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Abstract:

Does gender balancing decision making groups decrease out-group threat?  We test this research question via survey responses from a cross-section of over one-hundred individuals serving on thirty-one local boards and commissions in seventeen cities in Iowa.  Our preliminary findings are suggestive that in male-traditional boards, men are less satisfied and view decisions as less fair as compared to women in such groups.  We also find that support for gender-balance legislation is itself gendered, and that for women, this support varies according to the current context of their group gender composition.  Because some boards and commissions are traditionally gender imbalanced (e.g. Planning and Zoning (male-dominated), Library Board (female-dominated)), we argue there are important policy implications for local governments.

Does gender composition affect group decision making processes and outcomes?  Pursuing a comprehensive answer is important to political science because it promises a greater understanding of why policy making bodies make the decisions they do, a greater understanding of how gender diversity in such bodies is likely to shape policy making, and a greater understanding of whether policymaking itself is gendered.  We believe there are good reasons to expect higher proportions of females in decision making bodies shape decision making in important ways that are not fully considered in the current literature. In 2009, the state of Iowa signed into a law legislation requiring all local boards and commissions to be “gender-balanced” by January 1, 2012.  As we argue, this presents an ideal setting in which test our framework.  The policy implementation date of January 1, 2012 presents us with a naturally occurring pre/post-test policy experiment.  We can observe the effects of group gender composition now and note any changes in decision processes and outcomes following the policy implementation date.  

The study outlined here proceeds as follows.  First, we discuss existing theories on gender balance and group gender composition, including recent laboratory studies.  Second, we discuss our research design for testing our theoretical framework.  Third, we present preliminary findings from our field studies in fifteen cities in Iowa.  We conclude by discussing the theoretical and policy implications of our study.
Critical Mass and Group Gender Composition
There is an extensive multi-disciplinary literature examining gender and political decision making, with notable contributions from political science (e.g. Jewell and Whicker 1994; Rosenthal 1998; Swers 1998), feminist theory (e.g. Gutmann 1980; Pitkin 1984; Young 1987), as well as psychology and sociology (e.g. Hyde 1996, 2005; Maccoby 1998). The most prominent theory developed from this research stream that directly speaks to our central research question is critical mass. This assumes males and females have distinct policy preferences, and in order for female preferences to be reflected in group decision outcomes a tipping point, or critical mass, of females must exist within the decision making body (for an overview of critical mass theory in the U.S. see Thomas 1994; Welch and Thomas 1991; cross-nationally see Weldon 2002; for an application to a specific policy issue see Dodson and Carroll 1991). Studies of legislatures offer empirical support for several key claims of critical mass, specifically that male and female legislators have distinct preferences on certain policy dimensions, and that females have to constitute some minimal proportion of the legislature in order for female preferences to play a significant role in group process and decision outcomes (e.g. Swers 1998, Thomas 1991, Saint-Germain 1989; Thomas 1991, 1994; Wolbrecht 2000).

Critical mass, however, has thus far been unable to provide a general framework for understanding and predicting outcomes on the basis of group gender composition. Notably, it has yet to be established what proportion of females creates the critical mass needed to get female preferences reflected in policy outcomes (or at least policy consideration). A number of studies suggest critical mass is achieved with approximately 10 percent female membership in a decision making body (Thomas 1991, Saint-Germain 1989; Thomas 1991, 1994; Wolbrecht 2000; see also Bratton 2005; Reingold 2000). The inability to identify a unique proportional tipping point, however, is not the limiting factor for our research question. Critical mass assumes that males and females come to decision making bodies with distinct preferences on at least some policy dimensions. The puzzle at the center of the theory is how female preferences get reflected in group outcomes. Outcomes in democratic decision making bodies are, logically enough, tied to the size of the membership holding those preferences. This suggests that group gender composition will influence group outcomes only when: (1) There are significant differences in

the (within group) central tendencies of males and females on a given policy dimension, and (2)

Where females constitute some (not clearly identified) proportion of the decision making body.

While much of the critical mass literature has grappled with the latter issue, the former is worth highlighting. With the exception of a fairly narrow range of issues (e.g. reproductive rights, affirmative action), empirical studies show few differences between male and female political leaders on policy issues (Norris and Lovenduski 2001). If males and females have the same within group policy preferences – the same preferred group outcomes – it is hard to see what difference group gender composition will make to those outcomes. We see a key unresolved problem in the critical mass framework: A clear and generalizable conceptual understanding of why and when within group individual-level preferences will differ by gender.

