p=0.02,d=0.31, 95% CI [0.06, 0.56].
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Figure 1
Study 1: Men Are More Voluble Than Women
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Note. The red dots represent the mean number of words typed by men and women in the virtual
group chat, respectively. Mean values are listed to the immediate right of each box. The enlarged
horizontal line immediately below the red dot represents the median, with whiskers (i.e., vertical
lines spanning outward of each box) signifying the 95% confidence interval. The same
qualitative results emerge when excluding outliers (n = 4) who were more than three standard

deviations above the mean volubility from analysis—men were more voluble than women.
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Does the Gender Difference in Volubility Help Explain Women’s Lower Likelihood of
Attaining Informal Leadership Within Groups (RQ2)?

A mediation model tested whether volubility (mediator) causally influenced the effect of
gender (independent variable) on leadership attainment (outcome variable). One thousand
bootstrapped samples were drawn with replacement to estimate the 95% confidence intervals for
the model effects.>

Volubility (total word count) mediated the effect of gender on leadership attainment, and
this effect was statistically significant (indirect effect = -0.07, bootstrapped 95% CI [-0.15, -
0.01], p = .02). Men spoke more than women, and their higher volubility led to more leadership
(see Figure 2).°

Notably, the total effect of gender on leadership did not reach statistical significance (f =
-0.22,95% CI [-0.15, -0.01], p = .07). Nor did the direct effect (5 =-0.15, 95% CI [-0.39,

0.08.], p = .20). Although Baron and Kenny’s (1986) popular approach to mediation stipulates a
statistically significant direct effect and total effect should be present (in addition to non-zero a
path and b path coefficients), modern approaches to mediation have demonstrated ways in which
statistically significant indirect effects may present in the absence of these effects (Hayes, 2009;

Kenny & Judd, 2014; Shrout & Bolger, 2002; O’Rourke & MacKinnon, 2018).” Therefore, the

5 The confidence interval for the indirect effect can be derived by treating the sample as a population. This is
achieved by resampling the sample (in this case, 1,000 times) with replacement to generate the sampling distribution
of the indirect effect from which a 95% confidence interval is calculated (Bollen & Stine, 2009; Hayes, 2009). This
method, otherwise known as bootstrapping, is particularly useful because it is not founded on the assumption that
the sampling distribution of the indirect effect is normal (unlike the parametric Sobel test). Although the a path (X
— M) and b path (M — Y) are typically normally distributed, their product (the indirect effect) is often not
(MacKinnon et al., 2004).

® The same qualitative results were obtained when I removed the four participants whose word counts were above
three standard deviations from the mean (N = 264). Volubility continued to significantly mediate the effect of
gender on leadership attainment (indirect effect = -0.07, bootstrapped 95% CI [-0.160, -0.002], p = 0.04).

7 In the present case, despite the large sample size, the power to detect an indirect effect is much larger than the
power when testing the total effect. This is likely why the total effect did not reach statistical significance (O’Rourke
& MacKinnon, 2018).
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identified causal influence of gender on leadership through volubility should be considered

meaningful.

Figure 2

Study 1: Volubility Mediates the Effect of Gender on Leadership Attainment

B =-0.35%*
95% CI [-0.57, -0.11]

Word Count B=0.20%*
95% CI[0.05, 0.35]

Gender —> Leadership

Indirect Effect = -0.07*
95% CI [-0.15, -0.01]

Note. Mediation model showing the hypothesized mediating role of volubility in explaining the
association between gender (coded as “0” for men and “1” for women) and leadership emergence
(N =268 in 67 groups). All model coefficients are standardized. Word count represents the total
number of words an individual typed during the group discussion. The indirect effect was
calculated using 1,000 bootstrapped samples. Significance levels p < .01 and p < .05 are denoted

by “**” and “*”, respectively.

Robustness Checks

I ran two additional mediation models to ascertain the robustness of the mediating effect
of volubility found above when volubility was operationalized as word count. Both sets of
results—based on phrase count and character count—produced the same qualitative results. A

significant, non-zero mediating effect was found for both phrase count (indirect effect = -0.05,
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bootstrapped 95% CI [-0.12, 0.00], p < .05) and character count (indirect effect = -0.07,
bootstrapped 95% CI [-0.15, -0.01], p = .01), when they were entered as mediators of the
association between gender and leadership emergence.
Discussion

Study 1 tested whether gender differences in volubility persist in an environment in
which people’s identities were concealed. Despite prior evidence that men are more voluble than
women (e.g., Carter et al., 2018; Jarvis et al., 2022; von Ruden et al., 2018), prior research has
been limited in its ability to disentangle speaking behavior from pressures to conform to gender
norms, which are more salient in in-person group situations where identities are more readily
observable. The present study addressed this limitation by examining participation in an
anonymous group context and found that women continued to speak less than men in this setting.
Moreover, I found that not only did men systematically speak more, but this behavioral
difference predicted an advantage in leadership attainment compared to women. These insights
parallel research exploring the effect of volubility on social influence in face-to-face situations,
which link higher volubility to increased leadership (Anderson et al., 2012; Loignon et al., 2025;
MacLaren et al., 2020; Sanchez-Cortes et al., 2010; Sanchez Cortes et al., 2012). Importantly,
these effects emerged despite lack of a gender difference in domain expertise or desire to lead
one’s team. Women’s skill level was statistically indistinguishable from that of men, indicating
objective task performance was not a prerequisite for leadership in these groups. Women also
expressed equivalent aspirations to influence decisions as men; this finding is particularly
relevant as it counters meta-analytic work suggesting women’s lesser prominence as leaders

could be tied to their lower desire to lead (Netchaeva et al., 2022). Given women’s divulged
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eagerness to lead, it is imperative to identify why their (speaking) behavior operated in ways that
were non-conducive to leadership acquisition.

Arguably, the anonymous design element of the group interaction in this research
reduced (if not eliminated entirely) the pressure to conform to gender roles as gender identities
were concealed from other participants (Brescoll, 2011; Williams & Tiedens, 2016); this
strengthens my confidence that women participated in the group discussions at the rate they
desired, and at a lower degree of hindrance by social pressures characteristic of in-person
collaboration. Yet, why women may deliberately speak less than men remains largely
unanswered. Identifying the primary motivation for women’s lower volubility, relative to men, is
essential to advancing the current understanding, which largely attributes women’s lower
participation rate to gendered social norms. On a more applied note, understanding the
underpinnings of women’s lower volubility is essential to developing interventions targeted at
reducing the gender gap in discussion participation in professional settings and, in turn,
increasing women'’s entry to leadership. I pivot to this question next and in the following studies
begin to explore the role of preferences in shaping men’s and women’s speaking behavior in an
effort to understand why women often speak less than men in group situations.

Study 2

While a number of factors may be at play, one reason why women often speak less than
men in group situations is women’s greater preference for egalitarian social norms, leading them
to regulate their own participation in ways that create greater space for others to contribute. I
explored this possibility in the present research by testing whether women show greater
preference for discussion structures that distribute speaking opportunities equally across group

members, regardless of relative differences in ability or performance. This prediction is tested
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across two studies—Study 2a and Study 2b—by surveying men’s and women’s endorsement of
two distinct discussion arrangements: one that allocates speaking opportunity equally across
members, and an ability-aligned format that affords highly skilled members more opportunity to
speak.

In addition, I examined two questions for exploratory purposes. First, I examined whether
gender differences in speaking-rule preference varied as a function of self-perceived
performance or ability, given the possibility that high-performing men and women may differ
especially strongly in whether they prefer to translate their ability into greater voice, whereas the
gender gap may be minimal among lower performers. Second, I administered a battery of
questionnaires designed to assess individual differences in self-reported egalitarian attitudes
(e.g., social dominance orientation, support for gender equality) in order to test whether these
beliefs may be associated with participants’ preferred discussion arrangement choice.

Study 2a
Method
Participants

A sample of 201 participants (50.7% women; n = 102), averaging 43 years of age (SD =
12.2) took part in the current study which was advertised as an inquiry concerning preferences
about group work.® Participants were recruited through Prolific. The ethnic breakdown of the
sample was 65.7% (n = 132) White/Caucasian, 11.4% (n = 23) Black, 6% (n = 12) Chinese, 5%
(n = 10) Hispanic/Latine, 5% (n = 7) South Asian, 2% (n = 4) mixed origin/multiracial, 1.5% (n
= 3) Southeast Asian, 1%, (n = 2) Filipino, 1% (n = 2) West Asian, 0.5% (n = 1) Arab, and 2.5%

(n=15) selected the option “other.”

8 Three and five individuals incorrectly responded to the first and second attention checks, respectively. These
responses (n = 8) were excluded from analyses.
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Participants were informed they would be asked to envision hypothetical scenarios and
respond to questions about their preferences for leadership under the imagined circumstances.
£0.5 was provided as compensation. English fluency, Canadian or American residence, and an
age of 18 years or older were mandatory prerequisites to participate; respondents were pre-
screened through Prolific based on these criteria. The Human Participants Review Sub-
Committee, York University’s Ethics Review Board, formally approved all study methods before
data collection commenced.

Procedure

Participants were first presented with instructions for the same Lost on the Moon task
used in Study 1. They were asked to imagine working with three hypothetical group members to
solve the task via a synchronous online text-based chat.” Then, participants were asked to
anticipate their performance in terms of relative rank within the group and indicate their desire
and expectations for leadership in the hypothetical scenario. Next, they selected their preferred
speaking arrangement in the context of the group interaction and concluded the survey by
completing a battery of egalitarianism scales.

Measures
Speaking Arrangement Style Preference

Decision-making style preference was measured by surveying the endorsement of two

speaking rules presented to participants in the form of a table (see Table 2).!° Hypothetical task

performance was denoted by a column that listed performance scores for four group members

° The hypothetical conditions of the group exercise were designed to mirror the method of Study 1. The imagined
nature of the group task makes the true rank of the responder ambiguous and allows for a more accurate test of true
decision-making preference, given that individuals do not know where they rank in their respective groups.
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that ranged from 45% (least skilled) to 90% (most skilled).!! The two right-most columns
outlined different ways in which the group could collaborate to solve the survival task. In the
first arrangement (ability-aligned rule), highly skilled members had more opportunities to
contribute to the discussion (indexed by a higher allotted word count). In the second arrangement
(egalitarian rule), word count was distributed equally across members, allowing for equal
contribution to the group discussion regardless of relative performance score. Note that the word
count permitted for both arrangement options across all group members always totaled 500
words. Only the distribution of words allocated across members varied with respect to

performance score between arrangements. '2

! Task performance varied in the scenario to ensure the egalitarian arrangement was costly and truly elicited
egalitarian preference. Equalizing the number of words that high and low performers can contribute during the
deliberation process suppresses the decision-making influence of more knowledgeable members which creates a
trade-off: equalized opportunity to contribute at the expense of taking decision-making opportunity away from more
skilled contributors.

