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The Political Consequences of Gender in Social Networks
Paul A. Djupe, Denison University
Scott D. McClurg, Southern Illinois University
Anand E. Sokhey, University of Colorado, Boulder

Abstract
Research has demonstratesd that sPrior research on communication in social networks has
demonstrated its influence on a variety of democratic behaviors including opinion formation,
tolerance, voting behavior, and political participation. However, lLLargely unexplored in this
literature is the potential for heterogeneity in social influence, particularly alongcross gender lines.
Motivated by findings from across the social sciences, we move the discussion forward by examining
how classic prominent results regarding social networks and communication effects on political
participation , which often did not even control for gender, yield different results when we consider
the gender dynamics of supply of and demand for political communication. Our findings change
how we think about the efficacy of discussion and disagreement in a democratic society. – men and
women process social experiences in vastly different ways, and many network effects on political
participation are limited to women.
In particular, we find the democratic dilemma is limited to women.
Acknowledgements: We wish to thank Casey Klofstad for his comments and Jennifer Wolak for helpful
conversations on this paper. , though all errors remain our own. A previous version of this paper
was delivered at the 68th annual meeting of the MPSA, April 22-25, Chicago, IL. All errors remain
our own.
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Social contexts matter. Generations of behavioral research have demonstrated this, and
recent efforts have evolved to tell us more about the contingencies that affect degrees of influence
(e.g., Huckfeldt et al. 2004; McClurg 2003; Djupe and Gilbert 2009). With rising confidence that the
relationship between contextual embeddedness and political behavior is not a purely a
methodological artifact (Klofstad 2007, 2009; Nickerson 2008; Huckfeldt and Mendez 2008),
research in this vein is increasingly driven by a desire to understand the effects that social contexts
have on democratic outcomes. The central dilemma in this literature rests inwith a trade-off between
informed citizens and active ones. As argued by Diana Mutz (2006), networks that include
disagreement create significant opportunities for increased tolerance and learning, but do not
support deep participation. , and vice versa.
However, lLargely ignored in this rapidly maturing literature about this “the democratic
dilemma” posed by network cues is an ever-present source of variance: gender. In this paper, wWe
posit that the degree and nature of social influence experienced by men and women is different,
which in turnthereby shapesing the levels of gender equality in American politics. By addressing this
question, we are in essence asking whether or not the tradeoff between an informed and
participatory citizenrys is universal, or whetherif it depends upon the genderr of the citizen.
WIn particular, we argue that the dilemma it is limited to women. And, this This is a
significant issue for two reasons:. First, previous empirical workthere has are already demonstratesd
substantial political inequities in information (Atkeson and Rapoport 2003; Delli Carpini and Keeter
1996) and in rates of participation (Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001) that exist between men and
women. If suchthose behavioral differences also point tohold different representation for men and
women consequences, then it it reveals potentially uncovers another barrier to ensuring gender equity in
the American political system. Second, this helps fill a gap in research on social networks that has
focused almost all of its energy in demonstrating what we will call a “supply side” differences
2
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between men’s and women’s networks. In examining the nexus between gender, networks, and
participation, we bring the “demand side” into focus, The demand side has received considerably
less attention, with few political scientists exploring whether women use their networks and process
social information differently than men.
To address this side ofe social influencegaps in contemporary research on social networks,
we re-examine prominent, network-based social explanations of political participation in an effort to
determine whether established findings hold for both sexes. What we find changes how we think
about the efficacy of discussion and disagreement in a democratic society. Social communication is
influential for women and less so for men, disagreement drives down women’s political participation
but increases it for men, and exposure to expertise benefits women and not men. Based on these
findings, we do not observe a fundamental tradeoff between disagreement and participation (Mutz
2006), nor a simple , overlooked solution rooted in expertise (McClurg 2006a). Instead, we conclude
that the democratic dilemma is largely limited to women, and that an array of forces serves to
maintain such a segmentation.
Political Participation, Social Communication, and Gender
Communication in social networks is often hypothesized to hold important consequences
for participation in American politics. Central to this debate are questions about not only whether or
not networks cause (levels of) engagement in a variety of political activities (Klofstad 2007, 2009;
Nickerson 2008), but also how networks support participation (McClurg 2003). The question is
most notably framed by research by Diana Mutz (2002a, 2002b, 2006), who focuses on political
conversations that cross lines of difference – what she labels cross-cutting discussion and is
elsewhere labeled political disagreement (Huckfeldt et al. 20045; see also Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and
McPhee 1954). MutzShe concludes that there is a democratic dilemma, in which people exposed to
disagreement participate less often but have more thoughtful and moderate opinions, , or in which
3

they are not exposed to disagreement and, participate, butand have less tolerant and more extreme
opinions.
While there is some debate about whether (Leighley 1990) and under what conditions
(McClurg 2006; Djupe and Gilbert 2009)whether socially-experienced disagreement in fact tends to
depress participation, (Leighley 1990) and under what conditions (McClurg 2006a; Djupe and
Gilbert 2009), others have it has also been argued that other elements of network interactions can
increase participation. The central point main argument along these lines has been a recognition that
networks can facilitate participation by giving people opportunities to learn about politics through
political talk (Kenny 1992; Lake and Huckfeldt 1998; McClurg 2003), particularly with people who
know a lotmore about politics (McClurg 2006a).
ExplanationsThe explanation for existingthese findings relyies upon the supply of and
demand for political information within networks. That is, mostMost approaches to understanding
citizen politics depend on information, and in particular, on studying issues pertaining to its access,
availability, and processing access to it, its availability, and how it is processed. Since people do not
live in social vacuums, accessing and processing information consequential to political choice and
activity invariably involves other people. Generations of work have taken up this line of inquiry,
conclusively demonstrating how citizens’ political choices depend on who they happen to interact
with (Beck 1991; Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1959; Books and Prysby 1991; Gilbert 1993;
Huckfeldt 1986; Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995; see Zuckerman 2005 for a review).
In our viewthe context of how we’ve conceived it, social network research has paid much
more attention to issues of supply, studying discussant selection (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987),
discussion frequency (Lake and Huckfeldt 1998; Mendez and Osborn 2010), communication quality
(Huckfeldt, Levine, et al. 1998; Huckfeldt, Beck, et al. 1998; Huckfeldt, Sprague, and Levine 2000),
and network structure (Huckfeldt et al. 1995). Less attention has been paid to the study of demand –
4
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i.e., , or the acceptance of such communication – , though the role of disagreement has been studied
in some depth (Huckfeldt and Mendez 2004; Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995).1 SomeOthers have
studied the effects of having a a conflict avoidant personality (Mutz 2006; Ulbig and Funk 1999),
though not a conflict avoidant orientations to a particular persons.
To be fair, recentMore recent work has begun to added a levels of complexity and moved
toward a focus on the other side, observing the interaction between input (supply) and acceptance
(demand). For example, scholars have argued that socialSocial influence is contingent
(“autoregressive”), with – discussion dyads exerting influence when the the discussion partner’s
views are in line with the rest of the network (Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague 2004). Dyadic
influence has also been found to be contingent on the social context , beyond the network – d.
Dyadic disagreement demobilizes political minorities in a neighborhood, but has no influence on
those in the political majority (McClurg 2006b; see also Djupe and Gilbert 2009; Huckfeldt, Beck, et
al. 1998). Unfortunately, lLittle else has been acknowledged – , leaving a considerable gap in the
literature. We believe that examining the gender dynamics of social social interaction provides allow
an opportunity to further the study of the demand side of social influence. ideal context to explore
further the demand side of social influence.
The Gender Basis of Social Influence
How do these processes play out between the sexes, particularly with respect to the demand
for (or use of) social information? Research across the social sciences has continually found that
women experience the world differently than men do. Though arguments rage about whether the
differences are innate or situation specific, that there are differences is not in dispute. These
differences, demonstrated in terms of personality and social, economic, and political engagement,
should be closely connected with the forceslevers of social influence experienced by men and
1