Another stream of research suggests group gender composition in decision making bodies can make a difference to group outcomes without requiring gendered policy preferences. Rather than coming to decision making groups with differences on preferred group outcomes, males and females come to these groups with different preferences related to process; in other words, the key difference is not necessarily what policy outcome is preferred, but how it is achieved. For example, a number of studies have shown that males and females have distinctly different behavioral patterns in the process of group decision making. Male and female legislators debate and negotiate issues differently (e.g. Kathlene 1994), and adopt different stands on policies that emerge from gendered interactions (e.g. Kennedy 2003). Women exhibit a more democratic style of leadership, and men tend to use a more autocratic leadership style (Eagly and Johnson 1990). Women are more likely to employ collaborative and cooperative strategies to conflict resolution, whereas men take a more competitive winner-and-loser approach to resolving conflict (Rosenthal 2000). These process-related behavioral differences are highly sensitive to group gender composition, and have been observed in a wide variety of field and laboratory studies

(Kathlene 1994; Rosenthal 2000; Brown-Kruse and Hummels 1993; Nowell and Tinkler 1993; Kennedy 2003; Andreoni and Vesterlund 2001).

This research suggests that gender composition may play an important role in shaping group outcomes by altering the process of how decisions are made. If we accept the findings that females approach group decision making with more democratic and collaborative strategies, and males with more assertive and competitive strategies, then it is reasonable to expect these differences to produce different outcomes depending on group gender composition. Female dominated groups would be expected to produce outcomes more reflective of median preferences; outcomes in male dominated groups would be less predictable, depending on what individual or coalition could persuade, coerce or out-compete others to achieve their preferences.  Not only do we expect males and females to react differently to variation in gender composition in terms of preference formation, we expect the processes used to make decision to also vary. We expect males in male dominant groups to exhibit more male stereotypical behavior in decision making, and thus group outcomes to be a product of more competitive, risk tolerant decision making strategies. This suggests male group decision making is more about claiming status and winning and losing than a cooperative search for a median preferences. Female dominant groups, on the other hand, tend to elicit more cooperative behavior and are thus expected to produce more predictable outcomes, i.e. outcomes more closely attuned to the median preferences of the group. These behavioral patterns are consistent with the gender differences in legislative behavior reported by scholars such as Kathlene (1994), and have been widely observed in field studies and laboratory experiments (Ortmann and Tichy 1999; Eckel and Grossman 2001;Kennedy 2003).

It should be emphasized that this framework is not conceptualizing simple dichotomous differences. Differences between men and women on any given characteristic are being conceptualized (and empirically reported) as overlapping distributions on a continuum. We expect gender-driven differences in group outcomes to occur even when there is no general gendered pattern of preference differences. We expect to find male and male dominant groups producing outcomes scattered across the distribution of universal preferences, the variance in these outcomes being more descriptive than the central tendency. We expect to find outcomes for female groups clustered closer to the universal mean, central tendency being the characteristic statistic. Within these groups we would expect to find similar differences in terms of individual preferences.

To sum up, the central question we seek to address is whether the gender composition determines group outcomes. Critical mass is the theoretical framework commonly used to address this question, but we find it limiting as a universal explanation to our question. Not because of the unresolved debate over what constitutes critical mass, but because it is predicated on males and females coming to decision making bodies with different preferences. We see two problems with this assumption: (1) Critical mass sheds little light on the impact of gender composition on outcomes in the absence of gendered preferences, and (2) research suggests that male and female political leaders share roughly similar preferences on a wide range of issues. Empirical research on legislative behavior consistently reports males and females employ different strategies related to process, differences that could result in differential outcomes based on group gender composition. These observed differences can be explained as behavioral predispositions; specifically, that individual preferences are responsive to social environment, and this includes group gender composition, and that males and females tend to adopt different strategies in a group decision making environment.

Our theoretical framework argues that gender composition will influence group decision making process and outcomes. This claim is predicated on two key hypotheses that can be falsified. The first hypothesis is an individual level hypothesis: Individual-level preferences for group outcomes will systematically vary based on group gender composition. Importantly, this variation will occur not just because of differing individual-level preferences, but because males and females use different strategies in the decision making process.  Thus we should see differences in how males and females perceive the decision making process.  We also expect males in male dominant groups to have different preferences from those in mixed gender groups. The second is a group level hypothesis: Group-level outcomes will systematically vary by gender composition. Specifically, female dominant groups will produce outcomes that are more likely to reflect median population preferences than male dominant groups.

We were able to confirm our framework using a series of laboratory experiments.  Hannagan and Larimer (2010) found support for individual level preferences varying by random assignment to all male, all female, or mixed group placement in a laboratory experiment.  Male preferences were particularly sensitive to group placement.  This study also found all female groups to produce outcomes closer to the overall mean of individual preferences.  All male groups, on the other hand, produced outcomes further out in the tails of the distribution. 
While suggestive, our previous work using a laboratory setting clearly has significant limitations.   The goal of this project is to assess the impact of group gender composition on decision making in naturally existing decision making groups.  Real-world, empirical confirmation of our conceptual framework would suggest that greater gender diversity in decision making groups, like boards, commissions, and legislatures, is likely to result in a more compromising and satisfying tone during the decision making process, as well as more democratic outcomes, i.e. that increasing female representation means decision making groups are more likely to authoritatively allocate the values of the median individual rather than those in the tails of a preference distribution.   