12 To control for order effects, one of two versions of the arrangement table were randomly displayed to participants.
The content across both tables was identical. Only the order of the columns that detailed the speaking arrangement
options varied. Randomly counterbalancing the order that the egalitarian and less egalitarian designs were presented
helped control for response bias favoring the first listed choice (Miller et al., 1998).
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Table 2

Studies 2a and 2b. Speaking Rule Options for a Hypothetical Group Problem-Solving Activity

Words I want to allocate to each member

Performance score (0-100%) Option A Option B
Member C 90% 250 words 125 words
Member B 75% 125 words 125 words
Member D 60% 75 words 125 words
Member A 45% 50 words 125 words

Note: Participants viewed one of two speaking arrangement options for a hypothetical group
problem-solving task. The performance score column depicts each group member’s hypothetical
performance score on a survival task, wherein higher values reflect greater task performance. In
Option A, speaking time was allocated based on performance scores. In Option B, speaking time

was allocated equally, regardless of skill.

Self-Reported Egalitarian Preference

Social Dominance Orientation (SSDO). A shortened version of the SSDO (Pratto et al.,
2013), which is comprised of four items, was adapted to assess attitudes towards social
dominance (e.g., “in setting priorities, we must consider everyone in a group”).'3 4 This scale,
despite shortened, demonstrates strong validity across nations and cultures (Pratto et al., 2013).
Greater endorsement of social dominance is associated with lower willingness to protect
minorities, support the poor, and promote women leaders. The four-item composite demonstrated

good internal consistency (a = .85, average inter-item » = .60; M = 5.5, SD = 1.4).

13 The SSDO item verbiage was modified to better align with Study 2’s focus on within-group dynamics. The SSDO
targets group-level beliefs. For example, instead of “in setting priorities, we must consider all groups”, the item was
rephrased to “in setting priorities, we must consider everyone within a group.” The original 7-point Likert scaling for
SSDO items was preserved.

14 The SSDO uses items from an earlier iteration of the SDO—SDQs. Each item maps onto one of the four
dimensions included in the most recent version of the scale (SDO7; Ho et al., 2015). These dimensions include: pro-
trait dominance, con-trait dominance, pro-trait antiegalitarianism, and con-trait antiegalitarianism.
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Societal Egalitarianism. A subset of five items from the American National Election
Studies Survey (ANES; 2020) measured beliefs about equality on a 5-point Likert scale where 1
indicated “strongly agree” and 5 indicated “strongly disagree” (e.g., “if people were treated more
equally in this country, we would have fewer problems”). The subsequent societal egalitarianism
composite demonstrated a strong internal consistency (o =.92) and average inter-item correlation
(r=.69;,M=4,SD=1.1).1

Economic Egalitarianism. Five items were adapted from prior work (Wiwad et al.,
2019) to measure attitudes about economic inequality (M = 5.3, SD = 1.7).'® Each item was rated
on a 7-point Likert scale where higher scores reflect reducing economic inequality and endorsing
egalitarian economic policies (e.g., “we need to do everything possible to reduce economic
inequality in the world today”). The five items were averaged to create an economic
egalitarianism composite with high internal consistency (a = .95; average inter-item » = .80).

Gender Equality. Gender equality was captured with three items originating from the
Taylor Nelson Sofres Gallup poll (Jakobsson et al., 2010; e.g., “do you think that gender equality
is important?”). Higher values reflect greater support for gender equality (M = 7.6, SD = 1.8).

The composite showed relatively weak internal consistency (o = .60; average inter-item r = .34).

15 The ANES matrix response options are scaled in the direction opposite of the SSDO (presented immediately
before) and the Wiwad (2019) items (presented directly after) to promote attentive responding. Since the ANES and
SSDO measure similar constructs at different levels (group vs. societal), responses should be positively correlated.
Negative correlations at the participant level could reflect straight lining or inattentive responding. In addition, an
instructed response item (IRI) was embedded in the ANES question matrix to assess attentiveness toward the end of
the survey (Hauser et al., 2018; Gummer et al., 2021; Oppenheimer et al., 2009; Shamon & Berning, 2020). Five
individuals failed to respond correctly—their data were excluded from all analyses.

16 In addition, two items from the International Social Survey Program (ISSP; 2018) were administered to assess
economic egalitarianism. Given the two-item composite demonstrated lower internal consistency (o = 0.61; average
inter-item » = .47) than the primary measure adapted from Wiwad and colleagues (2019), it was dropped from
subsequent analyses.
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Self-Perceived Performance

Participants ranked their self-perceived performance on the Lost on the Moon survival
task relative to three random others. Respondents selected a number from 1 to 4 to indicate their
rank, where response options ranged from “1—I would be the top performer” to “4—I would be
the bottom performer” (M = 2.8, SD = 0.7). In the analyses reported below, individuals who
placed themselves in rank 1 or 2 were considered ‘top performers’, whereas those who placed
themselves in ranks 3 or 4 were considered ‘bottom performers.’

Analytical Approach

Speaking rule preference was first assessed descriptively by looking at the spread in
endorsement percentage across genders and arrangement options. To formally analyze these
data, I next used binomial logistic regression models to test whether gender predicted speaking
arrangement choice.!” As in previous studies, R version 4.4.0 was used to analyze the data. The
data were cleaned first in Excel, then loaded into R with the readx! package (Wickholm 2019a).
18 Scale items were transformed into composites using dplyr (Wickholm 2019b, Wickholm et al.,
2019c). The psych package facilitated the calculation of means, standard deviations, and the
assessment of internal consistency for the battery of egalitarianism measures (Revelle, 2025).
Cohen’s d was calculated using effectsize (Ben-Shachar et al., 2020). I used the glm() function
from base R to conduct logistic regressions. Base R was also used to perform the chi-square
analyses alongside the /sr package which calculated Cramér’s Vs (Navarro, 2015). To create the

bar graphs that illustrate speaking arrangement preferences across gender and perceived

17 Generalized linear modelling was conducted due to the binary categorical dependent variable and predictor.
18 Eight inattentive responders who failed to correctly answer at least one (of two) IRIs were excluded from
analyses.
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performance, I used the packages scales (Wickham et al., 2025), ggplot2 (Wickham, 2016), and
RColorBrewer (Neuwirth, 2022).

Results
Do Women Hold Stronger Preferences for Egalitarian Distributions of Decision-Making
Power, Whereas Men Prefer Ability-Aligned Structures in Which More Capable
Individuals Receive Greater Voice (RQ3)?

The gender breakdown of preferred speaking arrangement choice is shown in Figure 3.
As expected, descriptively, slightly more than half of the women in the sample—56.9% (n =
58)—preferred the egalitarian speaking arrangement, whereas 43.1% (n = 44) of women chose
the ability-aligned arrangement option. Also as expected, men demonstrated the opposite pattern:
nearly three fifths (59.6%; n = 59) opted for the discussion structure that prioritized top
performers by giving them more voice during the group discussion, and 40.4% (n = 40) chose the
egalitarian distribution of decision-making power.

To formally test for a gender difference in choice, I used a binomial logistic regression
model to regress speaking arrangement (ability-aligned vs. egalitarian; the binary outcome) on
gender (women coded ‘1’ and men coded ‘0’°; the dummy-coded predictor). Consistent with the
descriptive results, women had 94% higher odds of choosing the egalitarian speaking

arrangement compared to men, OR = 1.94, SE =0.29, 95% CI [1.11, 3.43], p = .02.
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Figure 3

Study 2a: More Women Prefer Egalitarian Speaking Arrangements Than Men
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Note. Bars represent the within-gender percentage of men (n = 99) and women (n = 102) in their

choice of egalitarian or ability-aligned speaking arrangement.

Exploratory Analysis: Examining Speaking Arrangement Choice by Gender and Self-
Perceived Performance

Next, I explored whether the observed gender difference in arrangement preference found
above varies for those with high versus low self-perceived performance. Figure 4 illustrates the

gender breakdown in speaking arrangement choice by self-perceived performance.
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Among top performing women (n = 56), 63.5% (n = 36) preferred the egalitarian
arrangement over the ability-aligned one (35.7%; n = 20). By contrast, top performing men (n =
72) demonstrated the opposite trend, as more than half (58.3%; n = 42) chose the ability-aligned
design, whereas a minority of 41.7% (n = 30) chose the egalitarian option. Indeed, a chi-square
test of independence confirmed that the association between gender and arrangement preference
among this group of high performers was statistically significant, y*(1, N =128) = 6.45, p = .01,
Cramér's V = 21.

Examining gender differences in choice among low performers, interestingly, the
association between gender and arrangement choice did not extend to this group, ¥*(1, N=73) =
0.08, p = .37, Cramér's V = .08. Over half (52%; n = 24) of women bottom-performers (n = 46),
and over half (63%; n = 17) of men bottom-performers (n = 27), chose the ability-aligned
arrangement, relative to the 47.8% (n = 22) and 37% (n = 10) who chose the egalitarian
arrangement, respectively.