Some have studied the effects of having a conflict avoidant personality (Mutz 2006; Ulbig and Funk 1999), though not
conflict avoidant orientations to particular persons.
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women. As noted, our argument about how gender dynamics shape social influence is contingent on
understanding the distinction between two elements of the broader social influence literature – we
elaborate on these in the following sections. Our argument about how gender dynamics shape social
influence contains two elements: a supply side (inputs) and a demand side (acceptance), reflecting
the concerns of the broader social influence literature.
Supply
Gender differences are reflected in the social choices citizens make. Though men and
women have equally-sized networks (Marsden 1987; Moore 1990), women’s core networks tend to
be populated with family at higher rates with family. From this perspective, differences in the
composition of the network are driven by the structural locations of men and women (Moore 1990)
as opposed to dispositions (e.g., Gilligan 1982). However, Huckfeldt and Sprague (1995) , however,
present a blended perspective gained from examining spousal pairs (which holds structural location
constant). Among spouses, men are less likely to name their spouse as a discussant and tend to
perceive their spouse as less politically competent. Thus, network construction and usagee reflects at
least some dispositional elements.
In more recent work, bBoth gender has occupied a more central role in the analysis. Both
Mendez and Osborn (forthcoming, 2010) and Djupe and Sokhey (2008) have investigated the role of
expertise in network discussion choices, particularly as they concern discussion with women. Both
pairs of authors find that women’s perceived expertise is depressed, even after controlling for their
actual knowledge levels. That is, as Huckfeldt and Sprague (1995) found, women’s potential as a
political discussion partner is downplayed by men, even among spouses. This translates into reduced
political discussion rates with women, since expertise is such a strong predictor of discussion
(Huckfeldt 2001). On the other hand, one consequence of women having overwhelming numbers of
men as political discussion partners is that women also tend to have much greater access to political
6

experts than men do (Djupe and Sokhey 2008). Thus, if they can borrow the network of a strategic
partner (Burt 1998), they can still gain access to participatory resources.
Demand
While network studies have generally glossed over the supply side is important, network
studies involving gender have evaded studying demand-side pressures, . However, one promising
and highly relevant avenue of research comes from studies of personality. Numerous A wide variety
of scholars have found gender differences in the “big 5” inventory of personality traits (see, e.g.,
Costa, Terracciano, and McCrae 2001; Feingold 1994; Lynn and Martin 1997; Schmitt et al. 2008
and related reviews). Men tend to score higher in assertiveness and openness to ideas, whereas
women tend to score higher on anxiety (a subtrait of neuroticism), agreeableness, extraversion, and
openness to feelings (e.g., Costa, Terracciano, and McCrae 2001).2 Importantly, the traits on which
women score higher, especially agreeableness and extraversion, are just those that would predict
sensitivity to social pressure (Eagly and Wood 1991; Feingold 1994).
These results are buoyed from a variety of perspectives. Feminist theorists have long
suggested that men are different from women. Carol Gilligan (1982) and followers (Belenky et al.
1986) indicated that women speak with a different voice that is more caring and nurturing than
men’s, though much of the work in psychology (cited above) would take issue with claims that such
traits are innate. At least in the developed world – Gilligan’s frame of reference – there is strong
evidence to suggest small, but robust personality differences between the sexes.3

2
Interestingly, these differences emerge more strongly in developed nations, though exactly why this is the case is of
some dispute (see Schmitt et al. 2008; Wood and Eagly 2002).
3
These personality differences have been found to affect such things as earnings, helping to explain wage gaps across
decades (Mueller and Plug 2006). One of the mechanisms found to affect wages is the differential experience of men and
women in negotiations. This literature is complex, but tends to agree that there are at least conditional gender effects.
One meta-analysis found that women tend to reach less optimal outcomes in negotiations, and features of the
negotiation style and process were unable to erase or reverse that difference (Stuhlmacher and Walters 1999). Others,
however, find situational and gender stereotype triggers affect the results of negotiations, allowing much of the gap
between men and women to be erased under the right conditions (e.g., Bowles, Babcock, and McGinn 2005; Kray,
Thompson, and Galinsky, 2001).
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These personality differences have been found to affect such things as earnings, helping to
explain wage gaps across decades (Mueller and Plug 2006). One of the mechanisms found to affect
wages is the differential experience of men and women in negotiations. This literature is complex,
but tends to agree that there are at least conditional gender effects. One meta-analysis found that
women tend to reach less optimal outcomes in negotiations, and features of the negotiation style and
process were unable to erase or reverse that difference (Stuhlmacher and Walters 1999). Others,
however, find situational and gender stereotype triggers affect the results of negotiations, allowing
much of the gap between men and women to be erased under the right conditions (e.g., Bowles,
Babcock, and McGinn 2005; Kray, Thompson, and Galinsky, 2001).
Other support comes from studies of social involvement, where it has been demonstrated
that women’s associational worlds tend to be constructed in ways that minimize conflict and
exposure (relative to men’s). Though women’s social networks are not nearly homophilous
(Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001; Ridgeway and Smith-Lovin
1999), women’s associational involvements help to limit contact with a heterogeneous, expansive
social set (Popielarz 1999). On average, associations to which women belong are smaller, more
homophilous and smaller (McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1986), and peripheral to economic concerns
(McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1982). These patterns appear related to findings that women tend to
trust those with whom they have direct relationships, while men trust those sharing group
affiliations (Maddux and Brewer 2005).
Women have been shown to be more likely to “tend and befriend” rather than engage in
“fight or flight” when subjected to stress (Taylor et al. 2000), a finding supported by a variety of
studies (e.g., Mather 2010; McClure 2000; see Taylor 2006 for a review). Relatedly, eEvidence also
shows that women are more conflict avoidant (Ulbig and Funk 1999) and tend to evince opinions at
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lower rates (Atkeson and Rapoport 2003; Djupe 2010; Rapoport 1982, 1985), which can be seen as
another way of avoiding conflict. Mondak and Anderson (2004) attribute at least part of women’s
lack of opinions to the way questions, especially political knowledge questions, are asked – these
questions promote guessing, which men are more willing to do. Thiseir critique also serves to
confirm that men tend to be more willing to take social risks (Bromiley and Curley 1992).
In sum, despite powerful evidence from across the social sciences to suggest that gender will
affect how social influence works, most social network research to date has not examined or often
even controlled for gender. Moreover, those studies that have acknowledged gender have not
progressed beyond network construction and interaction to link network dynamics to substantive
political questions. Thus, cThe claims about the implications of gendered patterns of network choice
and interaction on political attitudes and activities are thus speculative and deserve testing. Hence,
we take this next step by explicitly incorporating gender into replications of important findings of
network effects on political participation.
Hypotheses
. As seen elsewhere in the literature on networks, the gender debate focuses primarily on the
characteristics of the messages (supply) than on features of the person who receives them, or what
we label demand-side forces. Consequently, there has been no exploration of gender in
understanding the social network foundations of political participation (though see Djupe, Sokhey,
and Gilbert 2007). Consistent with our theoretical expectations that women will be more responsive
than men to network stimuli, we test two hypotheses with respect to gender, social influence, and
political participationin this section:.
▪WFirst, we expect that political disagreement depresses the participation of women
more than that of men. Our principal test of this hypothesis will involves a replication of Mutz’s
(2002a; 2006) analysis of data from the
American component of the 1992 Cross--National
Election Study.