Methods
Setting

The present situation in Iowa presents an immediate opportunity for a large-scale field experiment testing our framework. The State of Iowa has required gender balance on state-level board and commissions for many years under Iowa Code section 69-16A. The Iowa General Assembly recently passed legislation (HF243) that applies this requirement to the local level.  This bill, signed into law on May 26, 2009, requires all local boards and commissions to be “gender balanced” by January 1, 2012. This creates an ideal situation in which to test our research question outside of the laboratory. The predetermined policy intervention date creates a natural field experiment with a pre/post-test design. Local boards and commissions affected by this legislation have no doubt begun preparation for this transformation. We argue it is critical to begin assessment of decision making processes and outcomes based on gender composition before implementation of HF243. There will be plenty of time to see how gender balanced boards and commissions make decisions after January 1, 2012, but our interest is in gathering data prior to the effective implementation date in order to compare the behavior of these decision making bodies after implementation of HF243.  

Sample
A random sample of 20 cities in Iowa was selected for inclusion in the study.  City selection was based on a random sort of all cities by congressional district and population.  Cities were first sorted by congressional district (as a proxy for location) and then by population.  Within each district, four population categories were created (0 – 1,000 = 1; 1,000 – 5,000 = 2; 5,000 – 10,000 = 3; over 10,000 = 4). Within each category, cities were then sorted by a random number, with the first city assigned to our study. Of Iowa’s 947 incorporated cities, 910 have a population less than 10,000. This randomization process ensures we will be observing an appropriate number of such cities. In sum, 20 cities (4 from each population category * 5 congressional districts) were selected.
Within each selected city, we observed meetings of three boards or commissions common to most cities in the sample.  We began field observation of selected cities in May, 2010.  As of December 10, 2010, we had observed 31 meetings of local boards and commissions in 17 different cities in Iowa.  Table 1 provides a list of meetings attended as well as the observed gender balance.  (Although not shown, we also have complete data on gender balance of the full board or commission.)  As shown in Table 1, the observed gender composition at the meetings was 56.3 percent male (107 males, 83 females).  As we discuss in the next section, while we expected to find a gender imbalance, we also noticed this imbalance is sensitive to the type of commission under observation. 

[Insert Table 1 here]
Following each meeting, we distributed anonymous surveys to all members of the group present at the meeting.
  The survey consists of a battery of standard demographic and political questions.  Fundamental to our research questions, the survey also contains questions about individual preferences regarding group decisions and perceptions of other decision makers in their group, as well as a series of questions concerning efforts to recruit women to serve on boards and commissions.  At the group level, we asked about fairness of the group, satisfaction with the group’s decision, and the degree of self-interest of the group’s decision.  We also asked about the fairness and degree of self-interest of male and female board members separately.  The results from these surveys were used to test how publicly expressed group preferences combined by group gender composition, affect individual preferences among board members.  The small N in some cells, particularly women serving on male-traditional boards prevents meaningful statistical analyses.  In our discussion of the results we try to note general trends and speculate on future findings as we continue to increase our N with more site visits.

Our purpose was to observe the group making procedural decisions (most meetings of local boards and commissions do not make major policy decisions - big decisions are rare).  To do this, in addition to surveys, we also videotaped each meeting.  Although this paper reports findings only from survey data, our full research design calls for coding for directive language and body language (e.g. the relative levels of agreement and conflict) from the video recordings.  We intend to add video analysis to future versions of this paper. 
Findings
Because economic boards and commissions have traditionally been dominated by men, and recreational and library boards have traditionally been dominated by women, our analyses from this point forward distinguish between “male-traditional” boards (related to economic policy) and “female-traditional” board (related to recreational policy).  

In Table 2 we show that of the 31 meetings attended, 13 were of meetings traditionally considered to be “male dominated” (e.g. Planning and Zoning and (Zoning) Board of Adjustment), and indeed the average percent male at these 13 meetings was 71.1 percent male, with just over 70 percent of the members overall present at these meetings being male.  This is in sharp contrast to the 18 other meetings that are traditionally considered to be “female-dominated” (Parks and Recreation, Library Board, Historic Preservation).  Among these meetings, we observed almost an equal split—48.1 average percent male at each meeting.  It is also worth noting that of the 13 boards considered to be “male-traditional,” a male serves as chair on 10, or just over three-fourths.  For the “female-traditional” boards, a woman serves as chair on less than 4 in 10, or 38.9 percent.  If you consider cross-over chairs, women serving as chair on majority-male boards and vice versa, three women and eleven men serve as cross-over chairs.
[Insert Table 2 here]

This preliminary descriptive data shown in Table 1 and Table 2 suggests implementing the gender balance law in Iowa will require significant effort on the part of municipalities to recruit women to boards relating to zoning and economic development; and vice versa there may be issues relating to the recruitment of men to library and recreational boards.  The data thus far also point to a significant leadership gap among women; this is not directly mentioned by HF243 but certainly affects gender dynamics on boards.

