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[bookmark: _Toc177304706]Pilot Study
	Before running any studies in the main text, we ran a pilot study examining the effect of group gender on leadership. In this study, we measured dominance, as in Study 1. We also added a measure of prestige and a measure of autocratic-democratic leadership (the extent to which leaders delegate and instruct the group, as opposed to inviting participation and encouraging decision-making as a group). Our primary pre-registered (see https://osf.io/gu93y/?view_only=8f81b1b970ef4164a03c2d3af1324d4c) hypothesis was that participants would report more dominance when leading men; we also acknowledged the alternative hypothesis (more dominance when leading women) in light of the mixed evidence discussed in the introduction. We hypothesized people would report more autocratic and less prestigious leadership with men versus women. We also pre-registered the alternative hypothesis for prestigious leadership. 
Method
Participants 
[bookmark: _Hlk51083780]We aimed to collect data from 350 American MTurk participants. As pre-registered, out of the 375 people who completed our survey, we excluded 39 for failing any of four attention checks (e.g., “If you are paying attention, please select “7” for this question”), leaving a final sample of 336 (142 men, 194 women, 0 non-binary, mean age=37.56, 78% White, 8% Black, 7% Hispanic, 6% Asian, 1% other). All tests for this study use two-tailed p-values with α=.05. 
Procedure
	The procedure was similar to Study 1; we note only the differences here. 
First, the study was within- rather than between-subjects: Similar to Study 2, all participants saw a group of men and a group of women, in counterbalanced order. 
Second, participants were randomly assigned to see either three- or six-person groups; group size did not moderate any effects of follower gender on leadership so we do not discuss it further. 
Third, in this study we measured prestige and autocratic-democratic leadership in addition to dominance. For prestige, we used the same measure described in Study 4. For autocratic-democratic leadership, we counted the number of autocratic responses each participant selected on the 10-item Leadership Behaviors Scale (Sargent & Miller, 1971) (men group α=.79, women group α=.78). For example, “Which of the following would you prioritize when leading this group? (a) to assign members to tasks so more can be accomplished [autocratic], (b) to let the members reach a decision all by themselves [democratic]”. This measure thus places autocratic and democratic leadership at opposite ends of a continuum.
Fourth, in addition to the measure of communion from Study 1 (men group α=.85, women group α=.88), participants completed several exploratory mediators. We measured competence stereotypes: participants rated three items about each group (three items, e.g., “How intelligent are members of this group?”; men group α=.87, women group α=.89; Fiske et al., 2002).
As well, participants typed their answer to an open-ended question: “What would be your main goals when leading this group?” Two women research assistants (RAs) blind to the group’s gender coded these responses for three types of non-mutually-exclusive goals: communal goals (e.g., “To get along with everyone and respect one another”; 191 participants listed a communal goal with at least one of their two groups), competence goals (e.g., “Ensuring that our project is completed without delay”, reported by 227) and assertiveness goals (e.g., “I want to let them know I am in charge”, reported by 45). RAs discussed any disagreements and came to a consensus.
Finally, participants reported how much they would prioritize two communal goals (“Ensuring that group members like me”; “Making sure the group gets along”) with each group, and how much they would prioritize two competence goals (“Impressing the boss or instructor with our project”; “Achieving maximum success”). For each goal, they responded by moving a slider from 0 (prioritize much more with the group on the left side of the screen) to 100 (prioritize much more with group on the right side); the position of each group was counterbalanced across questions. Because the two communal goals (r=.27) and the two competence goals (r=.30) were not highly correlated, we analyzed all four goals separately.
Results
Primary analyses
As hypothesized, a series of t-tests revealed participants would lead groups of men in a more dominant, t(335)=4.71, p<.001, mean difference (MD)=0.25, 95% CI [0.15, 0.35], d=0.26 (reported in the main text), and more autocratic (less democratic), t(335)=3.98, p<.001, MD=0.47, 95% CI [0.24, 0.71], d=0.22, way than groups of women; see Figure 1. There was no effect on prestige, t(335)=-0.12, p=.906, MD=-.00, 95% CI [-.08, .07], d=-.01.
Effects of Leader Gender and Order
[bookmark: _Hlk131514363]A series of 2 (between subjects, leader gender: women vs. men) × 2 (within-subjects, group gender: women vs. men) ANOVAs replicated the follower gender effects, and found that men reported higher dominance than did women, but similar levels of autocratic-democratic leadership and prestige; leader gender did not moderate follower gender effects; see Table S1. To test for order effects, we ran a second series of 2 (between-subjects, order: women group first vs. men group first) × 2 (within-subjects, group gender: women vs. men) ANOVAs, finding that the effect of follower gender on dominance was larger when participants rated the group of women first (see Table S1). 
Table S1
Exploratory moderation analyses, pilot study (participant gender, order).  
	[bookmark: _Hlk114221133]
	Analysis: ANOVA