9
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▪WSecond, we expect that the positive effect of discussion with political experts
towill increase women’sthe
participation of women more so than men’s participationit does
men. We test this in the context of
McClurg’s
(2006a) investigation of participation using
2000 American National Election Study data.
These hypotheses are important because, if supported, they implies that women are more
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susceptible to the participation-deliberation trade-off identified by Mutz. Importantly, they would
further suggest that this is not just because men and women reside in different social environments
but react differently to the information in those environments as well.

Although understanding the degree to which men and women respond differently to social cues is
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important by itself, this question cuts deeper because it also addresses questions related to the
democratic dilemma first identified by Mutz.
Cross-Cutting Talk and Political Participation
In Mutz’s original investigation of the participatory consequences of networks (2002a), she
argues that cross-cutting talk would depresses involvement by creating ambivalence about political
choices and stimulating feelings of conflict avoidance held by some people. She tests this theory
with an impressive array of data, including a study funded by the Spencer Foundation and data from
the American component of the 1992 CNES; it . It is theis second data set that interests us most
here.
To test her hypothesis she created a measure of cross-cutting talk based on each survey
respondents’ perceptions of how people in their network voted.4 For each discussion partner
identified by the respondent, the relationship was coded zero if the respondent believed they
preferred the same presidential candidate, one if either the respondent or her discussant did not vote

Respondents to the American component of the 1992 CNES were asked to identify up to four people with whom they
discussed “important matters.” They were also asked to identify whether there was an additional – 5th – were any
personother people with whom they discussed “political matters.” Klofstad et al.’s (2009) analysis of these two name
generatorsis method suggests that both yieldit yields similar information to that gained by other approaches used to yield
discussant names.

4
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or was indifferent, and two if they had different preferences altogether. This measure was summed
across all discussants named by the respondent to createas a measure of the volume of cross-cutting
discussion, and serveding as the principal independent variable in her analysis.5 The principal
dependent variable is based on standard National Election Study questions that ask whether a
respondent (separately) worked on a campaign, displayed a sign or bumper sticker, donated money,
tried to persuade another person how to vote, or attended any meetings/ or rallies.
[Table 1 about here]
Our attempt at replication ofing Mutz’s original analysis, estimated with ordered probit, is
recorded in the second column of Table 1. The results support precisely the same conclusions as her
Mutz’s original paper6 –.7 aAs she hypothesized, respondents who report higher levels of exposure
to cross-cutting talk are less likely to participate, while those who are embedded in larger, more
politically-oriented networks have a higher likelihood of involvement. Consistent with years of
research, education, income, and partisan preferences affect participation and do so in sensible ways.
Also consistent with what we know about participation, there is a gender participation gap in which
females are less likely to participate than men (Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001).
Of greater interest to us are the results in the secondthird and thirdfourth columns, which
estimate Mutz’s model for men and women separately (the full interaction model appears in the
appendix). Consider first the difference in the impact of cross-cutting talk on men and women. For
men, the coefficient is not only in the unexpected positive direction, it also fails to achieve is also statistical ly
significancet; however, for women cross-cutting talk is in the expected negative direction and is statistically significant.

MutzShe includes two additional social network measures, one of which measures the size of the network and another
that captures the volume of political talk in the network. The second measure was derived by summing responses to a
question asking whether the respondent talked politics with each discussant often, sometimes, or never.
6
We thank Diana Mutz for several email exchanges. To be clear, we are not replicating Mutz’s work to question her
original findings, but to investigate the gender dynamics of social influence.
7
We thank Diana Mutz for helpful email exchanges. To be clear, we are not replicating Mutz’s work to question her
original findings, but to investigate the gender dynamics of social influence. are not able to replicate her results exactly;
our coding produces about 100 fewer respondents.

5
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That is, we see evidence that cross-cutting talk has the potential to actually boosts participation
among men, while depressing it only among women. A difference also emerges when we look at the
impact of the amount of political talk. Although the coefficient is positive for both men and women,
it is considerably larger and is only statistically different from zero for women. Importantly, we find
that these are the only differences between the coefficients in these two models that are statistically
distinguishable by gender(see Table A1).

Comment [AES1]: Is this true?