As noted earlier, we also collected survey data from individual board members.  Surveys with self-addressed stamped envelopes were distributed to all board members present following each meeting.  The analysis presented below is of the survey data we had collected through October 24, 2010.  This includes survey responses from individual board members in 15 different cities on 21 different boards and commissions.  Because surveys are distributed after each meeting, there is a time lag in receiving survey responses, and thus an additional lag in analysis of survey data.  Most surveys were received within two-three weeks following the observed meeting.  As surveys were received, they were entered into a statistical program (SPSS) for analysis.  A “thank you” letter was sent approximately 3-5 days after each observed meeting to thank each board or commission for their participation and as a gentle reminder to complete the surveys.  

Because economic boards and commissions have traditionally been dominated by men, and recreational and library boards have traditionally been dominated by women, our analyses from this point forward distinguish between “male-traditional” boards (related to economic policy) and “female-traditional” board (related to recreational policy).  

[Insert Table 3 here]
In Table 3 we present the results from all surveys we had collected and entered into analysis as of December 10, 2010.  As noted above, this corresponds with 21 meetings in 15 different cities observed through October 24, 2010.  (We are currently in the process of collecting and entering data from surveys for meetings observed October 25, 2010 through December 10, 2010.)  We had an overall response rate of 74.3 percent (104 of the 140 surveys).  The response rate for female board members (82.3 percent) is higher than for male board members (66.7 percent).  This difference is also reflected in the average response rate for female-traditional and male-traditional boards and commissions.  The average response rate for female-traditional boards is 81.5 percent, compared to 64.9 percent for male-traditional boards and commissions.
Of particular interest to our theoretical framework are survey questions concerning perceptions of other group members as well as perceptions of the group decision making process.  We expect that such perceptions will not only vary by gender, but also that such perceptions will vary depending on existing gender stereotypes (i.e. male-traditional and female-traditional boards).

In Figure 1 we present the mean responses to three items measuring perceptions of the group as a whole.  Specifically, we ask each subject how fair the group was in making decisions, how satisfied they were with the group’s decision, and how self-interested they thought the group was while making decisions.  The top portion of Figure1 presents the mean response of survey respondents by gender for male-traditional boards and commissions.  The bottom portion of Figure 1 presents the same data but for female-traditional boards and commissions.

[Insert Figure 1 here]

As shown in Figure 1, there is considerably more variation in response to the three items in male-traditional boards, and this variation is dependent upon the gender of the survey respondent.  In male-traditional boards, women perceive the group as fairer and are more satisfied with the decision as compared to men.  Despite our small N, theses differences are statistically significant (p < .05).  While this may be counterintuitive, it also suggests that perhaps in male-traditional boards, women are less likely to publicly express their dissatisfaction, even through an anonymous survey.  Indeed, we find a statistically significant difference among women when comparing response to the “fairness” and “satisfied” item.  Women in female-traditional boards perceive the group as less fair and are less satisfied than women in male-traditional boards (t = -3.19; p < .01; t = -3.61; p < .01).  Although not significant, the relationship for the “self-interest” measure is the reverse of responses to the “fairness” and “satisfaction” measures; with female board members perceiving the group as more self-interested as compared to male board members.  In female-traditional boards, the responses of male and female members are virtually identical, with no statistical difference between genders.

In Figure 2 we present the mean response for perceptions of fairness and self-interestedness of male and female group members.  As shown in the top portion of Figure 2, in male-traditional boards, male and female boards tend to perceive the level of fairness of female board members differently.  In male-traditional boards, female board members perceive other female board members as fairer than as judged by male board members.  Although not statistically significant, female board members also seem to perceive male board members as fairer than as judged by male board members.  In the bottom portion of Figure 2, we show the mean responses for board members serving on female-traditional boards.  The pattern that emerges is similar to Figure 1.  We see much more variation in responses in male-traditional boards and commissions between male and female members as compared to female-traditional boards and commissions.  As in Figure 1, we also see opposite trends when comparing responses to the “fairness” and “self-interest” measures; female board members tend to perceive the individual members (both male and female) as more self-interested despite judging female board members as fairer.

[Insert Figure 2 here]

As a final measure of group perceptions, we asked survey respondents how they would rate their overall experience with the group (how satisfied they were).  In Figure 3 we present mean responses by gender and board type.  In male-traditional boards, there is almost a full point difference in mean satisfaction between male and female board members, with the former being less satisfied than the latter.  Again, the small N prevents meaningful statistical analysis.  For female-traditional boards, there is no difference in mean response by male and female board members.  Again, as with Figure 1 and Figure 2, in Figure 3 we see a considerable more amount of response variation in male-traditional boards as compared to female-traditional boards.  We expand on this point in the conclusion.
[Insert Figure 3 here]

One of the questions on the survey is directly related to the recent gender-balance legislation passed and signed into law.  Specifically, we asked all survey respondents the following open-ended question: 

“Do you think recent legislation requiring “gender balance” on all local boards and commissions is a good idea?”

All responses to this question were content analyzed according to whether the statement was positive (+1), neutral (0), or negative (-1).  Examples of positive, neutral, and negative statements are included in Table 4.  A positive statement was any statement that began with a “Yes” or some variation thereof, while a negative statement was any statement that began with the word “No” or some variation thereof.  A neutral statement was one in which the respondent attempted to qualify their remarks by stating the pros and cons of gender-balance, or made a comment to the effect of saying gender should have no relevance in selecting board members. Our computed interrater reliability for two coders was Kappa = 0.845 (p < .001; 95% CI = 0.743, 0.947).