	
	DV: Dominance
	DV: Autocratic-democratic

	
	df
	F
	p
	df
	F
	p

	Participant gender
	1, 334
	4.76
	.030
	1, 334
	0.76
	.383

	Follower gender
	1, 334
	20.29
	<.001
	1, 334
	13.33
	<.001

	Group × participant gender
	1, 334
	0.90
	.343
	1, 334
	3.79
	.053

	Order 
	1, 334
	1.78
	.184
	1, 334
	3.74
	.054

	Follower gender
	1, 334
	23.58
	<.001
	1, 334
	15.98
	<.001

	Follower gender × order
	1, 334
	22.34
	<.001
	1, 334
	3.19
	.075

	
	Analysis: Marginal means (SDs)

	
	DV: Dominance
	DV: Autocratic-democratic

	
	Men group
	Women group
	Men group
	Women group

	Overall
	3.27 (1.54)
	3.02 (1.45)
	5.78 (2.77)
	5.31 (2.75)

	Man participant
	3.44 (1.56)
	3.25 (1.50)
	5.51 (2.64)
	5.30 (2.70)

	Woman participant
	3.15 (1.52)
	2.86 (1.39)
	5.98 (2.86)
	5.31 (2.78)

	Men group first
	3.05 (1.42)
	3.04 (1.52)
	5.41 (2.66)
	5.15 (2.76)

	Women group first
	3.50 (1.63)
	3.01 (1.37)
	6.15 (2.85)
	5.47 (2.73)



Note: Rows containing the key hypothesis tests are bolded.

Communion as a Mechanism
We used the MEMORE macro in SPSS (Montoya & Hayes, 2017) to bootstrap 10,000 samples to test the indirect effect of participants’ communal stereotypes and open-ended reports of communal goals with each group as mediators; see Table S2, top four rows. We computed four models, examining stereotypes and open-ended goals separately for each of the two DVs that showed a difference based on group gender (dominance and autocratic leadership). We had to use a separate strategy for our second measure of communal goals because on that measure participants did not provide one score for each group, but rather a single rating of the groups relative to each other (see below).
Participants perceived the group of men as significantly less communal and spontaneously mentioned fewer communal goals with the group of men compared to the group of women. These differences predicted using a more autocratic (less democratic) and more dominant leadership strategy with men than with women (though the relationship between communal goals and dominance was only marginally significant).
Table S2
Mediation analyses with stereotypes and open-ended reports of goals, Pilot Study.
	DV
	Mediator
	Men group
  mediator
	Mediator 
 DV
	Indirect effect
	Direct effect

	
	
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	95% CI
	b
	p

	Dominance
	Communal stereotype
	-.39
	<.001
	-.22
	<.001
	.09
	[.03, .15]
	.16
	.003

	Autocratic
	
	
	
	-.54
	<.001
	.21
	[.10, .36]
	.26
	.032

	Dominance
	Communal 
goal
	-.10
	.003
	-.15
	.099
	.01
	[-.00, .04]
	.23
	<.001

	Autocratic
	
	
	
	-.72
	<.001
	.07
	[.02, .15]
	.36
	.003

	Dominance
	Competence
stereotype
	-.07
	.139
	-.04
	.486
	.00
	[-.01, .02]
	.25
	<.001

	Autocratic
	
	
	
	-.44
	<.001
	.03
	[-.01, .10]
	.44
	<.001

	Dominance
	Competence goal
	-.02
	.492
	-.09
	.412
	.00
	[-.01, .01]
	.24
	<.001

	Autocratic
	
	
	
	.31
	.214
	-.01
	[-.03, .02]
	.44
	<.001

	Dominance
	Assertiveness goal
	.04
	.010
	.52
	.005
	.02
	[-.00, .06]
	.22
	<.001

	Autocratic
	
	
	
	1.15
	.006
	.05
	[.003, .12]
	.39
	.002


For the dependent variable (DV), Dom. = dominance, Auto. = autocratic-democratic. The total effect for dominance is b = .25, p <.001; the total effect for autocratic-democratic is b = .47, p <.001.