To demonstrate the substantive meaning of these results, in Table 1 Substantively, what do
these results mean? Towe display the probability that a respondent address this question, we
estimated the probability that a respondent participated in none, one, two, three, four, or five
activities duringin the 1992 election using the results in Table 1. We estimate this as a function of
both cross-cutting talk and gender, holding all other variations in the model at their mean. The
results of these calculations are visually displayed in Figure 1.
[Figure 1 about here]
Starting with the results for men, we see that the probabilities of engaging in none or one
political activity are roughly equivalent (at forty percent), and are essentially constant across the
range of cross cutting talk. The probability of engaging two or more activities are also constant
across levels of cross-cutting talk (as denoted by the flat lines), and are all less than twenty
percent.they have about a forty percent probability of engaging in no political activity with an
equivalent probability of engaging in one act. Taken together, the lack of a statistically significant
relationship with cross-cutting exposure By contrast, men have less than a 20 percent probability of
engaging in two or more activities. Most important for our purposes, we see that not only is the
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impact of cross-cutting discussion statistically imprecise but that the size of the positive substantive
effect is negligible. In other words, the null results we report statistically are not just symptomatic of
a noisy relationship where we cannot reject the hypothesis of statistical significance, but of a
12
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substantively positive relationship as well. This suggests that, for men , cross-cutting discussion is
not what drives them in or out of politics.
The pattern is different for women. Although women who experience no cross-cutting talk are
just as likely to participate as a man with similar characteristics (a probability of just over 40 percent),
they are far more sensitive to the patterns of communication within their social networks. MBy far
most of the change in participation due to social networks occurs in the distinction between zero
and one political act, with the effects of the network being substantively mild elsewhere. Together,
the resultsThis suggests that across genders, social networks matter little when it comes to extremely
high levels of political activity. for women, as for men, extremely high levels of political activity do
not seem to be a matter of social networks. However, the the social network is very important for
women’s entrance into politics in a way that it is not for men. And the effect is substantial, with the
probability of no activity increasing by nearly 20 percent for women experiencing no versus the
highest levels of cross-cutting political communication. considerable cross-cutting political
communication.
Morest generallyclearly, the results indicate it is strong evidence that social networks and
communication simply affect men and women differently, and this raises questions about the source
of the gender gap in political participation. . One of the more prominent relationships to emerge
from social network research on political participation is limited to women. But it also raises
questions about the source of the political gender gap. Burns, Schlozman, and Verba (2001) argue
that much of the inequalityis gap stems fromrom the differential individual resources in the form of
civic skills possessed by men and women. And, whileWhile they also emphasize the importance of
“institutional treatment” – such as the structure of family life – for producingg these differences in
resource stockss, their handling does not consider discussion emphasizes the development of
individual skills rather thean receipt and use of information from a social network. OurThese
13
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findings suggest that the gender gap in participation is related, at least in part, to an interaction
between gender and the information environment beyond civic skill development – this supports
previous work indicating that .8 These results complement Djupe, Sokhey, and Gilbert’s (2007)
conclusion that network effects on the development of skills and the receipt of recruitment efforts
are starkly differentiated by gender, and can serve to constrain women’s resource acquisition (Djupe,
Sokhey, and Gilbert 2007). .

Socially-Supplied Political Expertise and Political Participation
Building on work by Huckfeldt (2001), McClurg (2006a) offersed a counter hypothesis to –
at least partly – resolve Mutz’s democratic dilemma. He suggestsed that people who haved more
political expertise in their social network are would be more likely to participate, and that this
positive effect should be larger than the negative consequences of political disagreement. To test his
argument, he draws on data from the 2000 American National Election Study. The principal
independent variable for his analysis is based on respondents’ perceptions of how much each of
their discussants knows about politics, the answers to which are averaged across all discussants
named by the respondent.9 He also controls for discussion across lines of political difference by
measuring the percentage of dyads that share the respondent’s vote preference, and levels of political
talk by summing the total frequency of political discussion. The principal dependent variable in his
analysis is similar to Mutz’s, except that he doesid not include whether respondents reported
attempting to persuade someone how to vote as part of his participatory indexin his participation

We say this in part because, while we cannot measure individual skills as Burns et al. (2001) do, we do control for many
individual characteristics related to skill development such as education, income, and gender.
9 Respondents were asked whether each discussant knew a lot, some, or just a little about politics. As Huckfeldt’s (2001)
analysis of this same question demonstrates, these perceptions are strongly influenced by actual levels of discussant
knowledge.
8
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index. The results of ourThe results of our replication and extension – a negative binomial model –
with a proper accounting for genderappear in are reported in Table 2.
[Table 2 about here]
AOgain ourur replication reaches the same conclusions as the original analysis – respondents
who were exposed to greater political sophistication in the network arewere more likely to
participate, as arewere those who experienceed greater levels of political talk and lower levels of
disagreement. Also of importance are the strength of a respondent’s partisan predilections, the
number of groups to which shethey belongs (Leighley 1996), hertheir interest in politics, herthe level
of contact from campaigns (Green and Gerber 2000), and her their household income. The main
effect of gender is not significant in this sample.
Of course, we are more interested in what happens when we allow for the possibility that
these factors vary on the basis of the respondent’s gender – these. These results appear in the
second and third can be seen in the third (for men) and fourth (for women) columns of Table 2.
Looking at the estimates, we see that mMen (column 2) in this sample are not very strongly
influenced by social network factors. Although levels of political talk, agreement, and respondent
sophistication all point in the same direction notedexpected by McClurg, none of them reach
conventional levels of statistical significance. One exception is the statistically marginal, positive
effect of agreement in the network, which is marginally significant ( at the p<.10 level).10 As in the
case of our reanalysis of Mutz’s paper with 1992 CNESP findingsdata, in 2000 we see that the
primary determinants of men’s participation come from individual traits (e.g., partisanship and

10

Although our interest here is in gender differences in well-regarded studies of social influence, It is worthwe must
notinge that this t we find a gender difference in the influence of agreement here that differs from what we found in
Table 1 (positive and marginally significant for men only in 2000; negative and significant for women, while positive and
non-significant for men in 1992). Though beyond the scope of this effort, we speculate that this is This may be due –at
least in part – in part to differences in the questions used to identify discussants, the election contexts, and the coding
schemes used by Mutz and McClurg. Most important for our purposes, the 2000 result for womeneffect here is
statistically insignificant by any standard, as is the 1992 result for men. .

15

campaign exposure) are more strongly influenced by individual traits such as partisanship and their
exposure to the campaign than by rather than their networks.
The same cannot be said for the female respondentss in the 2000 ANES. Although
womenthey are also influenced by some of the same factors as men (, most notably, their interest in
politics and mobilization contacts), women are more strongly affected by the attributes of their
social networks. While aAs with men, all three social network coefficients point in their expected
directions (as they do for male respondents), . Unlike men, the impact of political discussion and the
socially supplied social supply of expertise emerge as are statistically significant indicators boosting
women’s political involvement. Keeping in mind that the central crucial measure of interest – thethe
network level of network agreement – is is statistically insignificant here, the implication is that
women are able to benefit from greater exposure to political information and to higher quality
socially-supplied political information (i.e., expertise). This characterization is buttressed by the fact
that the only statistically significant difference between the network coefficients for men and women
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in this model comes from levels of discussant expertise in the social network (see Table A2). Again,
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we see that the central finding from an important piece of social network research is limited to
women.
[Figure 2 about here]
In Figure 2 we againAs with our re-analysis of data from the CNEP, graph the results to aid
with substantive interpretation.the statistical findings have important substantive effects as well. In
McClurg’s (2006a: 746) original analysisrticle, he illustrated the importance of network expertise by
plotting the expected number of political acts expected as a function of network discussion, the
percentage of agreeable dyads, and levels of network expertise. Discussion was represented by the
average level of political discussion in a two-person (volume of discussion = 3.61) and four-person
(7.25) network, . eExpertise wasis divided into three categories representing the minimum,
16