[Insert Table 4 here]

In Figure 4 we present the mean responses to the gender-balance question based on the index described above.  As with earlier analyses, the responses are split by board type: male-traditional and female-traditional.  For male board members, the mean response ranges from 0.28 to 0.30, with no significant difference across board type.  For female board members, however, we see much more support for gender-balance legislation, as well as much more sensitivity to the existing group gender composition.  The overall mean response for female board members is 0.52.  For women serving on female-traditional boards, the mean response is close to the overall mean at 0.55.  However, this for women serving on male-traditional boards the mean drops to 0.375.  Due to our small N for women on male-traditional boards, we are unable to make a statistical comparison.  However, if as expected, this trend would hold, we would expect this difference to be statistically significant.

[Insert Figure 4 here]

We have collected personality measures, and have preliminarily analyzed them by gender and board type.  Prior to our analysis of the survey data we derived a hypothesis from an anecdotal interaction with a City Manager one of us had following a board of adjustment meeting.   He said, “These people are serious.  They are business people.”  This City Manager implied a legitimacy to the board and the people serving on it and by extension, their decisions.  By contrast, he mentioned the “cultural boards” consisting of “flamboyant personalities.”  He implied illegitimacy to such boards and the people serving on them and by extension, their decisions.  Perhaps these stereotypes and perceptions are embedded, to a certain extent, in these boards and affects who applies to be on them.

We measure personality based on the Big Five Index (BFI).  The Big Five are: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness, and emotional stability (or sometimes called it’s reciprocal, neuroticism).  Existing data on the Big Five suggest some reasons to expect gender differences on some measures.  For example, men ten to be higher on certain aspects of extraversion than are women.  Schwartz and Rubel (2005) cite that men tend to value being dominant and having power more than women do and tend to interrupt more than women when in mixed-gender groups.  Women tend to be moderately more agreeable than men (McCrae et al., 2005), and this translates behaviorally in women tending to be more cooperative and sympathetic to the needs of others.  Women tend to smile more than men.  There is some suggestion of women being slightly lower on certain measures of emotional stability than men – correlating with evidence of women being slightly more anxious than are men.  Beyond these documented differences, men and women score largely the same on openness.

If what the City Manager was articulating was not merely a stereotype, but an empirical regularity based on perceived function of the various board types, it may be that prior to recruitment efforts to gender balance the boards and commissions, people self-select onto these male-traditional and female-traditional boards based on their personality.  In this case, we may expect to find those higher in openness on the female-traditional boards.  There may also be individuals higher in agreeableness on the female-traditional boards.  Those boards, in contrast to the economic boards, may require more flexibility to deal with more ambiguous ways of dealing with their subject matter.  Economic boards, on the other hand, may be more “by the book” in their function.

In Figure 5 we present the mean response to the personality indices by gender and board type.  On male-traditional boards women are statistically significantly more agreeable (t = -1.71; p < .10) and conscientious (t = -2.98; p < .01) than are the men on these boards.  No other measures are statistically significant, but women are higher on extraversion and openness, and lower on neuroticism.  This is not consistent with the overall trends on gender differences in the Big Five as cited above.  On female-traditional boards, there are no statistically significant differences between personality measures for men or women board members.  

[Insert Figure 5 here]

Closer examination of the differences between men on male-traditional boards and men on female-traditional boards shows that men on female-traditional boards are higher on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness than are men on male-traditional boards.  Women on female-traditional boards are lower on extraversion, and slightly higher on neuroticism and openness than women on male-traditional boards.  It is useful to briefly consider the role of extraversion in group dynamics.  Extraversion scores predict frequency and intensity of felt position emotion and reactivity to positive feedback (Wilson and Gullone, 1999).  The difference in extraversion scores between men and women on male-traditional boards (though not statistically significant) may be substantively related to the different responses to perceptions of fairness and satisfaction with group interaction.  Recall that women were less likely to view others as unfair and more satisfied with the group decisions than their male counterparts.  McCrae and Costa (1980) found that global positive affect is also independently related to agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness.  On male-traditional boards, women are higher than men on all these measures.

Conclusion
Although our findings are preliminary and data collection is on-going, we do find consistency with our previous work (Hannagan and Larimer 2010) as well as our stated hypotheses.  In our laboratory experiment we suggested that male behavior can be explained as largely “out-group focused.”  It appeared strategic and about “not losing the game.”  Female behavior, on the other hand, can be explained as largely “in-group focused.”  Equity in outcomes appeared to be the objective.  Female behavior, we argued, is just as strategic as male behavior, but the object of the game is different for men and women.  For men it is zero-sum, for women it is not.  Signaling trustworthiness via cooperation is a way to build social cohesion and ensure reciprocity.  Even in a one-shot game, women tended to do this.  We certainly expect to find such behavior in the real world setting where decision makers see each other frequently and over time.  Additionally, though the stakes may appear low, boards and commissions make decisions that affect the members themselves as well as their friends, families, and communities.  In short, we believe men and women are playing a different game and the rules of the game appear to change based on who is in the group.