Structurally different but conceptually similar analyses with participants’ ratings of how much they would prioritize communal goals with the group of men versus women revealed similar effects; see Table S3, top two rows. One sample t tests (comparing to 50, representing prioritizing goals equally with both groups) showed that participants prioritized both communal goals more with groups of women than groups of men, and regression analyses showed that this predicted using a more autocratic (less democratic) leadership strategy with men than with women (though this was unrelated to dominance). (Our pre-registration erroneously stated we would test for mediation using these variables; this is not possible because there are only two variables, goals [rated once] and leadership style [difference score between group of men and group of women]. We therefore present this conceptually analogous analysis instead).
Table S3
T-tests and regression analyses predicting leadership style with rated goals with each group, Pilot Study.
	Goal type
	Specific goal
	Mean score
	Difference from midpoint (50)
	DV: Dominance
	DV: Autocratic-democratic 

	
	
	
	t
	df
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p

	Communal
	Like me
	52.25
	2.31
	327
	.021
	.005
	.129
	.023
	<.001

	
	Get along
	58.72
	8.60
	329
	<.001
	-.001
	.862
	.016
	.015

	Competence
	Impress
	52.16
	2.15
	333
	.032
	-.003
	.322
	.005
	.417

	
	Success
	48.36
	-1.53
	335
	.126
	-.005
	.077
	.005
	.421


Notes: Degrees of freedom differ slightly because some participants did not complete all measures. Mean scores > 50 indicate the goal is higher for the group of women than the group of men; < 50 indicates the reverse.

Overall, the general pattern across these analyses suggests that people perceive groups of women as more communal, and hold more communal goals when leading them, compared to groups of men. In turn, the communal stereotype (consistently) and communal goals (inconsistently) predict using a less harsh leadership strategy with women than with men.
Agency as a Mechanism
We used the same strategies to test agency as a mechanism; see Table S2, bottom six rows and S3, bottom two rows. These analyses revealed inconsistent effects. Of the five measures indexing agentic variables, only one served as a mediator in the hypothesized direction: Participants spontaneously listed more assertiveness goals when leading men versus women, which predicted using a more autocratic (less democratic) and more dominant leadership strategy when leading men versus women. In contrast, participants did not stereotype the group of men as more competent than the group of women, and they did not spontaneously list more competence goals nor did they prioritize either of the two competence goals we provided more strongly when leading men versus women. 
[bookmark: _Toc177304707]Study 2 Order Effects

As pre-registered, and because the pilot study found order effects, we also tested for order effects on dominance in Study 2. To do so we used a 6 (between-subjects, order: all six possible orders) × 3 (within-subjects, group gender: women, men, or mixed) ANOVA. This ANOVA revealed no effect of order, F(5, 355)=0.92, p=.468, nor interaction between order and group gender, F(10, 710)=1.08, p=.372, but did find a significant effect of group gender, F(2, 710)=32.64, p<.001, in line with predictions that people would lead men more dominantly than women. 
[bookmark: _Toc177304708]Study 2 Other Moderators

As pre-registered, we explored some other individual difference variables as potential moderators of the group gender effect on dominance. First, we examined benevolent sexism—the tendency to put women on a pedestal to be admired and protected (Klonis et al., 2005; Salmen & Dhont, 2021)—reasoning it could make people avoid being harsh with women (Jampol et al., 2023). Because benevolent sexism is typically studied as a counterpart to hostile sexism, we included that as well; we drew these measures from Glick and Fiske (2001). Second, we examined people’s desire to avoid seeming prejudiced, for either internal or external reasons. This desire is linked to treating people from lower-status groups more gently (Croft & Schmader, 2012); we reasoned it could therefore prompt leaders to avoid dominance with women. We drew measures of internal and external motivation to control prejudice from Plant and Devine (1998), modified to refer to gender bias (see Jampol et al., 2022). Table S4 provides sample items and scale characteristics for these measures.
Table S4
Sample items, response scales, and reliabilities for other individual difference measures, Study 2.
	Construct
	Sample item
	Response scale
	α