maximum, and average levels (0, 2, and 1.22, respectively), and ). And disagreement effectsects were
plotted from having no agreeable to completely agreeable dyads. We replicated thisthat same
approach here in Figure 2, butexcept that we separate out the predicted countseffects for men and
women.
[Figure 2 about here]
In comparing the findings for males and females, we see clear evidence that characteristics of
the network only matter only for women. In both two- and four-person networks, men are
essentially unaffected by the level of political expertise in their network – this . This is clearly
illustrated by the lack of separation between the lines in the plots (in the leftfirst boxes)column of
Figure 2. Similarly, men’s levels of political involvement vary regardless of whether they have a twoor four-person network. There is some evidence of a slight effect from agreement for men
(reflecting the near statistical-significance of this measure in Table 2), but the substantive
consequences are small (just over a .1 increase in the number of activities across the full range of
agreement, regardless of network size) mild. In a two-person network with a male ego, political
activity increases by .11 units; the effect is .12 units for a four-person network.
While we see relatively small network effects for men, the results are statistically and
substantively stronger for women.In contrast to the null results for men are substantively stronger
effects for women. For example, women’s expected rates of participation are slightly affected by
their rates of political discussion. Women in networks that are completely agreeable –with average
levels of expertise – see their expected participation increase by 0.08 activities (moving from a twoperson network to a four-person network; results not graphed).
Figure 2 demonstrates the even larger effects for pFirst, political expertise (right boxes).
matters considerably. The difference between the minimum and maximum levels on the measure of
expertise is an increase of .18 activitiesunits in two-person networks with no agreeable dyads, and
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0.37 activitiesunits in completely agreeable networks. In four-person networks the impact of
network expertise is even greater, increases to increasing expected participation by 0.26
activitiesunits in completely disagreeable networks, and 0.45 participatory activitiesunits in
completely agreeable networks.

Second, the expected level of participation by women is

slightly affected by their level of political discussion. For example, women in networks that are
completely agreeable with average levels of expertise see their expected participation increase by 0.08
units in moving from a two-person network to a four-person network.
Levels of disagreement also matter more for womenfemales than they do for men. However, the

Formatted: Indent: First line: 0 pt

consequences of agreement for females women are contingent on differ based on levels of network
expertise. In a two-person network with a female ego and an average level of political expertise,
going from a network with no agreement to one with complete agreement increases expected
participation by 0.06 activitiesunits (i. In a similar four-person network, the effect is 0.07). These
effects are smaller than they are for men embedded in networks with any level of expertise.
However, in the case of high network expertise, the effect of agreement across the range of possible
values becomes roughly the same for females and males in networks with high levels of expertise –
0.13 units. In this sense, McClurg’s conclusion that network expertise is more important than
disagreement only holds for women, though even among men the impact of disagreement is not very
large for either gender.
What we see from this pattern of results, then, is that women are more receptive to cues
from their social environment. In this sense, it buttresses our main point – the effects of network
cues depend upon the characteristics of the receiver. More generally, the different results produced
from our replications of Mutz’s and McClurg’s papers show that the potential democratic dilemma
of networks and the debate around the dilemma should be bracketed by the politics of gender.
Although we do not pretend to resolve the debate about how serious this problem is, we do argue
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that to the extent it exists it is a different debate and that the dilemma only holds for women. And
given that women often have networks that are lower in levels of expertise and political discussion –
the factors that mute the effects of disagreement – they may be the group least able to reconcile the
benefits of disagreement in networks with the desire to participate.
Discussion and Conclusion
Multiple generations of research have found persuasive evidence that citizens’’s political
choices cannot be understood without considering social sources of information. Many studies
appearing in the pages of the top journals in the discipline have pressed the argument that
individuals are socially embedded and that they exercise imperfect control over their information
sources (, which makes them pervious to the political cues constantly available to them). To be sure,
people are not defenseless against the onslaught of socially-supplied communication, and a number
of studies have documented just how personal commitments, network composition, and the social
contexts serve to limit (facilitate)thethe influence of discussion partners.
To this point, research in this area has largely avoided considering how the sociology and
psychology of gender may constrain social influence (thoughbut see Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995;
Mendez and Osborn 2010). And, what research exists political sciencethere has been has been
focused on the supply side – that is, the on different social experiences men and women have –
rather than the demand side, or men and women’s differential processing of such experiences, which
indicates that men and women process such experiences differently. Drawing on a considerable
body of research fromacross sociology, psychology, economics, women’s studies, and political
science, we demonstrate the seriousness of this oversight.
It is clear from our results that analyses of social pressures cannot ignore the social and
psychological dynamics of gender. Tests of severalome foundational relationships in the social
influence political science literature with regard to the use of social networks in shaping political
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participation support our expectations – m. Men and women respond to process their social
networkssocial experiences in vastly different ways, and several major . Our results suggest that
prominent findings regarding network effects on political participation appear to bere limited to
women. These distinctions emerge from multiple, nationally representative samples, and are not
limited by time or politics – they hold across almost a decade and two distinct electoral contexts (the
1992 and 2000 presidential elections). – the results from analysis of multiple, nationally
representative samples indicate that men are either not affected by network pressures or that they
respond oppositely from women. It is clear from our results that analyses of social pressures can not
ignore the social and psychological dynamics of gender.
In our view, these results point to an overdue reconciliation of social network and social
psychological approaches (see also Mendelberg 2005). While pioneering work in the social sciences
recognized the importance of both social pressures and individuals’ psychological orientations to it
(see, e.g., Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954; Festinger 1957; Homans 1961; Sherif et al. 1954),
work in political science distanced itself from the consideration of social communication by the time
of The American Voter (Campbell et al. 1960; for a review, see Zuckerman 2005). RMore recent
studies of social network effects have paid more explicit attention to the demand-side of social
influenceeffects (e.g., see Huckfeldt and Mendez 20084), but considerable work remains. It is
undeniable that gender underlies commonly-observed social network effects, but theit remains to be
seen what constellation of mechanisms needs further attentionare really at play. Personality batteries
hold some promise, though concepts more closely tied to politics – , such as conflict avoidance – ,
could also be employed to considerable benefit.
To close, we return to what Mutz has labeled the democratic dilemma – the notion that
exposure to diverse political views induces higher levels of political tolerance and more moderate
opinions, but at the same time inhibits participation in the political process. AlThough subsequent
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work has qualified thisat claim (e.g., McClurg 2006a), our investigation here has suggestsed that that
both Mutz and those building on her work miss an important part of the story has been missed.
There is a democratic dilemma, but it is limited to women. On this basis, we are able to add considerable
weight to Djupe, Sokhey, and Gilbert’s (2007: 907) claim that: “If exposure to political difference
produces a gendered response, the resulting representational problem is specific, group-centered,
and even more troubling than the one previously advanced, which is diffuse and pluralist.”
What remains, then, are questions about the conditions that serve to maintain this
representational distinctioneficit. If the balance of psychological work that we draw upon is correct,
then personality differences that emerge in developed societies (– those that result in women
displaying higher levels of conflict avoidance) – suggest that such a gaprepresentational deficit is
essentially one of choice. However, if the sociologists’ and political scientists’ arguments have merit,
then semi-voluntary structural locations and different institutional treatments that women
experience (e.g., Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001) serve to maintain the “gender system.” We are
not yet in a position to lay claim to one side or another, but urge researchers to design studies to
resolve this tension, and to further explore the mechanisms involved in network-gender dynamics in
greater detail.