These data suggest that gender differences in arrangement preference may be most
pronounced among individuals who perceive themselves to be high performers. However, this
conclusion should be interpreted cautiously. Relatively few men classified themselves as lower
performers compared to women, #199) =2.53, p = .01, d = 0.36, 95% CI [0.08, 0.64], resulting
in substantially lower statistical power to detect gender differences within this subgroup. In fact,
72.7% (n = 72) of all men reported that they would rank as one of the top two members in the
group. In contrast, women’s relative performance projections were more equally split with
54.9% (n = 56) anticipating ranking among the top two performers. Consequently, the absence of
a significant gender effect among lower performers should be viewed as tentative until replicated

with larger samples.
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Figure 4

Study 2a: Gender Differences in Speaking Arrangement Style Preferences Across Self-Perceived

Performance
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Note. The bar graph illustrates the proportion of men (n = 99) and women (n = 102) within each
gender who preferred each type of speaking arrangement across levels of self-perceived
performance in a hypothetical group of four participants. “Bottom Performer” refers to
participants who estimated their own performance to fall in ranks 3 or 4, and “Top Performer”

refers to participants who estimated their own performance as rank 1 or 2.
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Exploratory Analysis: The Association Between Self-Reported Egalitarian Attitudes and
Choice of Preferred Decision-Making Arrangement

To examine whether the association between choice of speaking arrangement—which
may be considered a more behavioral expression of true preference that is less biased than self-
reports prone to biases and impression management—is associated with self-reported egalitarian
attitudes, I examined the point-biserial correlations between each egalitarianism measure and
binary speaking arrangement choice (ability-aligned = 0, egalitarian = 1). None of the self-
reported egalitarianism measures were significantly associated with speaking arrangement choice
(ps ranged from .61 to 1.00).1920

Discussion

Study 2a explored whether men and women have different preferences about how voice
should be allocated within groups during the decision-making process. The present work extends
Study 1 in search of a possible explanation for women’s lower volubility beyond what is often
assumed in the literature—that women’s speaking behavior is largely governed by a social
pressure to conform to gendered norms (Brescoll, 2011)—as the fear of backlash effect is less
compatible with Study 1 findings when participants’ identities are concealed. As predicted, this
study revealed that women preferred the conversation structure that distributed speaking
opportunities equally within groups, despite variance in within-group task performance. By
contrast, men preferred conversation structures that prioritized more knowledgeable members by

allocating them more time to speak during the decision-making process. Interestingly, the

19 Economic egalitarianism was not associated with speaking rule choice, r,,(199) = .02, p = 1.00. Social dominance
orientation did not predict speaking arrangement preference, either, r,,(199) = .06, p = 1.00. Social equality, b
(199) = .00, p = 1.00, and self-reported gender equality beliefs, rp5(199) = .04, p = .61, likewise showed no
statistically significant association with speaking arrangement choice.

20 Independent-samples #-tests revealed that women scored significantly higher than men on attitudes toward gender
equality, #(184.67) = -2.25, p = .03, d =-0.32, 95% CI [-0.60, -0.04]. There were no gender differences in attitudes
toward economic egalitarianism, social dominance orientation, or societal egalitarianism.
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gendered effect on arrangement preference appears to be performance-dependent. Notably, these
gendered patterns are most pronounced among high-performers: whereas top performing women
preferred to share the floor with others—despite the egalitarian speaking arrangement offering
them less power to influence group decisions—top performing men instead preferred the ability-
aligned speaking arrangement. There was no statistically significant association between gender
and choice among self-perceived bottom performers.

From a bird’s-eye view, Study 2a provides preliminary evidence that men and women
feel differently about how decision-making power should be shared in small groups. Tying these
insights to Study 1, the attitudinal divergence towards asymmetrical participation rate during
group discussions in Study 2a mirrors the directionality of the gender difference in participation
rates and consequent leadership disparity illustrated during the previous group interaction. Here,
men are more welcoming of conversation dynamics that allocate more speaking time to some
members over others. As revealed in Study 1, they are also more likely to be the members who
dominate discussions. Importantly, women’s preference to share the speaking floor coincides
with their lesser likelihood to dominate conversations, and ultimately, influence group decisions.
This raises the possibility that women may deliberately choose to be less voluble with the
intention of leaving space for others to participate during the decision-making process.
Consequently, their desire to share the conversation space with others may undermine their
ability to shape the course of discussions and, ultimately, attain social influence.

Although the present findings reveal a gender difference in decision-making power
allocation preference, given the moderate sample size, it remains uncertain whether these
patterns represent both populations. Further research is needed to verify whether these results

generalize to a larger sample—an issue I turn to in the next study.
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Study 2b

Study 2b tested whether the observed gender difference in speaking arrangement
preference from Study 2a would generalize in a sample nearly three times as large (N = ~600).
The sampling technique, study procedure, and data analysis process were identical to that of
Study 2a, with one exception.

In Study 2b, we measured both revealed preferences—participants’ behavioral choice
between two available speaking rules, as was done in Study 2a—and stated preferences, which
address their subjective evaluations of each speaking rule in terms of fairness, anticipated
performance, belongingness, and leadership aspiration. In economics literature, revealed
preferences reflect what people actively choose, while stated preferences involve survey-based
questions to capture people’s attitudes or beliefs (Samuelson, 1948). Measuring both is important
because stated judgments may not always align with revealed choices, and exploring both allows
me to examine whether gender differences in revealed choices are consistent (or discrepant) with
their subjective stated evaluations. It is possible, for example, that I may find a mismatch across
the types of preferences, such as a consistent gender difference in stated preference, but not in
revealed preferences. Assessing both types of preferences therefore allows for a more
comprehensive look into not only the decision-making power structure preferred by men and
women (Research Question 3), but also the psychological factors that underpin men’s and

women’s presumed differential preferences for group interaction norms (Research Question 4).
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Method
Participants

In total, 592 participants (297 women; Mage = 37.5 years, SD = 12.8 years) from Prolific
were invited to take part in this replication study.?! Over half (52.5%; n = 311) of the sample
identified as White/Caucasian. The racial breakdown of the other half of the sample is as
follows: 6.1% Chinese (n = 36), 20.1% Black (n = 119), 5.9% South Asian (n = 35), 2.9%
Hispanic/Latine (n =17), 1.9% Southeast Asian (n = 15), 1.5% Filipino (n =9), 2% mixed
origin/multiracial (n = 13), 2.2% selected option “other” (n = 10), 0.8% Indigenous (n =5), 1.2%
Japanese (n =7), 1.5% West Asian (n =9), and 1% Arab (n = 6).

The study eligibility criteria were consistent with those of Study 2. Each participant
received £1.5. In accordance with ethical guidelines, all study procedures were approved by the
Human Participants Review Sub-Committee, York University’s Ethics Review Board.

Measures
Speaking Arrangement Preference

Speaking arrangement preference was captured using the same item used in Study 2a.
Self-Perceived Performance

Participants indicated their self-perceived performance using the same item as in Study
2a. Below, I again report findings by grouping individuals who self-placed in ranks 1 or 2 as “top

performers”, whereas those who self-placed in ranks 3 or 4 as “bottom performers.”

21 A total of 599 participants completed the questionnaire. However, five inattentive responders who failed to pass an
instructed response item embedded in the survey, and two participants who did not identify as “man” or “woman”,
were excluded from analyses to ensure data quality and fulfill sampling requirements.
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Subjective Evaluations of Each Speaking Arrangement

Participants rated each speaking arrangement on four dimensions detailed below, on 10-
point scales ranging from “1—mnot at all” to “10—very much.” Each dimension was rated using a
single item.

Fairness. The perceived fairness of each speaking arrangement was captured using the
following item: “to what extent is this speaking arrangement fair?” (M = 6.5, SD = 1.4).

Team Performance. Participants indicated how conducive each speaking arrangement
was to high team performance through the following question: “to what extent will this speaking
arrangement lead to better team performance?” (M = 6.7, SD = 1.3).

Sense of Belongingness. Participants indicated how conducive each speaking
arrangement was to group members’ sense of belongingness by responding to the following
item: “to what extent will this speaking arrangement lead to higher feelings of belongingness?”’
(M=6.3,SD=1.4).

Desire to Lead. The leadership appeal of both speaking arrangements was captured by
asking participants, “how much would you want to lead a group that follows this speaking
arrangement?” (M = 6.3, SD = 1.6).

Analytical Approach

All descriptive and inferential analyses involving speaking rule preference and self-
perceived performance were conducted identically to those in Study 2a (see Study 2a Analytical
Approach section for more information). To assess how ratings for each construct varied across
the two speaking arrangement options, I used tidyr (Wickham, 2026) to convert the data from
wide to long format, ran ¢-tests to examine gender differences in ratings with base R, and

calculated corresponding Cohen’s ds with effectsize (Ben-Shachar et al., 2020). The ggplot2
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package (Wickham, 2016), scales (Wickham et al., 2025), and RColorBrewer (Neuwirth, 2022)
were used to graph speaking arrangement preferences across groups and scenario-based ratings
across gender.

Results
Do Women Hold Stronger Preferences for Egalitarian Distributions of Decision-Making
Power, Whereas Men Prefer Ability-Aligned Structures in Which More Capable
Individuals Receive Greater Voice (RQ3)?

The gender breakdown of speaking arrangement endorsement is illustrated in Figure 5.
Descriptively, the majority of men (60%; n = 177) and women (55.2%; n = 164) preferred the
ability-aligned distribution of speaking time. Notably, the egalitarian design was most popular
with women (44.8%; n = 133) compared to men (40%; n = 118). This pattern diverges from that
found in Study 2a.

To formally test the association between gender and speaking arrangement preference, a
binomial logistic regression was used to regress speaking arrangement choice (egalitarian coded
‘1’ and ability-aligned coded ‘0’) on gender (women coded ‘1’ and men coded ‘0’). Unlike in
Study 2a, although trending in the same direction, gender did not predict the likelihood of
choosing the egalitarian speaking arrangement at a level of statistical significance, OR = 1.22, SE

=.17,95% CI [0.88, 1.68], p = .24.
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Figure 5

Study 2b: Overall, Both Men and Women Prefer the Ability-Aligned Speaking Arrangement
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Note. Bars represent the within-gender percentage of men (n = 295) and women (7 = 297) in

their choice of egalitarian or ability-aligned speaking arrangement.

What Psychological Factors Contribute to Gender Differences in Support for Ability-
Aligned Speaking Arrangements (RQ4)?

Although the preceding analyses reveal gender differences in participants’ stated
preference for speaking arrangements, they do not clarify why men and women differ in these
choices. To better understand the psychological basis of these preferences, I next examined

whether men and women differed in how they subjectively evaluated egalitarian and ability-
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aligned arrangements across several theoretically relevant dimensions, including perceived
fairness, anticipated team performance, belongingness, and leadership aspiration. I report these
results in turn. All between-gender comparisons were conducted using independent samples #-
tests, whereas all within gender comparisons were conducted using paired samples #-tests.

As can be seen from Figure 6, between-gender comparisons revealed that men evaluated
the ability-aligned arrangement as significantly more fair than women did, #(589.67) =3.19, p =
.001, d=0.26, 95% CI [0.10, 0.42]. Yet, there was no gender difference in fairness ratings of the
egalitarian arrangement, #(588.93) =-0.04, p = .97, d = -0.003, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.16].
Furthermore, examining within genders, the egalitarian arrangement was regarded as more fair
than the ability-aligned arrangement by both women, #296) = 13.26, p <.001, d=0.77, 95% CI
[0.64, 0.90], and men, #(294) = 11.14, p <.001, d = 0.65, 95% CI [2.10, 3.00].