	Hostile sexism
	Women are too easily offended
	1=completely disagree, 7=completely agree
	.91

	Benevolent sexism
	Women should be cherished and protected by men
	
	.84

	Internal motivation to control sexism
	Being nonprejudiced towards women is important to my self-concept
	1=strongly disagree, 9=strongly agree
	.85

	External motivation to control sexism
	I try to act nonprejudiced toward women because of pressure from others
	
	.84



We analyzed these variables individually, as well as together in a model that included all significant moderators (including communal and agentic stereotypes; see main text). Table S5 reports the results.
Table S5
Statistics for the interaction between each moderator and group gender, Study 2, using either separate models for each moderator (leftmost columns) or one model with all significant moderators entered simultaneously (rightmost columns).

	Moderator
	Separate models 
	One model 

	
	β
	SE
	p
	β
	SE
	p

	Communion (overall)
	-.13
	.03
	<.001
	-.12
	.05
	.012

	Communion: Sociability
	-.15
	.03
	<.001
	
	
	

	Communion: Morality
	-.07
	.03
	.029
	
	
	

	Agency (overall)
	.08
	.03
	.026
	.05
	.05
	.255

	Agency: Assertiveness
	.09
	.03
	.010
	
	
	

	Agency: Competence
	.05
	.03
	.125
	
	
	

	Hostile sexism
	-.17
	.03
	<.001
	-.13
	.06
	.030

	Benevolent sexism
	-.02
	.03
	.592
	
	
	

	Internal motivation to control prejudice
	.14
	.03
	<.001
	.09
	.05
	.119

	External motivation to control prejudice
	-.09
	.03
	.011
	-.04
	.05
	.434



In the simultaneous model, agentic stereotypes no longer had a significant moderating effect; instead hostile sexism did. Those who reported low levels of animosity toward women (-1SD, or 1.68 on the 7-point scale) treated them less dominantly than they did men, β = .39, SE = .05, p < .001. Those who reported high levels (+1 SD; 3.68 on the scale) intended to be similarly dominant with both groups, β = .05, SE = .05, p = .251. Region of significance analyses further indicated that participants intended to be significantly more dominant with men if they scored below 3.50 on the 7-point scale, but more dominant with women if they scored above 4.97. In short, most leaders treat groups of men more dominantly than groups of women, but this effect can be eliminated or even reversed among leaders who dislike women.
[bookmark: _Toc177304709]Study 3 Analyses with Individual Dominance Items

Because the reliability of the dominance scale was low in Study 3, we also examined the effect of group gender on dominance for each individual item. To do so, we conducted our two pre-registered analyses on each individual item: t tests and Cohen’s d (no covariates) comparing coaches of girls to coaches of boys, and regression analyses predicting each individual item with team gender (1 = boys, 0 = girls) and hours of training (because this correlated significantly with dominance); see Table S6.
Table S6
Examining the effect of team gender on individual dominance items, Study 3. 
	Item
	t test 
	Regression 

	
	t
	df
	p
	d
	b
	SE
	p

	I control the kids on my team rather than permitting them to control me. 
	2.11
	309
	.036
	0.24
	.42
	.18
	.019

	The kids on my team know that it is better to let me have my way.
	1.00
	310
	.316
	0.12
	.27
	.21
	.190

	I enjoy having control over the kids on my team. 
	1.69
	308
	.092
	0.20
	.49
	.21
	.020

	I do NOT show the forceful or dominant aspects of my personality with the kids on my team. (R)
	-0.20
	310
	.840
	-0.02
	-.07
	.22
	.763

	Some of the kids on my team are afraid of me.
	0.85
	309
	.395
	0.10
	.17
	.15
	.271

	I use forceful tactics to get my way with the kids on my team.
	2.95
	310
	.003
	0.34
	.51
	.15
	<.001

	I do things my own way regardless of what the kids on my team may want.
	1.07
	308
	.287
	0.12
	.20
	.22
	.360

	I do NOT enjoy having authority over the kids on my team. (R)
	1.48
	305
	.140
	0.17
	.22
	.22
	.326


Note: Regression analyses include hours of training (centered) as a covariate.