21

References
Atkeson, Lonna Rae and Ronald B. Rapoport. 2003. “The More Things Change The More They
Remain the Same: Examining Gender Differences in Political Attitude Expression, 1952-2000.”
Public Opinion Quarterly 67: 495-521.
Beck, Paul A. 1991. “Voters’ Intermediation Environments in the 1988 Presidential Contest.” Public
Opinion Quarterly 55(3): 371-395.
Belenky, Mary Field, Blyth Clinchy, Nancy Goldberger, and Jill Tarule. 1986. Women’s Ways of
Knowing: The Development of Self, Voice, and Mind. New York: Basic Books.
Berelson, Bernard R., Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and William N. McPhee. 1954. Voting. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.
Books, John W. and Charles L. Prysby. 1991. Political Behavior and the Local Context. New York:
Praeger.
Bowles, Hannah R., Linda Babcock, and Kathleen L. McGinn. 2005. “Constraints and triggers:
Situational mechanics of gender in negotiation.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 89: 951965.
Bromiley, Philip and Shawn P. Curley. 1992. “Individual Differences in Risk-Taking.” In Risk-Taking
Behavior. J. Frank Yates, ed. 87-131. New York: Wiley and Sons.
Burns, Nancy, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Sidney Verba. 2001. The Private Roots of Public Action.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Burt, Ronald S. 1998. “The Gender of Social Capital.” Rationality and Society 10(1): 5-46.
Campbell, Angus, Phillip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald E. Stokes. 1960. The American
Voter. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

22

Costa, Paul T., Jr., Antonio Terracciano, and Robert R. McCrae. 2001. “Gender Differences in
Personality Traits Across Cultures: Robust and Surprising Findings.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 81(2): 322-331.
Djupe, Paul A. 2010. “Political Pluralism and the Information Search: Determinants of Group
Opinionation.” Political Research Quarterly.
Djupe, Paul A. and Christopher P. Gilbert. 2009. The Political Influence of Churches. New York:
Cambridge University Press.
Djupe, Paul A. and Anand E. Sokhey. 2008. “Examining the Social Supply of Political Expertise in
the Electorate.” Paper prepared for delivery at the annual meeting of the WPSA, San Diego.
Djupe, Paul A., Anand E. Sokhey, and Christopher P. Gilbert. 2007. “Present but not Accounted
for? Gender Differences in Civic Resource Acquisition.” American Journal of Political Science 51(4):
906-920.
Eagly, Alice H. and Wendy Wood. 1991. “Explaining Sex Differences in Social Behavior: A MetaAnalytic Perspective.” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 17: 306-315.
Feingold, Alan. 1994. “Gender Differences in Personality: A Meta-Analysis.” Psychological Bulletin 116:
429-456.
Festinger, Leon. 1957. Theory of Cognitive Dissonance. Evanston, IL: Row, Peterson Press.
Gilbert, Christopher P. 1993. The Impact of Churches on Political Behavior. Westport: Greenwood Press.
Gilligan, Carol. 1982. In a Different Voice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Green, Donald P. and Alan S. Gerber 2000. “The Effect of a Nonpartisan Get-Out-the-Vote Drive:
An Experimental Study of Leafleting.” Journal of Politics 62(3): 846-57.
Hansen, Susan B. 1997. “Talking about Politics: Gender and Contextual Effects on Political
Proselytizing.” Journal of Politics 59(1): 73-103.

23

Homans, George C. 1961. Social Behavior: Its Elementary Forms. New York: Harcourt, Brace, and
World.
Huckfeldt, R. Robert. 1986. Politics in Context: Assimilation and Conflict in Urban Neighborhoods. New
York: Agathon Press.
Huckfeldt, Robert. 2001. “The Social Communication of Political Expertise.” American Journal of
Political Science 45(2): 425-438.
Huckfeldt, Robert, Paul Allen Beck, Russell J. Dalton, and Jeffrey Levine. 1995. “Political
Environments, Cohesive Social Groups, and the Communication of Public Opinion.” American
Journal of Political Science 39(4): 1025-1054.
Huckfeldt, Robert, Paul A. Beck, Russell J. Dalton, Jeffrey Levine, and William Morgan. 1998.
“Ambiguity, Distorted Messages, and Nested Environmental Effects on Political
Communication.” Journal of Politics 60(4): 996-1030.
Huckfeldt, Robert, Paul E. Johnson, and John Sprague. 2004. Political Disagreement: The Survival of
Diverse Opinions within Communication Networks. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Huckfeldt, Robert, Jeffrey Levine, William Morgan, and John Sprague. 1998. “Election Campaigns,
Social Communication, and the Accessibility of Perceived Discussant Preference.” Political
Behavior 20(4): 263-94.
Huckfeldt, Robert and Jeanette Morehouse Mendez. 2008. “Moths, Flames, and Political
Engagement: Managing Disagreement within Communication Networks.” Journal of Politics 70(1):
83-96.
Huckfeldt, Robert, and John Sprague. 1987. “Networks in Context: The Social Flow of Political
Information.” American Political Science Review 81: 1197–216.
Huckfeldt, Robert, and John Sprague. 1995. Citizens, Politics, and Social Communications: Information and
Influence in an Election Campaign. New York: Cambridge University Press.
24