Consider the results in Figure 1.  The variation in responses to our questions regarding fairness, self-interestedness, and overall satisfaction is greatest in male-traditional boards.  Interestingly, men in male-traditional boards were less satisfied.  If our expectation about competition signaling in male-dominant groups is correct, this is likely to lead to less satisfaction (i.e. there have to be winners and losers).  As with our laboratory study, the presence of females tends to dampen down the variance and bring individual preferences closer to the mean.  

One of the interesting findings that will be explored further with more data and analyses is the difference between female board member perceptions of fairness and satisfaction when they are on male-traditional versus female-traditional boards.  This is further reinforced by the difference in support for the law in the open-ended question, with women on male-traditional boards less likely to be supportive of the law than women on female-traditional boards.  We contend the type of women likely to serve on Planning and Zoning or Boards of Adjustment are those not likely to see a need for the law.  They are also are more satisfied with the decisions of their group perhaps because they see the decisions as procedural. 
With much work yet to do, we contend this study is important to the understanding of how gender composition affects group decision making processes and outcomes.  Even this cursory analysis of our data suggests that gender matters in ways that have not been fully explored by political scientists.  It matters not only for how we think about policy output and citizen satisfaction with policy, but also for how we think about the policymaking process.  
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Appendix: Iowa Survey Form

Subject # ________

For each item, please circle the option that best describes your thoughts and feelings.

1. 
In making the decisions you made today, do you think your group was fair, unfair or somewhere in between? 
	Very 

Fair
	
	
	
	
	
	Very Unfair

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


2. How satisfied were you with the decisions?

	Very 

Satisfied
	
	
	
	
	
	Very Unsatisfied

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


3.
In making the decisions you made today, how self-interested do you think the other group members were?
	Not very self interested
	
	
	
	
	
	Very self interested

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


4.
If you alone could have made the decision your group made today, how would you have concluded?  Based on what criteria?

_____________________________________________________________________________________________
​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​
5.
Is your group made up of: 


a. all males


b. all females


c. a mix of both

6.
In making the decisions your group made today, do you think the men in your group were fair, unfair or somewhere in between?
	Very 

Fair
	
	
	
	
	
	Very Unfair

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


7.
In making the decisions your group made today, do you think the women in your group were fair, unfair or somewhere in between?
	Very 

Fair
	
	
	
	
	
	Very Unfair

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


8.
In making the decisions your group made today, how self-interested do you think the men in your group were?
	Not self-interested at all
	
	
	
	
	
	Very self interested

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


9.
In making the decisions your group made today, how self-interested do you think the women in your group were?
	Not self-interested at all
	
	
	
	
	
	Very self interested

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


10.
How did you feel about your overall experience making decisions with this group?
	Very 

Satisfied
	
	
	
	
	
	Very unsatisfied

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


11. Are you male or female?


a. Male


b. Female

12. What is your age in years? ___________
13. In terms of political views, do you consider yourself liberal, conservative, or somewhere in between?


a. Liberal


b. Moderate leaning liberal


c. Moderate


d. Moderate leaning conservative


e. Conservative

14.  Do you consider yourself a Democrat, a Republican, or an Independent?


a. Democrat


b. Republican

c. Independent


d. Other

15.  What was your approximate average annual income? 

a. Less than $40,000

b. $40,000 - $80,000

c. $80,000 - $120,000

d. Greater than $120,000

16.  Approximately how many times a month do you attend religious services? 


a. 0


b. 1


c. 2


d. 3


e. 4 or more

17. Which of the following best describes your race? 

a. African-American


b. Latino/Latina


c. Asian-American


d. Native-American


e. White

f. Other

18. Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or would you say that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?
	Most people can be trusted
	
	
	
	
	
	You can’t be too careful in dealing with people

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


19. Do you think recent legislation requiring "gender balance" on all local boards and commissions is a good idea?

Thank you.

Table 1: Descriptive analysis of local boards and commissions

	Date
	Code
	Board
	Gender balance of board

members at meeting
	Gender of leadership

	5/10/2010
	City A
	Planning and Zoning
	4 males, 1 female
	Male chair, Female secretary

	5/11/2010
	City B
	Library Board
	4 males, 5 females
	Male chair, Female secretary

	5/17/2010
	City C
	Parks and Recreation
	2 males, 2 females
	Female chair, Female secretary (same person)

	5/18/2010
	City D
	Planning and Zoning
	4 males, 3 females
	Male chair, Female secretary (city clerk)

	5/20/2010
	City E
	Planning and Zoning
	3 males, 2 females
	Female chair/Female vice-chair

	6/2/2010
	City F
	Library Board
	4 males, 4 females
	Female chair/Female secretary