[bookmark: _Toc177304710]Study 3 Exploratory Mediation Analyses
Measures
In Study 3 we examined similar exploratory mechanisms of the effects of group gender on leadership strategies as in the pilot study. Participants answered an open-ended question: “What are your main goals when coaching your team?”. Two women RAs blind to team gender rated these answers in the same way as in the pilot study, for communal goals (reported by 71 coaches) and two different of agentic goals – competence goals (reported by 160), and assertiveness goals (reported by 0, thus unanalyzed). Coaches’ answers revealed two additional categories: fun (wanting the children to enjoy themselves, reported by 151) and personal development (wanting the children to become better people, reported by 104). These goals do not fit cleanly into communion or agency categories so we report their results separately.
Results
	To test for mediation of the effect of group gender on dominance, we used the mediate function from the psych package in R (Revelle, 2019) to bootstrap 10,000 samples; see Table S7. Boys’ coaches mentioned significantly more competence goals and personal development goals, and significantly fewer fun goals, compared to girls’ coaches. There was no difference based on group gender for communal goals. These goals were generally unrelated to leadership style: No goal was related to dominance, and only competence goals and fun goals were related to prestige. No goal had a significant indirect effect.
Table S7
Mediation analyses with participants’ goals, Study 3.
	DV
	Mediator (goal type)
	Boys group  mediator
	Mediator 
 DV
	Indirect effect
	Direct effect

	
	
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	95% CI
	b
	p

	Dom.
	Communal
	.00
	.973
	.02
	.812
	.00
	[-.01, .01]
	.23
	.010

	Prest.
	
	
	
	.04
	.708
	.00
	[-.01 .01]
	.20
	.013

	Dom.
	Competence
	.14
	.016
	-.03
	.740
	.00
	[-.03, .02]
	.23
	.010

	Prest.
	
	
	
	.17
	.032
	.02
	[-.00, .06]
	.18
	.029

	Dom.
	Fun
	-.19
	<.001
	-.05
	.594
	.01
	[-.03, .05]
	.22
	.016

	Prest.
	
	
	
	-.14
	.079
	.03
	[-.00, .07]
	.18
	.034

	Dom.
	Personal development
	.22
	<.001
	-.06
	.493
	-.01
	[-.06, .03]
	.24
	.008

	Prest.
	
	
	
	.01
	.925
	.00
	[-.04, .04]
	.20
	.017


Notes: The total effect for dominance is b = .23, p = .010; the total effect for prestige is b = .20, p = .013.

[bookmark: _Toc177304711]Study 4 Autocratic-Democratic Leadership 
	In Study 4, as in the pilot study, we measured autocratic-democratic leadership. We did so both through coder ratings of leadership (1=very democratic, 3=halfway between democratic and autocratic, 5=very autocratic; ICCbaseline video=.79, ICCmain video=.85) and through self-reports (using the same measure as in the pilot study); see Table S8. There was a marginal tendency for people to show more autocratic, less democratic behavior when leading men compared to when leading women, but this was above our adjusted alpha of .017 and did not emerge with self-reports, suggesting this is unlikely to be meaningful. There were no significant effects of participant gender.
Table S8
Effects of participant and group gender on behavioral and self-reported autocratic-democratic leadership, Study 4.
	Predictor
	Behavioral
	Self-report

	
	b
	p
	b
	p

	(Intercept)
	1.88
	<.001
	2.37
	<.001

	Men group
	.09
	.054
	.03
	.573

	Men participants
	.06
	.281
	-.04
	.683

	Baseline leadership
	.93
	<.001
	n/a
	n/a






[bookmark: _Toc177304712]Study 5 Exploratory Analyses with Leader Gender, Ranking, Dominance, Assertiveness, and Communion

Exploratory analyses in Study 5 examined the effect of participant gender, leader gender, and coded dominance on five dependent measures: leader evaluations, participant-rated dominance, assertiveness (measured with the item “confident”), communion (measured with the item “warm”), and leader ranking (coded so 1 = first place ranking, 2 = second place, 3 = third place, 4 = fourth place); see Table S9. For each dependent measure, we ran multilevel regression analyses using as predictors participant gender (effect coded so 1 = man, -1 = woman or gender minority), leader dominance (as coded by research assistants in Study 4; mean-centered), their interaction, and all possible random effects for participants and leaders (see Table S10, top rows). Participants’ ratings of leaders’ dominance aligned with coders’ ratings. Unexpectedly, men participants provided higher ratings of dominance overall. And consistent with the mediation model presented below, men participants more than women and gender minority participants rated the more dominant leaders as more assertive. There were no effects on leader ranking.
Table S9
Multilevel regression analyses predicting leadership evaluations, perceived dominance, confidence, warmth, and ranking, Study 5.
	Predictor
	Evaluation
	Dominant
	Assertive
	Communal
	Ranking