Similarly, men evaluated the ability-aligned arrangement as more likely to lead to higher
team performance than women did, #(584.07) = 2.44, p = .02, d = 0.20, 95% CI [0.04, 0.36].
However, no gender difference in anticipated team performance emerged for the egalitarian
arrangement, #(587.16) =-0.23, p = .82, d =-0.02, 95% CI [-0.18, 0.14]. Within gender
comparisons revealed that both women, #(296) = -3.03, p = .003, d =-0.18, 95% CI [ -0.29, -
0.06], and men, #294) =-5.33, p<.001,d=-0.31, 95% CI [-0.43, -0.19], perceived the
egalitarian arrangement to be less conducive to high team performance than the ability-aligned
arrangement.

Not surprisingly, men expressed a stronger desire to lead under the ability-aligned
conditions than women did, #(587.87) =3.71, p <.001, d = 0.31, 95% CI [0.14, 0.47]. However,
they did not significantly differ in their desire to lead under the egalitarian conditions, #(588.48)

=-0.32, p=10.75,d =-0.03, 95% CI [-0.19, 0.13]. Notably, within-gender comparisons show that
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while women wished to lead in the egalitarian context more than the ability-aligned one, #296) =
4.48, p <.001,d=0.26,95% CI [0.14, 0.38], the same was not true for men, #(294) =0.91, p =
.36, d =0.05, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.17].

Lastly, men and women did not differ in their perceptions of belongingness under the
egalitarian arrangement, #(583.63) =-1.67, p =.10, d =-0.14, 95% CI [ -0.30, 0.02], or the
ability-aligned arrangement, #(590) = 1.42, p = .16, d = 0.12, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.28]. However,
within-gender comparisons indicated that both women, #296) = 18.56, p <.001, d = 1.08, 95%
CI[0.93, 1.22], and men, #(294) = 16.48, p <.001, d = 0.96, 95% CI [0.82, 1.10], rated the
egalitarian speaking arrangement as more likely to foster a higher sense of belongingness than

the ability-aligned arrangement.
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Figure 6

Study 2b: Gender Differences in Subjective Evaluations of the Merits of Each Speaking

Arrangement
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Note. Mean ratings for fairness, anticipated team performance, anticipated sense of
belongingness, and leadership aspiration are shown for each speaking arrangement as evaluated
by each gender. Standard errors are represented by the error bars. Asterisks indicate statistically
significant gender differences in ratings within each speaking arrangement based on

independent-samples t-tests. p <.05*, p <.01%*, p <.001***,
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Exploratory Analysis: Examining Speaking Arrangement Choice by Gender and Self-
Perceived Performance

Figure 7 illustrates the gender breakdown in speaking arrangement choice across levels of
self-perceived performance. As in Study 2a, I explored whether the gendered pattern of speaking
arrangement preference emerged among top performers in this sample. Descriptively, the ability-
aligned design was the most endorsed decision-making style across gender and performance
level. However, men who considered themselves to be top performers opted for the ability-
aligned arrangement at a higher rate than others—including women top performers and low
performers of either gender. Among top performing men (75.9% of all men; n =223), 59.6% (n
= 133) opted for the ability-aligned speaking arrangement, relative to 40.4% (n = 90) who chose
the egalitarian design. By contrast, top performing women’s (56.1% of all women; n = 166)
preferences were more evenly split, with 53% (n = 88) and 47% (n = 78) choosing these
arrangements, respectively. However, unlike Study 2a, a chi-square test showed no association
between gender and speaking rule preference among top performers, y*(1, N=389)=1.70, p =
.19, Cramér's V = .06. Despite the lack of a significant relationship found here, these patterns are
nevertheless consistent with those found in Study 2a.

Similarly, as was found in Study 2a, gender was not associated with speaking
arrangement choice among bottom performers, ¥*(1, N=201) = 0.35, p = .56, Cramér's V = .03.
Among women who self-placed as bottom performers, (n = 130), less than half (42.3%; n = 55)
preferred the egalitarian speaking arrangement, relative to 57.7% (n = 75) who preferred the
ability-aligned arrangement. Self-perceived bottom performing men (n = 71) showed the same
pattern, less than half (38%; n = 27) chose the egalitarian arrangement, whereas 62% (n = 44)

chose the ability-aligned arrangement.
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Figure 7

Study 2b: Ability-Aligned Speaking Arrangement Most Preferred Across Gender and Self-

Perceived Performance
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Note. The bar graph depicts the proportion of men (n = 295) and women (r = 297) within gender
who preferred each speaking arrangement across two levels of self-perceived performance in a
hypothetical group of four participants. “Bottom Performer” refers to participants who estimated
their own performance as rank 3 or 4, whereas “Top Performer” refers to participants who

estimated their performance as rank 1 or 2.

Discussion
The gender difference in decision-making power allocation preference found in Study 2a

was not fully replicated in this larger sample. In contrast to Study 2a, most women in this
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study—similar to most men—preferred the ability-aligned speaking arrangement over the
egalitarian arrangement. Despite this finding, however, several results are nevertheless consistent
with a gender difference in preference. First, women’s preferences were more evenly split across
the two discussion options relative to men, who endorsed the ability-aligned design at a higher
rate over the egalitarian one. Second, women consistently perceived the ability-aligned
arrangement as less desirable. When evaluating this distribution rule, they rated it as less fair,
associated with lower team performance, and were less interested in leading in that context,
compared to men. Although it should also be noted that, interestingly, no gender differences
were found in evaluations of the egalitarian structure. Together, these findings indicate that while
there are some mixed findings when it comes to gender differences in revealed preference
(speaking rule choice) when considered in conjunction with Study 2a, this study revealed further
support for gender differences in stated preferences (subjective evaluations), particularly when it
comes to women'’s tendency to disfavor the ability-aligned arrangement.
Study 3

Emerging evidence from Studies 2a and 2b suggests that women view the ability-aligned
speaking arrangement less favourably on multiple dimensions and may even endorse it at lower
levels than men. Women’s less favorable appraisal of this discussion format is consistent with
evidence from prior work demonstrating that women not only anticipate backlash for speaking
more but are asymmetrically penalized for doing so (Brescoll, 2011). Study 2b findings suggest
that women may anticipate such a personal disadvantage of higher speaking time, as reflected in
their lower ratings of fairness and expressed desire to lead under the conditions that
disproportionately allocate voice across group members. Instead, these women may be more

satisfied by approaches that allocate power more fairly while still optimizing team performance.
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In other words, attempts to blend hierarchy in voice allocation with some degree of
egalitarianism could appeal more broadly to women and possibly men as well (RQ5). Studies 3a
and 3b test this by presenting participants with a choice of three arrangements: an egalitarian
format, an ability-aligned format, and a new hybrid format that blends features of the two
aforementioned structures.
Study 3a
Method
Participants
The sample included 205 participants (101 women; Mage = 41.2 years, SD = 12.5 years)
who were recruited through Prolific.?? In terms of ethnicity, 64.9% of the sample identified as
White/Caucasian (n = 133), 11.2% Chinese (n = 23), 8.8% Black (n = 18), 3.9% South Asian (n
= 8), 2.4% Hispanic/Latine (n =15), 2.4% Southeast Asian (n = 5), 2% Filipino (n =4), 1.5%
mixed origin/multiracial (n = 3), 1.5% selected option “other” (n = 3), 0.5% Indigenous (n = 1),
0.5% Japanese (n = 1), and 0.5% West Asian (n = 1). A pre-screen filtered respondents based on
the eligibility criteria of a minimum age of 18 years old, resident status in Canada or the U.S, and
English fluency.
Participants were informed they would be asked to share their preferences for leadership
in hypothetical scenarios. They received £0.5 as compensation for their completion of the five-
minute questionnaire. All aspects of the present research were approved by the Human

Participants Review Sub-Committee, York University’s Ethics Review Board.

22 16 participants were excluded from analyses because they dropped out of the study before responding to the
speaking rule preference item.
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Procedure

The study procedure was similar to Study 2a and 2b, wherein participants were asked to
imagine completing a hypothetical Lost on the Moon task with three other randomly selected
participants, before proceeding to indicate their preferred speaking rule preference.??
Measures
Speaking Arrangement Preference

Decision-making style preference was again measured by surveying the endorsement of
three speaking rules presented to participants in the form of a table (see Table 3). Several
modifications were made compared to Studies 2a and 2b. Speaking time was the currency for
social influence (instead of the number of typed words as used in Studies 2a and 2b). In the
group scenario, two rounds of deliberation comprised group discussions (as opposed to one
round in Studies 2a and 2b). Two of the three arrangement options presented were conceptually
similar to the speaking rules presented in Study 2a and 2b—all members spoke an equal amount
during both rounds of discussion, regardless of performance (the egalitarian arrangement), or
more skilled members dominated both conversations, respectively (the ability-aligned
arrangement). The new third speaking rule option introduced—the hybrid option—contained
elements of both speaking rules. Specifically, during the first round of discussion, all members
spoke for an equal amount of time. Then, only top performers shared their input during the

second round of discussion.

23 One of three tables outlining the speaking rule options was randomly presented to participants. Across tables, the
order in which speaking rule options were presented varied. The information was identical in each table. This
method was utilized to curtail primacy bias (Miller et al., 1998).
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Table 3

Studies 3a and b: Revised Speaking Arrangement Options for a Hypothetical Group Problem-

Solving Activity
Speaking time I want to allocate to each member (mins)
Option A Option B Option C
Performance
Score (0-100%) Round1 Round2 | Round1 Round2 | Round1 Round 2
Member C 90% 2 1 4 3 2 3
Member B 75% 2 1 2 1 2 1
Member D 60% 2 1 1 0 2 0
Member A 45% 2 1 1 0 2 0

Note. Performance scores represent (hypothetical) task performance on the Lost on the Moon
exercise. Each speaking arrangement illustrates a different way that speaking time (in minutes)
can be distributed within a group. Option A distributes speaking time equally during both
discussion rounds. In Option B, more speaking time is allocated to high-performing members in
both rounds. Option C allows each member to speak an equal amount during the first round and

prioritizes speaking time for top performers in the second discussion round.