	6/2/2010
	City F
	Planning and Zoning
	4 males, 2 females
	Female chair

	6/3/2010
	City G
	Historic Preservation
	4 males, 2 females
	Male chair, Female secretary (City Staff)

	6/15/2010
	City H
	Zoning Board of Adjustment
	2 males, 2 females
	Male chair, Female secretary (City Staff)

	6/16/2010
	City I
	Historic Preservation
	3 males, 4 females
	Female chair, Male vice-chair

	6/17/2010
	City I
	Plan and Zoning
	8 males, 3 females
	Male chair

	6/22/2010
	City J
	Board of Adjustment
	4 males, 1 female
	Male chair

	7/19/2010
	City F
	Parks and Recreation
	2 males, 2 females
	Male chair

	7/20/2010
	City K
	Plan and Zoning
	7 males, 1 female
	Male chair, Male vice-chair

	8/10/2010
	City K
	Historic Preservation
	5 males, 3 females
	Male chair

	8/10/2010
	City G
	Parks and Recreation
	5 males, 0 females
	Male chair, Female secretary (City staff)

	8/11/2010
	City E
	Parks and Recreation
	5 males, 3 females
	Male chair, Female vice-chair, Female secretary (City staff)

	8/16/2010
	City L
	Parks and Recreation
	2 males, 3 females
	Male chair/Director

	8/18/2010
	City H
	Library Board
	4 males, 5 females
	Female chair, Female secretary (Library Director)

	8/25/2010
	City M
	Parks and Recreation
	2 males, 5 females
	Male chair/Female secretary (city staff)

	8/26/2010
	City N
	Library Board
	2 males, 3 females
	Female chair/Female secretary (city staff)

	9/8/2010
	City O
	Library Board
	3 males, 6 females
	Female (chair), Female (Library Director)

	9/9/2010
	City B
	Historic Preservation
	3 males, 1 female
	Male (chair)

	10/4/2010
	City P
	Board of Adjustment
	3 males, 3 females
	Male (Chair), Male (CIty Manager)

	10/20/2010
	City K
	Zoning Board of Adjustment
	3 males, 2 females
	Male (Chair), Male (Vice Chair)

	10/21/2010
	City C
	Planning and Zoning
	3 males, 0 females
	Female chair, Male vice-chair

	10/26/2010
	City M
	Planning and Zoning
	3 males, 2 females
	Male chair, Female vice-chair

	10/28/2010
	City E
	Library Board
	4 males, 4 females
	Male (Chair), Female (Library Director)

	11/1/2010
	City Q
	Library Board
	0 males, 6 females
	Female (Chair), Female (Library Director)

	12/7/2010
	City O
	Zoning Board of Adjustment
	4 males, 0 females
	Male (Chair)

	12/9/2010
	City A
	Parks and Recreation
	1 male, 3 females
	Male (Chair), Female (Secretary), Female (Treasurer)

	Totals
	17 cities
	31 meetings
	107 males, 83 females
	21 male chairs, 10 female chairs


Table 2: Board/Commissions by gender
	Type of Commission


	Number of meetings
	Average % Male



	Male-traditional
	 Planning and Zoning

Zoning Board of Adjustment


	8

5
	73.0

68.0



	
	Total average
	13
	71.1

	
	% Male members

Male / Female chairs
	70.27

10 / 3
	

	
	
	
	

	 Female-traditional
	Historic Preservation

Library Board

Parks and Recreation


	4

7

7
	61.8

37.4

50.9



	
	Total average
	18
	48.1

	
	% Female members

Male / Female chairs
	52.6

11 / 7
	



Table 3: Survey response rate by type of board/commission
	Overall Response Rate by Gender

	Male
	N = 52
	66.7

	Female
	N = 51
	82.3

	Total response rate                   74.3

	


*Note: One survey respondent did not indicate gender on the survey.

	Female-traditional boards/commissions

	City G
	Historic Preservation
	4 males, 2 females
	100.0

	City I
	Historic Preservation
	3 males, 4 females
	71.4

	City K
	Historic Preservation
	5 males, 3 females
	50.0

	City B
	Library Board
	4 males, 5 females
	88.9

	City F
	Library Board
	4 males, 4 females
	75.0

	City H
	Library Board
	4 males, 5 females
	55.6

	City N
	Library Board
	2 males, 3 females
	80.0

	City O
	Library Board
	3 males, 6 females
	100.0

	City C
	Parks and Recreation
	2 males, 2 females
	50.0

	City F
	Parks and Recreation
	2 males, 2 females
	125.0

	City E
	Parks and Recreation
	5 males, 3 females
	75.0

	City L
	Parks and Recreation
	2 males, 3 females
	100.0

	City M
	Parks and Recreation
	2 males, 5 females
	71.4

	Average response rate
	
	81.5


	Male-traditional boards/commissions

	City J
	Board of Adjustment
	4 males, 1 female
	40.0

	City I
	Plan and Zoning
	8 males, 3 females
	54.5

	City K
	Plan and Zoning
	7 males, 1 female
	62.5

	City A
	Planning and Zoning
	4 males, 1 female
	100.0

	City D
	Planning and Zoning
	4 males, 3 females
	85.7

	City E
	Planning and Zoning
	3 males, 2 females
	60.0

	City F
	Planning and Zoning
	4 males, 2 females
	66.7

	City H
	Zoning Board of Adjustment
	2 males, 2 females
	50.0

	Average response rate
	
	64.9


Figure 1: Perception of group by subject gender and board/commission type

Perception of group by subject gender for Male-traditional boards (mean response)
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** p < .05