Huckfeldt, Robert, John Sprague, and Jeffrey Levine. 2000. “The Dynamics of Collective
Deliberation in the 1996 Election: Campaign Effects on Accessibility, Certainty, and Accuracy.”
American Political Science Review 94: 641-651.
Kenny, Christopher B. 1992. “Political Participation and Effects from the Social Environment.”
American Journal of Political Science 36(1): 259-67.
Klofstad, Casey A. 2007. “Talk Leads to Recruitment: How Discussions about Politics and Current
Events Increase Civic Participation.” Political Research Quarterly 60(2): 180-191.
Klofstad, Casey A. 2009. “Civic Talk and Civic Participation: The Moderating Effect of Individual
Predispositions.” American Politics Research 37: 856-878.
Klofstad, Casey A., Scott D. McClurg & Meredith Rolfe. 2009. “Measurement of Political
Discussion Networks: A Comparison of Two ‘Name Generator’ Procedures.” Public Opinion
Quarterly 73: 462-483.
Kray, Laura J., Leigh Thompson, and Adam Galinsky. 2001. “Battle of the sexes: Gender stereotype
confirmation and reactance in negotiations.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 80: 942-958.
Lake, Ronald La Due, and Robert Huckfeldt. 1998. “Social Capital, Social Networks, and Political
Participation.” Political Psychology 19 (3): 567–84.
Leighley, Jan E. 1990. “Social Interaction and Contextual Influences on Political Participation.”
American Politics Quarterly 18: 459–75.
Leighley, Jan E. 1996. “Group Membership and the Mobilization of Political Participation.” Journal of
Politics 58 (2): 447-63.
Lynn, Richard and Terence Martin. 1997. “Gender Differences in Extraversion, Neuroticism, and
Psychoticism in 37 Countries.” Journal of Social Psychology 137(3): 369-373.
Maddux, William W. and Marilynn B. Brewer. 2005. “Gender Differences in the Relational and
Collective Bases for Trust.” Group Processes and Intergroup Relations 8(2): 159-171.
25

Marsden, Peter V. 1987. “Core Discussion Networks of Americans.” American Sociological Review
52(1): 122-31.
Mather, Mara, Nichole R. Lighthall, Lin Nga, Marissa A. Gorlick. 2010. “Stressed Men and Women
Process Faces Differently.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Cognitive Neuroscience
Society.
McClure, Erin B. 2000. “A Meta-Analytic Review of Sex Differences in Facial Expression
Processing and Their Development in Infants, Children, and Adolescents.” Psychological Bulletin
126: 424-453.
McClurg, Scott D. 2003. “Social Networks and Political Participation: The Role of Social Interaction
in Explaining Political Participation.” Political Research Quarterly 56 (4): 449–64.
McClurg, Scott D. 2006a. “The Electoral Relevance of Political Talk: Examining Disagreement and
Expertise Effects in Social Networks on Political Participation.” American Journal of Political Science
50 (3): 737–54.
McClurg, Scott D. 2006b. “Political Disagreement in Context: The Conditional Effect of
Neighborhood Context, Disagreement, and Political Talk on Electoral Participation.” Political
Behavior 28 (4): 349–66.
McPherson, J. Miller, Lynn Smith-Lovin, and James M. Cook. 2001. “Birds of a Feather: Homophily
in Social Networks.” Annual Review of Sociology 27: 415-44.
McPherson, J. Miller and Lynn Smith-Lovin. 1982. “Women and Weak Ties: Differences by Sex in
the Size of Voluntary Organizations.” American Journal of Sociology 87(4): 883-904.
McPherson, J. Miller and Lynn Smith-Lovin. 1986. “Sex Segregation in Voluntary Associations.”
American Sociological Review 51(1): 61-79.
Mendelberg, Tali. 2005. “Bringing the Group Back into Political Psychology: Erik H. Erikson Early
Career Award Address.” Political Psychology 26(4): 637-650.
26

Mendez, Jeanette M. and Tracy Osborn. 2010. “Gender and the Perception of Knowledge in
Political Discussion.” Political Research Quarterly
Mondak, Jeffery J. and Mary R. Anderson. 2004. “The Knowledge Gap: A Reexamination of
Gender-Based Differences in Political Knowledge.” Journal of Politics 66(2): 492-512.
Moore, Gwen. 1990. “Structural Determinants of Men’s and Women’s Personal Networks.”
American Sociological Review 55: 726-735.
Mueller, Gerrit and Erik Plug. 2006. “Estimating the Effect of Personality on Male and Female
Earnings.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review 60(1): 3-22.
Mutz, Diana C. 2002a. “The Consequences of Cross-Cutting Networks for Political Participation.”
American Journal of Political Science 46 (4): 838–55.
Mutz, Diana C. 2002b. “Cross-Cutting Social Networks: Testing Democratic Theory in Practice.”
American Political Science Review 96: 111–26.
Mutz, Diana C. 2006. Hearing the Other Side: Deliberative versus Participatory Democracy. New York:
Cambridge University Press.
Mutz, Diana and Jeff Mondak. 2006. “The Workplace as a Context for Cross-Cutting Political
Discourse.” Journal of Politics 68(1): 140-157.
Nickerson, David W. 2008. “Is Voting Contagious? Evidence from Two Field Experiments.”
American Political Science Review 102(1):49-57.
Popielarz, Pamela A. 1999. “(In)voluntary Association: A Multilevel Analysis of Gender Segregation
in Voluntary Associations.” Gender and Society 13(2): 234-250.
Rapoport, Ronald B. 1982. “Sex Differences in Attitude Expression: A Generational Explanation.”
Public Opinion Quarterly 46: 86-96.
Rapoport, Ronald B. 1985. “Like Mother, Like Daughter: Intergenerational Transmission of DK
Response Rates.” Public Opinion Quarterly 49(2): 198-208.
27

Ridgeway, Cecilia L. and Lynn Smith-Lovin. 1999. “The Gender System and Interaction.” Annual
Review of Sociology 25: 191-216.
Schmitt, David P., Anu Realo, Martin Voracek, and Jüri Allik. 2008. “Why Can’t a Man be More
Like a Woman? Sex Differences in Big Five Personality Traits Across 55 Cultures.” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 94(1): 168-82.
Sherif, Muzafer, O.J. Harvey, B. Jack White, William R. Hood, and Carolyn W. Sherif. 1954.
Intergroup Conflict and Cooperation: The Robber’s Cave Experiment. Norman: University of Oklahoma
Book Exchange.
Stuhlmacher, Alice F. and Amy E. Walters. 1999. “Gender differences in negotiation outcome: A
meta-analysis.” Personnel Psychology 52: 653–677.
Taylor, Shelley E. 2006. “Tend and befriend: Biobehavioral bases of affiliation under stress.” Current
Directions in Psychological Science 15: 273-277.
Taylor, Shelley E., Laura C. Klein, Brian P. Lewis, Tara L. Gruenewald, Regan A. R. Gurung, and
John A. Updegraff. 2000. “Biobehavioral Responses to Stress in Females: Tend-and-Befriend,
Not Fight-or-Flight.” Psychological Review 107(3): 411-429.
Ulbig, Stacy G. and Carolyn L. Funk. 1999. “Conflict Avoidance and Political Participation.” Political
Behavior 21(3): 265-282.
Wood, Wendy and Alice H. Eagly. 2002. “A Cross-Cultural Comparison of the Behavior of Women
and Men: Implications for the Origins of Sex Differences.” Psychological Bulletin 128(5): 699-727.
Zuckerman, Alan S., ed. 2005. The Social Logic of Politics: Personal Networks as Contexts for Political
Behavior. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

28

Table 1. The Effect of Crosscutting Discussion onand Political Participation
(1992 CNES; ordered logit estimates), Full Interaction Model.
Replication of 1992
CNES Analysis
Accounting for Gender
Men
Women
Independent Variables

β* (s.e.)