Self-Perceived Performance

Self-perceived performance was measured in a similar way to the preceding studies by
asking participants to rank themselves in the group relative to three other randomly selected
participants (M = 2.3, SD = 0.7). As in Studies 2a and 2b, in the results reported below,
individuals who self-placed in ranks 1 or 2 were considered “top performer”, whereas those who
self-placed in ranks 3 or 4 were considered “bottom performer.”

Analytical Approach
The speaking arrangement preference was analyzed by calculating the percentage of men

and women who endorsed each speaking arrangement option. Multinomial logistic regressions
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were used to model how gender related to speaking arrangement preference, given that the
outcome variable is a choice between three available options. Chi-square tests of independence
tested the association between gender and speaking arrangement preference among top
performers.

The data were analyzed using R version 4.4.0. The readx! package (Wickholm, 2019a)
facilitated the loading of the data into the environment. Performance level composites were
created using the dplyr package (Wickholm, 2019b; Wickholm et al., 2019¢). The psych package
was used to calculate means and standard deviations (Revelle, 2025) and Cohen’s ds were
obtained using effectsize (Ben-Shachar et al., 2020). Multinomial logistic regressions were
modelled with nnet (Venables & Ripley, 2002). Chi-square analyses were run using base R and
Cramér’s Vs were calculated with Isr (Navarro, 2015). Three packages were used to create bar
graphs to examine speaking arrangement preferences across groups, visually (scales, ggplot2,
and RColorBrewer; Neuwirth, 2022; Wickham, 2016; Wickham et al., 2025).

Results
Is There a Speaking Rule Group Structure That Can Bridge the Preference Divide Between
Genders (RQ5)?

As predicted, the hybrid speaking arrangement was the most frequently preferred choice
in both men and women (see Figure 8). More than two fifths (42.4%; n = 87) of the entire sample
opted for this decision-making style. When broken down by gender, 39.4% (n = 41) of men and
45.5% (n = 46) of women chose the hybrid option. The second most preferred speaking rule was
the ability-aligned arrangement; 29.3% (n = 60) of the entire sample chose this arrangement.
Notably, this figure was largely driven by men—36.5% (n = 38) of whom voted for this

discussion design. Only 21.8% (n = 22) of women voted to give more voice to higher performers
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during both rounds of deliberation throughout the group exercise. Finally, less than one third
(28.3%; n = 58) of the entire sample chose the egalitarian speaking arrangement, making it the
least preferred discussion style by less than 2% compared to the ability-aligned arrangement.
Endorsement rates varied between gender as 32.7% (n = 33) of women and 24% (n = 25) of men
chose this speaking arrangement.?* Figure 10 illustrates the spread in speaking arrangement
choice across gender.

To formally test whether gender predicted speaking arrangement preference, I ran a
multinomial logistic regression, regressing speaking arrangement choice (ability-aligned, hybrid,
and egalitarian; the outcome) on gender (women coded ‘1’ and men coded ‘0’). The ability-
aligned arrangement was designated as the reference category. As predicted, results showed that
gender was a significant predictor of speaking arrangement preference. Relative to men, women
had marginally higher odds of preferring the hybrid arrangement over the ability-aligned one, OR
=1.94, SE = 0.34, 95% CI [0.99, 3.80], p = .054. In other words, women had approximately 94%
higher odds of choosing the hybrid design relative to the ability-aligned design than men did.
Moreover, women’s odds of choosing the egalitarian arrangement versus the ability-aligned

structure were 128% higher than men’s, OR = 2.28, SE = .38, 95% CI [1.09, 4.77], p = .03.

24 To ensure participants’ expressed preferences for the egalitarian speaking arrangement were not motivated by an
aversion to the aspect of the hybrid design which “silences” lower performing group members during the second
phase of discussion by allocating them no time to speak, I piloted a modified version of this speaking arrangement
which gave the bottom two performers one minute each to speak during the second round (compared to zero
minutes) to assess whether the spread in speaking arrangement choice would differ (V= 101; n = 50 men). There
was virtually no difference in the spread of speaking arrangement preference within or between gender across the
original hybrid design presented in Study 3a and the modified pilot design. These findings provide support against
the possibility that individuals may have chosen the egalitarian speaking arrangement because the hybrid option
"silences" members during the second round of discussion.
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Figure 8
Study 3a: Hybrid Speaking Arrangement Most Preferred Overall but Gender Differences in

Second Most Preferred Arrangement
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Note. The bar graph illustrates the proportion of men (n = 104) and women (n = 101) who chose

the egalitarian, hybrid, and ability-aligned speaking arrangements, respectively.

Exploratory Analysis: Examining Speaking Arrangement Preference by Gender and Self-
Perceived Performance

To assess whether self-perceived performance mattered for men’s and women’s power
allocation preferences, speaking arrangement choice by performance level was assessed

descriptively. Figure 9 displays the arrangement preferences by gender and self-perceived
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performance. Endorsement rates for each decision-making structure varied across gender among
top performers (n =51 women; n = 77 men). The hybrid design was most strongly preferred
among top-performing women (47.1%; n = 24), followed by the egalitarian (35.3%; n = 18), and
then ability-aligned arrangement 17.6% (n = 9). Men’s preferences were a sharp contrast to that
of women’s. Their most endorsed format was the ability-aligned design (40.3%; n =31),
followed by the hybrid (37.7%; n = 29) and then egalitarian (22.1%; n = 17).

Given the overrepresentation of men who estimated their performance would fall in the
top two members of a four-person group (74%; n = 77), potentially obscuring rank effects, a chi-
square test of independence examined the association between gender and speaking arrangement
preference (ability-aligned, hybrid, and egalitarian) within top performers and confirmed this
relationship was statistically meaningful, y*(2, N = 128) = 7.63, p = .02, Cramér's V = .24. Not
surprisingly, the association between gender and speaking arrangement preference among top
performers persisted when considering ability-align and egalitarian preferences, exclusively,
(1, N=75)=6.78, p= .01, Cramér's V = .24.

Interestingly, among bottom-performers, speaking arrangement preferences were nearly
identical across gender. Almost half of women (44%; n = 22) and men (44.4%; n = 12) preferred
the hybrid speaking arrangement, making it the most endorsed across gender at this performance
level. Bottom-performers’ second most-supported discussion format was the egalitarian
arrangement which was chosen by 30% of women (n = 15) and 29.6% of men (n = 8§), with the
ability-aligned speaking arrangement as the least preferred by women (26%; n = 13) and men
(25.9%; n ="T). A chi-square test of independence revealed no significant association between
gender and arrangement preference (considering all three arrangement types), y*(2, N ="77) =

0.00, p = 1.00, Cramér's V = .00. Examining the relationship between gender and speaking
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arrangement preference among the egalitarian and ability-aligned choices, only, still no

association emerged, ¥*(1, N=43) =0.00, p = .99, Cramér's V = .00.

Figure 9

Study 3a: Gender Differences in Speaking Arrangement Style Preferences Across Self-Perceived

Performance
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Note. The bar graph illustrates the proportion of men (n = 104) and women (n = 101) within
gender who preferred each type of speaking arrangement, by self-perceived performance in a
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a personal rank of 1 or 2.
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Discussion

Consistent with predictions, overall, both men and women preferred the hybrid speaking
rule which allocated speaking time equally during the first round of the group discussion and
dedicated more speaking time to more skilled members during the second round. This provides
novel evidence that men’s and women’s preferences for decision-making power allocation
converge when components of egalitarian and performance-based principles are integrated into
the decision-making process. On the whole, this suggests that the judgements men and women
make about how voice is best allocated in a group are both rooted in fairness and performance-
oriented motivations.

However, the weight people place on fairness and performance appears to vary
depending on their sense of relative performance within a team and their gender. Study 3a results
revealed a distinct pattern of self-perceived performance when it comes to speaking arrangement
choice between men and women such that high performing women were more egalitarian in their
preferences for speaking dispersion compared to men who chose discussion structures that were
more self-serving. Descriptively speaking, the most pro-egalitarian group was high performing
women. Seeing as this discussion dynamic would directly limit their ability to shape group
decisions relative to other members, despite being the most qualified to make the correct choices,
this highlights their true egalitarian nature. Alternatively, men who anticipated high performance
tended to select the decision-making structure that rewarded more knowledgeable members with
more voice during both rounds of discussion. Importantly, consistent with Study 2a findings,
these gendered patterns in preference were performance-dependent as self-perceived bottom

performers showed no such association between gender and speaking arrangement preference.
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Men’s substantially higher self-perceived performance compared to women sparks
questions about the role of perceived performance in decision-making power allocation
preference. Although survival task performance was not explicitly tested, one can infer that men
were overconfident in their performance estimates based on the Study 1 findings that revealed no
gender difference in survival task performance. This trend aligns with previous work that finds
women are more accurate in their assessments of their abilities, unlike men, who often
demonstrate high levels of confidence even when they lack competence (Lundeberg et al., 1994).
One possibility is that men’s overconfidence may have led them to erroneously underestimate
the probability that they would perform poorly, unlike women, who may have chosen the
arrangement that distributed power outcomes more equally as insurance in case they were one of
the bottom-performing group members in the scenario. Ultimately, this begs the question of
whether men’s choices would have been different if they knew their true performance score
(especially in instances where they were bottom-performers), considering how only roughly one
quarter of bottom-performing men chose the ability-aligned speaking rule (which would
undermine their ability to contribute to the group discussion) relative to the two-fifths of self-
perceived high-performing men.

Importantly, when considering the two speaking arrangement options presented in
Studies 2a, exclusively, the effect of gender on decision-making power allocation preference
replicates in Study 3a. After accounting for individuals who chose the hybrid arrangement,
women were more inclined to select the egalitarian distribution of speaking time, relative to men,
who preferred the ability-aligned structure. Given the strong endorsement of the hybrid design in
Study 3a, this suggests that when forced to decide between group conversation dynamics that

favour fairness or objective performance, women gravitate toward the former and men, the latter.
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This aligns with the notion that women tend to be more communal and democratic in their
approach to leadership, whereas men are more task-oriented (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly,
2009).

In summary, Study 3a highlights a potential common ground between men and women
on decision-making style dynamics. Overall, both genders prefer discussion styles that balance
fairness and knowledge prioritization during the consensus-building process. In this way,
enforcing discussion designs that allow members to contribute equally during the initial stages of
consensus building and awarding more influence to more skilled members during the latter
stages can curtail the extent to which members feel disregarded, while still positioning teams to
perform well. These findings provide encouragement that balancing competing power allocation
preferences in mixed-gender groups is more feasible than initially thought.