N=14 Female; N=32 Male for “Fairness” and “Satisfaction.”  N=12 Female and N=32 Male for “Self-interest”

1 = very fair, 7=very unfair; 1=very satisfied, 7=very unsatisfied; 1=not very self-interested; 7=very self-interested

Perception of group by subject gender for Female-traditional boards (mean response)
[image: image2.png])

1.64 1

Fairness

5

Satisfaction

11

Self-interest

mFemale

NMale




N=50 Female; N=29 Male for “Fairness” and “Satisfaction.” N=47 Female; N=28 Male for “Self-interest.”

1 = very fair, 7=very unfair; 1=very satisfied, 7=very unsatisfied; 1=not very self-interested; 7=very self-interested
Figure 2: Perception of group members by subject gender and board/commission type

Perception of group member by female board members in Male-traditional boards (mean response)
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* p < .05

N=14 Female; N=32 Male for “Men-fair” and “Men-self-interest.  N=13 Female; N=30 Male for “Women-fair” and “Women-self-interest.”

1 = very fair, 7=very unfair; 1=very satisfied, 7=very unsatisfied; 1=not very self-interested; 7=very self-interested
Perception of group member by female board members in Female-traditional boards (mean response)
[image: image4.png]b5
[

Male

a

=

L75 166
A\
‘Women-fair

\

176 183

Men-fair

1




N=45 Female; N=29 Male for “Men-fair.” N=48 Female; N=29 Male for “Women-fair.”  N=43 Female; N=28 Male for “Men-self-interest.”  N=46 Female; N=28 Male for “Women-self-interest.” 

1 = very fair, 7=very unfair; 1=very satisfied, 7=very unsatisfied; 1=not very self-interested; 7=very self-interested

Figure 3: Overall experience with group by subject gender and board/commission type 

(mean response)
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N=14 Female; N=32 Male (Male-traditional); N=50 Females; N=29 Males (Female-traditional)

1=very satisfied, 7=very unsatisfied
*Difference between male and female responses in Male-traditional boards is significant (t = 2.59; p < .05).

Table 4: Examples of coding responses for support of gender balance legislation
	Positive

(N=68)
	Neutral

(N=31)
	Negative

(N=19)

	Yes, woman should be equally represented. Break up "Old boys club" if there are any.

Absolutely! A balance is important to give fair decisions, experiences, and tolerance for all.

Yes - I feel that male and female perspectives are both needed, just as different age groups. The library is used by both genders so I feel we should have both on boards.

Yes - men and women offer different perspectives, so a mix is healthy. Society is balanced, so local boards should be too.

Yes, a lot of these groups have been "good ole boy" clubs for too long
	Depends on the people. I think good boards can be made up of all men or all women or a mix.

I don't think it makes a difference if a board is all men or all women or a mix.

Yes and no. It is important to hear from competing interests, but there are many times when the roles of males and females are not competing. While I realize that you cannot legislate diversity I would prefer a diverse group over gender balance.

I think it is something to be strived for, but not required; qualifications need to take preference over gender. Gender however, does matter because of different experiences, priorities, etc.

If they are good people it does not matter.
	No, govt's role should not be to "require" gender balance on boards. I'm fed up with the gov't over-stepping in all areas.

No. Gender balance means an unqualified person may be approved to a board.

No. Other factors must be considered, particularly qualifications, interest and application.  If you have one commission opening and get 30 applicants, 29 males and 1 female, and the appointment will need gender balance, is that fair?

No - waste of time and simply another example of government over-regulation - symbolic of the problems with our country and economy.

No - need the best people on boards regardless of gender.




*Support for gender balance is coded as -1 (negative), 0 (neutral), +1 (positive).  Mean support is the mean level of support based on this index for each subgroup.

Note: Cohen’s Kappa = 0.845 (p < .001; 95% CI = 0.743, 0.947).

Figure 4: Support for gender balance legislation by subject gender and board/commission type (mean response)
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N=57 Males; N=60 Females (Overall)

N=46 Females; N=27 Males (Female-traditional)

N=14 Females; N=30 Males (Male-traditional)

Mean score based on statements coded according to the following index: 
-1 (negative), 0 (neutral), +1 (positive)
Figure 5: Big 5 Personality scores by subject gender by board/commission type (mean response)

Male-traditional boards/commissions (N = 30 males; N=13 females)
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* Difference between female and male significant (t = -1.71; p < .10)

**Difference between female male significant (t = -2.98; p < .01)

Female-traditional boards/commissions (N = 28 males; N=49 females)
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� A copy of the survey is included in the appendix.