	
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p
	b
	p

	(Intercept)
	4.54
	<.001
	3.69
	<.001
	4.53
	<.001
	4.75
	<.001
	2.51
	<.001

	M participant
	.06
	.058
	.26
	<.001
	.05
	.209
	.03
	.363
	-.00
	.962

	Coded dominance
	.00
	.965
	.15
	.013
	.07
	.379
	-.11
	.146
	-.05
	.597

	M participant × coded dominance
	.07
	.026
	.02
	.465
	.09
	.025
	.05
	.171
	-.04
	.317

	(Intercept)
	4.51
	<.001
	3.68
	<.001
	4.49
	<.001
	4.71
	<.001
	2.52
	<.001

	M participant
	.06
	.059
	.26
	<.001
	.05
	.190
	.03
	.375
	.01
	.797

	M leader
	-.10
	.056
	-.03
	.578
	-.09
	.121
	-.11
	.024
	.01
	.912

	Coded dominance
	.02
	.812
	.14
	.019
	.08
	.338
	-.09
	.242
	-.04
	.708

	M participant × M leader
	.03
	.418
	.01
	.730
	.06
	.086
	.02
	.532
	.00
	.838

	M participant × coded dominance
	.05
	.146
	.02
	.595
	.08
	.133
	.03
	.486
	-.02
	.745

	M leader × coded dominance
	.05
	.484
	.05
	.357
	.06
	.508
	.07
	.402
	-.04
	.658

	M participant × M leader × coded dominance
	.02
	.630
	.00
	.950
	.00
	.924
	.02
	.600
	-.05
	.299


Note. M=Men. 
Next, we explored the effect of leader gender by re-running the same models, but adding leader gender (effect coded so 1 = man, -1 = woman) and its interactions with participant gender and leader dominance as predictors (see Table S9, bottom rows). There was no effect of or interaction with leader gender on evaluation, though men leaders were rated as less warm than women leaders.
Finally, we explored whether assertiveness and communion could explain the difference in men and women’s evaluations of dominant leaders. Using the lavaan package in R (Rosseel, 2012), we conducted multilevel mediation analyses testing the indirect effects of assertiveness and communion predicting leader evaluations, moderated by participant gender, with random intercepts for participants; see Figure S1 and Table S10. Participants of all genders evaluated leaders more positively when they saw them as assertive and communal. But men versus women and gender minorities differed in how they perceived more, compared to less, dominant leaders: Men saw them as more assertive (but no less communal); women and gender minorities saw them as less communal (but no more assertive).
Figure S1
Multilevel mediation analysis showing assertiveness and communion mediate the effect of coder-rated leader dominance on leadership evaluations, moderated by participant gender.

[image: Diagram

Description automatically generated]
Notes: Dotted lines indicate non-significant paths. †p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. 
Table S10
Full results for the mediation model summarized in Figure 3, Study 5.
	Path
	Path type
	b
	SE
	p

	A1: Dominance  communion
	Non-men only
	-.13
	.05
	.011

	
	Men only
	-.03
	.05
	.610

	
	Difference
	-.10
	.07
	.176

	A2: Dominance  assertiveness
	Non-men only
	.01
	.06
	.878

	
	Men only
	.19
	.06
	.003

	
	Difference
	-.18
	.08
	.034

	B1: Communion  evaluation
	Non-men only
	.38
	.01
	<.001

	
	Men only
	.33
	.02
	<.001

	
	Difference
	.06
	.02
	.004

	B2: Assertiveness  evaluation
	Non-men only
	.45
	.01
	<.001

	
	Men only
	.42
	.01
	<.001

	
	Difference
	.03
	.02
	.126

	C: Total effect, Dominance  evaluation
	Non-men only
	-.04
	.04
	.400

	
	Men only
	.09
	.04
	.034

	
	Difference
	-.13
	.06
	.035

	A1*B1: Indirect effect, Dominance  communion  evaluation
	Non-men only
	-.05
	.02
	.011