Study 3b

To verify the robustness of the gender convergence in decision-making power allocation
preferences identified in Study 3a, I again tested whether the hybrid option would be the most
preferred speaking arrangement across gender (RQ5) in a larger sample (N = ~600). Increasing
the number of observations in this replication study by nearly three times that of the previous
study will increase confidence in the generalizability of this finding.

As in Study 2b, I also examined the psychological factors underlying gender differences
in speaking rule preferences by assessing how men and women evaluated each speaking rule
structure in terms of fairness, anticipated team performance, belongingness, and leadership
motivation (RQ4). These evaluations help clarify why ability-aligned, egalitarian, and hybrid

arrangements may differentially appeal to men and women.
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Method

Participants were recruited using Prolific. To determine the target sample size, an a priori
power analysis—informed by the effect sizes obtained from the Study 3a multinomial logistic
regression that showed an effect of gender on speaking arrangement preference—was conducted.
Specifically, I used the estimates derived from the contrasts modelling gender predicting hybrid
and egalitarian speaking arrangement preference relative to the ability-aligned design (reference
group) for the power calculation.?> A sample size of N =299 was suggested to detect an effect
with 80% power. To be conservative, approximately twice the minimum number of observations

were collected (target N = 600). All study procedures, predictions, and the analysis plan were

pre-registered on AsPredicted (https://aspredicted.org/it7fv7.pdf).
Participants

A total of 602 (303 women, Muge = 38 years, SD = 13.6 years) individuals from Prolific
participated in this research.?¢ Inclusion criteria matched that of Studies 1, 2a, 2b, and 3a: using a
pre-screener, individuals who were fluent in English, 18 years old or older, and residents of
Canada or the U.S were invited to take part in the study. Participants earned £1.50 as
compensation for their completion of the 15-minute survey. Before beginning, respondents were
informed that they would be asked to complete a task independently, envision hypothetical group

work scenarios, and report their preferences for leadership under those conditions. More than

25 At the time of the analysis, the Study 3a multinomial model was approximated with women as the reference group
for the gender predictor. Consequently, odds ratios of approximately OR = 0.52 (hybrid versus ability-aligned
contrast) and OR = 0.44 (egalitarian versus ability-aligned contrast) were used to determine the required sample
size—these differ from the odds ratio values cited in the Study 3a results section above. Later on, the reference
category for the model was subsequently reversed for more intuitive interpretability, which led to this change. Note
that the coefficients referenced in the main text are the reciprocal odds ratios of those used in the power analysis
here. To be clear, the reparameterization does not change the underlying effect sizes used to estimate the Study 3b
sample size, as multinomial logit coefficients are not dependent on the choice of reference category; it only changes
how the coefficients are expressed depending on the coding scheme.

26 In total, 636 participants completed the survey. Thirty-three participants failed to pass the attention check, and one
identified with a gender other than “man” or “woman.” These respondents (n = 34) were excluded from analyses.


https://aspredicted.org/it7fv7.pdf
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half of the sample identified as White/Caucasian (53.5%; n = 322), 6.5% were Chinese (n = 39),
16.1% were Black (n = 97), 4.5% were South Asian (n =27), 4.3% were Hispanic/Latine (n =
26), 3.5% were Southeast Asian (n =21), 1.5% were Filipino (n =9), 5% were mixed
origin/multiracial (n = 30), 2% selected option “other” (n = 12), 1% were Indigenous (n = 6),
1.2% were Japanese (n = 7), 0.5% were Arab (n = 3), and 0.5% were West Asian (n = 3). All
study procedures were approved by the Human Participants Review Sub-Committee, Y ork
University’s Ethics Review Board.
Measures

All measures were nearly identical to those used in Study 3a.?” The only exception is the
addition of the subjective evaluations from Study 2a. For this component, participants rated each
speaking arrangement (i.e., hybrid speaking arrangement included, unlike Study 2b) along the
same four dimensions using the same items as in Study 2a: fairness (M = 6.6, SD = 1.5), team
performance (M = 6.9, SD = 1.3), sense of belongingness (M = 6.4, SD = 1.4), and leadership
motivation (M = 6.4, SD = 1.7).%

Analytical Approach

The analytical procedure was identical to that in Study 3a. In addition, chi-square
goodness of fit tests were conducted with the Isr package (Navarro, 2015) to determine whether
the distribution of speaking rule preferences deviated from chance (i.e., equal proportions across
speaking arrangement options). I also examined and graphed how evaluations of each speaking

arrangement varied across gender using ¢-tests. To do this, I used tidyr (Wickham, 2026) to

%7 Self-perceived performance was scaled differently than in previous studies. In Study 3b, participants were asked
to indicate where they anticipated their performance on the survival task would rank among a group of 99 randomly
selected others, wherein smaller scores reflected higher performance, and larger scores reflected poorer
performance.

28 Congruent with the Study 3a method, one of three speaking arrangement tables were randomly presented to
participants. Each table contained the same three speaking arrangements, but the order in which they were presented
across the table columns differed to reduce order effects (Miller, 1998).
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convert the data from wide to long format, base R to run the #-tests, and ggplot2 (Wickham,
2016), scales (Wickham et al., 2025), and RColorBrewer (Neuwirth, 2022) to create the
associated visualizations.

Results
Is There a Speaking Rule Group Structure That Can Bridge the Preference Divide Between
Genders (RQ5)?

To examine whether the hybrid speaking arrangement appeals more broadly across
genders, [ next compare the rates at which participants selected the egalitarian, ability-aligned,
and hybrid discussion structure as their preferred arrangement. In descriptive terms, the hybrid
speaking arrangement was preferred by the majority of men and women (see Figure 10). Overall,
across gender, 51.5% (n = 310) of the entire sample chose this structure. Within gender, 52.2%
(n =158) of all women and 50.8% (n = 152) of all men, chose the hybrid option. Interestingly,
the ability-aligned and egalitarian options were equally endorsed across gender with 24.3% of
the entire sample (n = 146) choosing these designs, respectively. Men (24.4%; n = 73) and
women (24.1%; n = 73) chose the ability-aligned rule at similar relative frequencies. This trend
also emerged with the egalitarian choice: roughly a quarter of all men (25.8%; n = 74) and
women (23.8%; n = 72) chose this format.

As foreshadowed by the raw choice counts between gender above, chi-square goodness
of fit test confirmed that the three speaking arrangements were not equally preferred when
collapsing across gender, ¥%(2, N = 602) = 89.36, p < .001. Bonferroni-adjusted pairwise
comparisons confirmed that the hybrid speaking rule was preferred more than both the ability-
aligned and egalitarian arrangements (ps < .001), whereas preferences for the ability-aligned and

egalitarian arrangements did not differ (p = 1.00). Unlike in Study 3a, however, when I tested for



57

gender difference in choice, a chi-square test of independence revealed no association between
gender and speaking arrangement choice, x*(2, N = 602) = 0.12, p = .94, Cramér's V = .01.

As an alternative test of gender difference in choice, I conducted a multinomial logistic
regression with arrangement choice as the outcome (with the ability-aligned speaking rule as the
reference category) and gender (men = 0, women = 1) as the predictor. The model output
indicated that men and women did not differ in their odds of choosing the hybrid arrangement
(OR =1.04, SE =0.20, 95% CI1[0.70, 1.54], p = .85) or the egalitarian arrangement (OR = 0.97,

SE =0.23,95% CI [0.61, 1.54], p = .91), relative to the ability-aligned arrangement.
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Figure 10

Study 3b: Hybrid Speaking Arrangement Most Preferred Across Gender, No Differences in

Second Most Preferred Arrangement
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Note. The bar graph illustrates the percentage of men (n = 299) and women (n = 303) who chose

each speaking arrangement.

What Psychological Factors Contribute to Gender Differences in Support for Ability-
Aligned Speaking Arrangements (RQ4)?

As in Study 2b, I examined whether men and women differed in their subjective
perceptions of all three speaking arrangements on the dimensions of fairness, anticipated team

performance, belongingness, and leadership aspiration. The results, visualized in Figure 11, are
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reported below. Gender comparisons were conducted using independent samples z-tests. Within-
gender comparisons were conducted using paired samples z-tests.

There was a marginal gender difference in perceived fairness of the ability-aligned
arrangement such that men rated it as more fair than women did, #599.85) = 1.86, p = .06, d =
0.15,95% CI [-0.01, 0.31]. Consistent with Study 2b, no gender differences in perceived fairness
emerged for the egalitarian arrangement, #(599.99) =-0.76, p = .45, d =-0.06, 95% CI [-0.22,
0.10]. Novel to this study, I also found no gender difference in the perceived fairness of the
hybrid arrangement, #590.85) =1.26, p = .21, d =-0.10, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.26]. Within-gender
comparisons further revealed that women rated the egalitarian arrangement as more fair than the
ability-aligned arrangement, #(302) = 14.66, p <.001, d = 0.84, 95% CI [0.71, 0.97], but less fair
than the hybrid arrangement, #302) = 8.93 p <.001, d =-0.51, 95% CI[0.39, 0.63]. Women also
rated the hybrid arrangement as more fair than the ability-aligned arrangement, #302) = 10.48, p
<.001, d = 0.60, 95% CI [0.48, 0.72]. Among men, similar to women, they rated the egalitarian
arrangement as more fair than the ability-aligned arrangement, #(298) = 11.78, p <.001, d = 0.68,
95% CI[0.55, 0.81], and the hybrid arrangement, #298) = 7.42, p <.001, d = 0.43, 95% CI
[0.31, 0.55]. They also rated the hybrid arrangement as more fair than the ability-aligned one,
#298) =8.34, p <.001, d = 0.48, 95% CI [0.36, 0.60].

As was found in Study 2b, although men anticipated higher team performance than
women did under the ability-aligned arrangement, #(594.23) = 2.44, p = .02, d = 0.20, 95% CI
[0.04, 0.36], there was no gender difference in performance evaluations under the egalitarian
arrangement, #(599.82) =-1.75, p = .08, d = -0.14, 95% CI [-0.30, 0.02]. Novel to this study, I
found that men also anticipated higher team performance than women under a hybrid

arrangement, #(587.96) =2.50, p = .01, d = 0.20, 95% CI[0.04, 0.36]. Among women, there was
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no significant difference in perceptions of team performance between the egalitarian
arrangement and the ability-aligned arrangement, #302) = -0.44, p = .66, d = -0.03, 95% CI [-
0.14, 0.09]. However, the hybrid arrangement was rated more favorably in this respect compared
to the egalitarian arrangement, #(302) =-3.51, p <.001, d = -0.20, 95% CI [-0.32, -0.09], and the
ability-aligned arrangement, #(302) = 3.73, p <.001, d = 0.21, 95% CI [0.10, 0.33]. Yet, men
rated the egalitarian arrangement as less conducive to team performance relative to the ability-
aligned format, #(298) = -4.58, p <.001, d =-0.26, 95% CI [-0.38, -0.15], and the hybrid one,
#298) =-8.45, p <.001, d = 0.49, 95% CI [-0.61, -0.37]. Interestingly, as women, they also
perceived the hybrid arrangement more favourably on this dimension compared to the ability-
aligned arrangement, #(298) = 3.50, p <.001, d = 0.20, 95% CI [0.09, 0.32]

Also consistent with Study 2b, men reported a higher desire to lead than women under
the ability-aligned arrangement, #599.98) = 3.07, p =.002, d = 0.25, 95% CI [0.09, 0.41]. The
same gender pattern was also found for the hybrid arrangement, #598.93) =2.81, p =0.005,d =
0.23, 95% CI1[0.07, 0.39]. Again, as in Study 2b, there was no gender difference in desire to lead
under the egalitarian arrangement, #(599.37) =-1.51, p =0.13, d=-0.12, 95% CI [ -0.28, 0.04].
Within women, desire to lead was highest within the egalitarian arrangement compared to the
ability-aligned arrangement, #(302) = 6.39, p <.001, d = 0.37, 95% CI [0.25, 0.48]. The hybrid
arrangement was also preferred over the ability-aligned arrangement at a level that reached
statistical significance, #(302) = 8.33, p <.001, d = 0.48, 95% CI1[0.36, 0.60]. Interestingly,
women showed no difference in leadership aspirations between the egalitarian arrangement and
the hybrid arrangement, #(302) = 0.68, p = .50, d = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.15]. Among men,
there was no difference in leadership aspirations between the egalitarian and ability-aligned

arrangements, #(298) = 1.57 p =.12, d = 0.09 95% CI [-0.02, 0.20]. However, men did express
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higher levels of leadership aspiration under the hybrid conditions than the ability-aligned ones,
#298)=7.19 p <.001, d =0.42, 95% CI [0.30, 0.53] and the egalitarian arrangement, #(298) = -
3.79 p <.001, d =-0.33, 95% CI [-0.33, -0.10].

Finally, as in Study 2b, there was no gender difference in belongingness ratings for the
ability-aligned arrangement, #(600) = 1.38, p =.17,d = 0.11, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.27], the egalitarian
arrangement, #599.10) =-0.18, p = .86, d =-0.01, 95% CI [-0.17, 0.15], or the hybrid
arrangement, #(587.25)=1.78, p = .08, d =0.15, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.31]. Examining within gender,
women perceived the egalitarian arrangement to yield a higher sense of belongingness than the
hybrid arrangement, #302) = 12.28, p <.001, d = 0.71, 95% CI [0.58, 0.83], and the ability-
aligned arrangement, #(302) = 18.11 p <.001, d = 1.04, 95% CI [0.90, 1.18]. They also rated the
hybrid arrangement more favourably on this dimension relative to the ability-aligned
arrangement, #(302) =11.12 p <.001, d = 0.64, 95% CI [0.51, 0.76]. These same patterns
emerged among men: the egalitarian arrangement was associated with higher sense of belonging
than the hybrid arrangement, #(298) = 11.00 p <.001, d = 0.64, 95% CI [0.51, 0.76], and the
ability-aligned arrangement, #298) = 16.70 p <.001, d = 0.97, 95% CI [0.83, 1.10]. Men also
assessed the hybrid arrangement to foster a higher sense of belongingness than the ability-

aligned arrangement, (298) = 11.53 p <.001, d = 0.67, 95% CI [0.54, 0.79].
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Figure 11

Study 3b: Gender Differences in Subjective Evaluations of the Merits of Each Speaking

Arrangement
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Note. The figure illustrates the mean ratings for fairness, anticipated team performance, sense of
belonging, and leadership motivations across speaking arrangements and gender. Error bars
represent standard errors and asterisks show significant gender differences in ratings within a

speaking arrangement based on independent-samples #-tests. p <.05%, p <.01**, p <.001%**,
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Exploratory Analysis: Examining Speaking Arrangement Preferences by Gender and Self-
Perceived Performance

Figure 12 displays the breakdown of speaking rule preference by gender and self-
perceived performance. Among top performing women (n = 183), 53% (n = 97) chose the hybrid
design, 24% (n = 44) chose the ability-aligned design, and 23% (n = 42) chose the egalitarian
design. Top performing men’s preferences (n = 200) mirrored this pattern with 50% (n = 100)
choosing hybrid, 28% (n = 56) ability-aligned, and 22% (n = 44) choosing egalitarian. A chi-
square test of independence revealed gender was not associated with decision-making style
preference among top performers when considering all three arrangement options, y*(2, N = 383)
=0.78, p = .68, Cramér's V = .05, or comparing ability-aligned and egalitarian choice,
exclusively, ¥*(1, N=186) = 0.44, p = .51, Cramér's V = .04.

In line with Studies 2a and 2b, and 3a and 3b, there was no association between gender
and speaking arrangement preference among bottom performers when considering all three
arrangement options, y*(2, N =219) = 1.85, p = .40, Cramér's V = .09, or considering the ability-
aligned and egalitarian arrangement choices, only, ¥*(1, N=106) = 1.79, p = .18, Cramér's V =
.11. Among bottom performing women (n = 120), 50.8% (n = 61) chose the hybrid arrangement,
25% (n = 30) chose the egalitarian arrangement, and 24.2% (n = 29) chose the ability-aligned
arrangement. Bottom performing men’s choices (n = 99) followed a similar pattern: 52.5% (n =
52) chose the hybrid arrangement, 30.3% (n = 30) chose the egalitarian arrangement, and 17.2%

(n =17) chose the ability-aligned arrangement.
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Figure 12

Study 3b: Hybrid Speaking Arrangement Most Preferred Across Gender and Self-Perceived

Performance
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Note. The figure displays speaking arrangement preference across gender (N = 602; 303 women)
and levels of self-perceived performance in a group of four participants. “Top Performer”
represents those who anticipated a rank among the top half of 100 random others. “Bottom

Performer” is those who anticipated a rank among the bottom half of 100 random others.

Discussion
In this study, we again found evidence for the popularity of the hybrid model, converging
with Study 3a. Over half of men and half of the women sampled expressed a preference for the

hybrid speaking arrangement in which all members speak an equal amount during the first half
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of discussion, with more knowledgeable members contributing more during the latter half. These
findings align with Study 3a which identified that the hybrid arrangement was men’s and
women’s most preferred conversation design overall. Study 3b therefore provides strong
evidence that when presented with an option that merges fairness and performance-based
components of decision-making, previously observed gender differences in voice allocation
preferences subside. The hybrid option is preferred by the largest proportion of participants,
across genders.

Interestingly, when focusing on the gender breakdown of egalitarian and ability-aligned
speaking preferences, men’s and women’s second choices did not differ in this larger sample. I
put forth two possible explanations for this null finding. First, and perhaps the most likely, is that
the appeal of the hybrid arrangement was so overwhelmingly high for both genders that the
number of observations for the remaining arrangements was comparably low and do not paint an
accurate picture of men’s and women’s preferences for these decision-making styles. In other
words, there is limited statistical power to detect potential gender differences in secondary
preferences, and this raises concerns about the representativeness of the data for these two
speaking rules. A second possibility is that there is no gender difference in endorsement for the
egalitarian and ability-aligned arrangements when presented with the hybrid option, and this was
not captured in Study 3a due to the considerably smaller sample size. There were 118
observations total for the egalitarian and ability-aligned rules combined across both genders after
excluding hybrid votes in Study 3a. This limits the statistical power to detect reliable gender
differences which could have produced the observed results here, misleading one to infer a
gender difference does exist in decision-making allocation preferences, even in the presence of

the hybrid rule.
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As in Study 2b, I found evidence that women viewed the ability-aligned speaking rule as
less fair, less effective for team performance, and expressed a lower interest in leadership under
these conditions relative to men. These evaluations suggest that ability-aligned decision-making
approaches appeal differently to men and women, raising concerns about their use in mixed-
gender groups. By contrast, arrangements that balance fairness and performance-based principles
appear broadly appealing across genders and may represent a more effective approach.

General Discussion

I investigated gender differences in volubility, influence, and preference for how these
commodities should be allocated within groups, across a series of five studies and nearly 2000
participants (Nwotal = 1,931). My research was guided by five questions, including: whether men
and women differ in their volubility (RQ1) and if so, how it contributes to women’s lower leader
emergence (RQ2)? After this, I explored whether women’s preferences for decision-making
power allocation differ from men’s (RQ3), and the psychological factors that may contribute to
this difference (RQ4). Then, I tested whether men’s and women’s decision-making style
preferences converge under conditions that integrate egalitarian and ability-aligned principles
(RQY).

Study 1 results show that women speak less than men during informal group interactions,
even when their identities are concealed, and this has negative consequences for their leadership
attainment. Volubility mediated the effect of gender on leadership such that men spoke more
than women, and this caused their higher obtained social influence during the group discussion.
These findings were consistent when using alternative measures of volubility—characters and
phrases typed in the group chat. Importantly, these effects emerged despite no meaningful gender

differences in objective task performance, supporting the notion that speaking more may inflate
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perceptions of competence (Badura et al., 2018; MacLaren et al., 2020). Despite gender
differences in obtained influence, women did not report a lower desire to lead during the group
exercise relative to men which challenges explanations that chalk up gender differences in
volubility to women’s aversion or disinterest in being leaders (Netchaeva et al., 2022).

Studies 2a and 2b extended Study 1 by surveying gender differences in voice allocation
preferences during a hypothetical group problem-solving context. Although there was a
demonstrable gender difference in preference, with the majority of women preferring more
egalitarian distributions of power in Study 2a, this finding did not replicate in the larger Study 2b
sample which found that while the egalitarian speaking rule was most popular amongst women,
overall, the majority of them preferred the ability-aligned design. However, despite the apparent
gender alignment in preference, evidence suggests this design appeals to men more than women
as reflected in their more favourable assessments of fairness, performance, and motivation to
lead groups that follow ability-aligned rules.