	
	Men only
	-.01
	.02
	.610

	
	Difference
	-.04
	.03
	.127

	A2*B2: Indirect effect, Dominance  assertiveness  evaluation
	Non-men only
	.00
	.03
	.878

	
	Men only
	.08
	.03
	.003

	
	Difference
	-.08
	.04
	.041

	C’: Direct effect, Dominance  evaluation controlling for communion and assertiveness
	Non-men only
	.01
	.03
	.727

	
	Men only
	.02
	.03
	.482

	
	Difference
	-.01
	.04
	.778


Note. The paths labelled “non-men only” include women and gender minorities. 
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Controlling for Prestige
Because dominance and prestige can be positively correlated, some authors analyze each controlling for the other (e.g., Cheng et al., 2010). We therefore explored whether our key finding—the effect of group gender on leader dominance—held controlling for prestige. Table S11 below reports the effects of those analyses; results are not different from what we report in the main text. Note that we did not measure prestige in Study 2, and that in Study 4 we controlled for behavioral (self-reported) prestige when analyzing behavioral (self-reported) dominance.
Table S11
Results controlling for prestige.
	Study
	Measure
	Effect of group gender controlling for prestige

	Pilot
	Self-reported dominance
	b = 0.25, t(333.21) = 5.01, p < .001

	3 (men coaches)
	
	b = 0.18, t(311) = 2.02, p = .044

	3 (men and women)
	
	b = 0.16, t(347) = 1.97, p = .049

	4
	
	b = 0.12, t(156.75) = 2.24, p = .026

	4
	Behavioral dominance
	b = 0.36, t(156) = 3.46, p < .001



Controlling for Leader Gender
In addition to the main text analyses that report moderation by and main effects of leader gender, here we report the key effect of group gender on leader dominance, controlling for leader gender. Table S12 below reports the effects of those analyses; results are not different from what we report in the main text. Note that Study 4’s pre-registered analyses already controlled for leader gender. In Study 2 we focus on the key comparison between all men and all women groups, but the script on our OSF page provides code for the tests of mixed gender groups as well, which are also identical to what we report in the main text.
Table S11
Results controlling for leader gender. 
	Study
	Measure
	Effect of group gender controlling for leader gender

	Pilot
	Self-reported dominance
	b = 0.25, t(333.21) = 4.71, p < .001

	1
	
	b = 0.50, t(364) = 3.95, p < .001

	2
	
	b = 0.31, t(360) = 6.50, p < .001

	3 (men and women)
	
	b = 0.22 t(347) = 2.02, p = .037
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We tested whether men and women leaders differ in the stereotypes they hold based on follower gender. To do so, in each study that measured gender stereotypes, we ran models predicting stereotypes (separate models for communion and agency) from leader gender (1 = men, 0 = women and gender minorities), follower gender (1 = men, 0 = women), and their interaction. A significant interaction would indicate that men and women leaders differ in their follower gender stereotypes. For the pilot study and Studies 2 and 4, which were within-subjects studies where participants rated groups of both men and women, we ran multilevel models and included random intercepts for participants. For Study 1, which was a between-subjects study where participants rated only one group, we ran linear regression models. Study 3 and 5 did not measure leaders’ gender stereotypes. Table S12 displays the results. 
Table S12
Interactions between leader and follower gender predicting leaders’ gender stereotypes of their followers. 

	Stereotype
	Study
	b
	SE
	p

	Communion
	Pilot
	.15
	.12
	.237

	
	1
	.52
	.28
	.065

	
	2
	.47
	.14
	<.001

	
	4
	.71
	.26
	.008

	Agency
	Pilot
	.06
	.10
	.570

	
	1
	-.31
	.26
	.240

	
	2
	-.38
	.17
	.026

	
	4
	.45
	.20
	.026



For agency, we found no consistent pattern. There were two significant moderations in the four studies, but they went in different directions. For communion, there were two significant interactions such that the stereotype was more weakly held by men participants. In Study 2, these men leaders nonetheless still reported that groups of men were less communal than groups of women, b = -1.48, t(718) = 15.07, p < .001, though women leaders held this perception more strongly, b = -1.96, t(718) = 20.17, p < .001. In Study 4, where participants were all university students, men leaders did not appear to endorse the stereotype, b = 0.09, t(159) = 0.40, p = .689, only women leaders did, b = -0.61, t(159) = 5.27, p < .001.
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