To explore if there are power allocation dynamics that appeal more broadly to men and
women, Studies 3a and 3b surveyed interest in a third speaking rule that combined elements of
the egalitarian and ability-aligned rules introduced in Studies 2a and 2b. Indeed, there was
substantial interest in the hybrid design across gender. Notably, hybrid rule preference dominated
in the Study 3b sample with more than half of men and women choosing this arrangement over
the other two options, providing compelling evidence that decision-making processes that
balance fairness and performance may be an effective approach for mixed gender groups. Further
support for this idea is found in men’s and women’s statistically non-significant difference in
ratings of perceived fairness and anticipated belongingness under the hybrid structure. On the

other hand, women judged the ability-aligned design less favourably, as observed in Study 2b.
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Specifically, they perceived this format as less fair, less beneficial for team performance, and
were less motivated to lead under these conditions, indicating gender differences in evaluative
valence toward ability-aligned decision-making.

A common thread across the current research is the role of self-perceived performance on
decision-making power allocation preference. Anticipated performance level appears to exhibit
differential effects on preferences between men and women, especially among those who
anticipate being a top performer. In Studies 2a, 2b, and 3a, within top-performing men, the
ability-aligned arrangement was preferred the most. In contrast, only one sample of top-
performing women (Study 2b) preferred the ability-aligned arrangement over the egalitarian one,
and this difference in preference was modest.

Across Studies 2a to 3b, the findings revealed a somewhat mixed pattern for revealed
preferences, but a notably consistent pattern for expressed preferences. Specifically, Studies 2a
and 3a found significant gender differences in speaking arrangement preference, with women
showing greater preference for egalitarian rules and men showing greater preference for ability-
aligned rules, whereas Studies 2b and 3b showed similar directional trends that did not reach
statistical significance. In contrast, gender differences in expressed preferences were highly
consistent across Studies 2b and 3b: women evaluated ability-aligned speaking arrangements as
less fair, less likely to produce strong team performance, and less desirable as a context for
leadership compared to men. Importantly, men and women did not differ reliably in their
evaluations of egalitarian speaking arrangements, suggesting that the primary gender difference
centered on the perceived desirability of ability-aligned structures (rather than egalitarian

structures).
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Theoretical Contributions

My work contributes to prior leadership research in three meaningful ways. First, by
confirming that gender disparities in volubility not only exist in face-to-face group settings as
typically examined in past work (e.g., Carter et al., 2018; Jarvis et al., 2022) but persist in
socially sanitized environments where burdens to conform to gendered speaking norms are
reduced. Moreover, not only are women less voluble when their gender identities are concealed,
but also when they are equally as knowledgeable and motivated to lead as men. This counters the
notion that women may speak less on account of lower interest in leadership (Elprana et al.,
2015; Netchaeva et al., 2022; Schuh et al., 2015) and suggests that gender disparities in
volubility may reflect personal preferences for different conversational structures, and more
broadly, power allocation.

Second, my findings align with social role theory (Eagly, 1987; for a brief review see
Eagly & Wood, 2012) by demonstrating that women resonate with more communal approaches
to group decision-making, while men often gravitate to more agentic and hierarchical styles.
They also extend this body of work by clarifying why these gendered patterns may emerge: not
only do more women choose egalitarian speaking arrangements, but they also perceive and
evaluate ability-aligned formats differently, associating more agentic structures with lower
fairness, inclusivity, and team performance. This suggests that the speaking rules surveyed in this
research are psychologically distinct and valued differently across gender, which is consistent
with past work identifying gender differences in fairness beliefs (Jaffee & Shibley, 2000;
Vanutelli et al., 2020), communion (Cassar & Rigdon, 2021a, Cassar & Rigdon, 2021b; Eagly,

2009), and competitiveness (Conson & Gneezy, 2009; Saccardo et al., 2017).
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Third, the current findings, which demonstrate a consistent gender difference in stated
preferences—and a somewhat less consistent but still notable gender difference in revealed
preferences—converge with broader research on gendered social preferences. For example,
Benenson’s work (2014) suggests that girls and women tend to value equality and avoid
hierarchical ranking more than boys and men. Cassar and Rigdon (2021) similarly find that
women are more inclined toward fairness and equal redistribution, particularly when others may
benefit. Extending this literature, the present research is among the first to systematically
examine how men and women differ in their preferences for the distribution of power and
influence within group decision-making structures. By connecting previously disparate
literatures on volubility and gendered egalitarian preferences, these findings open new avenues
for understanding how egalitarian preferences may contribute to gender differences in voice
allocation, speaking behavior, and leadership emergence within groups.

More generally, my work contributes to leadership and organizational research by
identifying the conditions under which women express interest in leadership, as well as contexts
in which men’s and women’s leadership motivations align. While prior research has focused on
gender differences in leadership, characterizing women’s leadership as more democratic,
collaborative, and interpersonally oriented, relative to men’s more performance-focused and
autocratic style (Badura et al., 2018; Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly & Johannenson-Schmidt,
2001), my results show that these themes surface when women and men evaluate ability-aligned
decision-making structures. Yet, at the same time, I contribute new knowledge about the

conditions under which men’s and women’s power allocation preferences converge.
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Practical Implications

The present findings provide practical implications for improving women’s visibility in
leadership roles. As evidenced here, and across multiple studies (i.e., Carter et al., 2018; Jarvis et
al., 2022, von Ruden et al., 2018), women tend to speak less in group settings. This gender
difference matters because speaking more is associated with higher leadership, as marked by
higher objective influence on group decisions in Study 1. It follows that attempts to reduce
gender differences in volubility could improve women’s representation in leadership. Indeed,
recent evidence has shown that once speaking time is accounted for, gender does not reliably
predict leader emergence, suggesting that reducing gender disparities in participation may also
reduce gender differences in leader emergence (Loignon et al., 2025).

In addition, this research gives insight into the leadership conditions that women perceive
as fair and position them to contribute without incurring the social penalties associated with
speaking more. Simply enforcing protocols that disproportionately award women more voice
over other group members is likely insufficient and could result in social backlash for women
who act in gender non-conforming ways by speaking more (Williams & Tiedens, 2016).
Interventions should first prioritize equal participation and belonging within groups before
shifting toward ability-aligned contribution structures where more skilled members can impart
their knowledge after group needs are met.

Limitations and Future Directions

The novelty of this research provides new insights into pathways to improving women’s
visibility as leaders and sheds light on the psychological factors that influence gender differences
in support for ability-aligned decision-making structures. Yet, future inquiries can improve the

present work in two important ways.
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For consistency’s sake, the Lost on the Moon survival task was the sole decision-making
context assessed in this research. Despite the uniquely abstract nature of space, and the
associated methodological benefits for making observations about volubility, decision-making,
and leadership (Yetton & Bolger, 1982), one may argue this problem space could be perceived as
biased toward men. A large body of research has identified a common tendency for individuals
to associate science, technology, engineering, and mathematics-related (STEM) capabilities with
men (Charlesworth & Banaji, 2019; Cvencek et al., 2011; McMichael et al., 2026). This
sentiment is echoed in men’s chronic overrepresentation as self-perceived top performers on the
survival task across studies despite no observed gender differences in task performance in Study
1. Given this, I offer two lines of inquiry for future research. First, could women have deferred to
more equalized power allocation structures on account of lower confidence in the survival task
subject matter to preserve their decision-making power in the event they themselves perform
poorly (which is not rewarded in ability-aligned formats; Charness & Gneezy, 2012; Cronson &
Gneezy, 2009; Dohmen et al., 2011)? And second, could the opposite process affect men? That
is, is men’s partiality to ability-aligned designs a product of their (over)confidence/anticipation
of being the top performers (Buser et al., 2020; Soll & Klayman, 2004) who unequivocally
benefit from those group structures by receiving more airtime during the decision-making
process? One way to test these questions is to substitute the survival task used in this research for
Raven’s Advanced Progressive Matrices, a pattern recognition exercise that tests general
cognitive abilities (Raven et al., 1998), or another alternative (perhaps even more women-
centric) exercise.

Additionally, given the observed self-perceived performance-dependent effects on

decision-making preferences, future research should examine whether these patterns hold when
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participants know their true relative performance. One limitation to the present research is that
participants did not know their actual performance score. Instead, respondents were asked to
state their anticipated relative rank among an unknown group of hypothetical participants.
Consequently, it is unclear whether voice allocation preferences would differ if respondents
knew exactly where they fell in the group order, as is characteristic of many real-world settings.
Consider how, in high-status hierarchy settings (e.g., armed forces, fire departments, sports
teams), knowing one’s rank may amplify or constrain voice allocation preferences depending on
where an individual falls in the chain of command (Pfrombeck et al., 2022).

Lastly, although the current research has high statistical power with nearly 2000
individuals sampled across studies, all participants resided in Canada or the U.S. Follow-up
studies should explore whether the observed gender differences replicate in non-Western,
Educated, Industrialized, Rich and Democratic (non-WEIRD) societies, given previous research
demonstrating WEIRD samples are not always representative of humans more generally
(Henrich et al., 2010). For example, subsequent research could explore whether men consistently
prefer ability-aligned decision-making formats over egalitarian ones in more collectivist societies
(e.g., countries located in Asia, Africa, Latin America, etc.) which are characterized by greater
prioritization of relational harmony (Kim et al., 2006; Leung & Bond, 1984) and more equalized
distributions of resource allocation amongst ingroup members (Jiao & Zhao, 2023).

Conclusion

Gender asymmetries in leadership attainment are commonly thought to be driven by
women’s lower interest in leadership and fear of violating social norms. While a growing body
of research has established that gender differences in volubility—a leadership catalyst—do exist,

to my knowledge, alternative explanations for women’s lower volubility have yet to be



examined. In this research, I explored whether gender disparities in speaking time reflected
different beliefs about how power should be allocated within groups and found that women
appear to view speaking time as a resource and exhibit more egalitarian preferences toward its
distribution within groups compared to men. I also identified a group structure that appealed
more broadly, across gender. Overall, this research offers a novel explanation for why women
speak systematically less than men, identifies performance-preserving methods to minimize

group speaking disparities, and ultimately, the gender gap in leadership emergence.
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