Network Variables
Cross cutting talk
Frequency of discussion
Network size

-.13 (.08)#
.15 (.06)*
.11 (.02)***

Control Variables
Interest
Education
Republican Strength
Democratic Strength
Age
Income
White
Gender

.42
.05
.10
.21
.00
.00
.13
-.20

(.06)***
(.02)***
(.05)#
(.05)***
(.00)
(.03)
(.11)
(.07)*

Cut Points
Cut point #1
Cut point #2
Cut point #3
Cut point #4
Cut point #5

7.62
8.65
9.19
9.66
1.13

(4.55)
(4.55)
(4.55)
(4.55)
(4.55)

N 946
LR χ2 175.20†

β* (s.e.)

β* (s.e.)

.05 (.11)
.01 (.09)
.12 (.03)***
.44
.04
.02
.20
.00
-.03
.03

9.51
1.60
11.13
11.63
12.19
423
72.32†

-.26 (.18)*
.25 (.09)***
.11 (.02)***

(.09)***
(.02)#
(.07)
(.08)**
(.00)
(.04)
(.17)

.42
.05
.17
.22
.00
.02
.15

(6.80)
(6.80)
(6.80)
(6.80)
(6.81)

5.77
6.78
7.33
7.77
8.19
523
108.30†

Data: American Component of the 1992 Cross National Electionoral Study.
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, # p<.10 (two-tailed tests), † p<.001, one-tailed χ2 test
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(.09)***
(.02)*
(.07)*
(.07)**
(.00)
(.03)
(.16)

(6.30)
(6.30)
(6.30)
(6.30)
(6.30)

Table 2. The Effect of Network Disagreement andand Sophistication
on Participation in Electoral Activities
(2000 ANES; negative binomial estimates)
Replication of 2000
Accounting for Gender
ANES Analysis
Men
Women
Independent Variables
β* (s.e.)
β* (s.e.)
β* (s.e.)
Network Variables
Volume of political talk
.04 (.02)**
.03 (.02)
.06 (.02)*
.27 (.13)*
.31 (.18)#
.25 (.19)
% Agreeing discussants
.36 (.14)***
.08 (.20)
.66 (.21)***
Average political knowledge
Control Variables
Education
Household income
Age
Group memberships
Respondent knowledge
Interest
Strength of partisanship
Political contact
Female
Constant

-.02
.09
.00
.15
.04
.50
.20
.73
-.10

(.06)
(.04)#
(.00)
(.03)***
(.07)
(.10)***
(.06)***
(.10)***
(.11)

-4.95 (.42)***

N 995
Likelihood Ratio χ2 23.51†
α* .48†

.04
.00
.01
.16
-.00
.47
.30
.81

(.08)
(.07)
(.01)
(.05)***
(.10)
(.14)***
(.09)***
(.14)***

-.06
.12
.01
.15
.04
.47
.10
.67

-4.74 (.57)***
462
114.95†
.45†

-5.24 (.58)***
553
112.57†
.47†

Data: 2000 American National Election Study 1992 Cross National Electoral Study.
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, # p<.10, all two tailed tests
† p<.001, one-tailed χ2 test

30

(.09)
(.06)*
(.01)
(.04)***
(.09)
(.14)***
(.09)
(.14)***

Figure 1. The EffectImpact of Cross-Cutting Talk on the Probability
of Political Activity by Gender (1992 CNES).

Source. 1992 CNES; Estimates from Table 1.
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Figure 2. The EffectImpact of Agreement and Expertise in Networks onin Expected
Participation Levels, Separated by the Gender of the Respondent. (2000 ANES)

Source: 2000 ANES; Estimates from Table 2.
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Table A1. Crosscutting Discussion and Political Participation, 1992 CNES
(Full Interaction Model; ordered logit estimates).

Independent Variables

Replication of Original
1992 CNES Analysis
β* (s.e.)

Network Variables
Cross cutting talk
Frequency of discussion
Network size
Control Variables
Interest
Education
Republican Strength
Democratic Strength
Age
Income
White
Gender Variables
Female
Female * cross-cutting talk
Female * frequency of talk
Female * network size
Cut Points
Cut point #1
Cut point #2
Cut point #3
Cut point #4
Cut point #5

Accounting for
Gender Differences
β* (s.e.)

-.13 (.08)#
.15 (.06)*
.11 (.02)***
.42
.05
.10
.21
.00
.00
.13

.06 (.11)
.01 (.09)
.10 (.03)***

(.06)***
(.02)***
(.05)#
(.05)***
(.00)
(.03)
(.11)

.43
.04
.10
.21
.00
.00
.11

(.06)***
(.02)***
(.05)#
(.05)***
(.00)
(.03)
(.12)

-.20 (.07)*

.37
-.34
.24
.02

(.20)#
(.15)*
(.12)*
(.04)*

7.62
8.65
9.19
9.66
1.13

7.55
8.58
9.13
9.59
1.06

(4.57)
(4.57)
(4.57)
(4.57)
(4.57)

(4.55)
(4.55)
(4.55)
(4.55)
(4.55)

N 946
Likelihood Ratio χ2 175.20†

946
181.56†

Data: American Component of the 1992 Cross National Electionoral Study.
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, # p<.10 (two-tailed tests), † p<.001 (one-tailed χ2 test)
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Table A2. Effects of of Network Disagreement &and Sophistication on Participation, 2000
ANES
(Full Interaction Model; negative binomial estimates) in Electoral Activities.

Independent Variables

Replication of Original
2000 ACNES Analysis
β* (s.e.)

Network Variables
Volume of political talk
% Agreeing discussants
Average political knowledge

.04 (.02)**
.27 (.13)*
.36 (.14)***

Control Variables
Education
Household income
Age
Group memberships
Respondent knowledge
Interest
Strength of partisanship
Political contact

-.02
.09
.00
.15
.04
.50
.20
.73

Gender Variables
Female
Female * volume of talk
Female * % agreeing with disc.
Female * avg. pol. knowledge
Constant

Accounting for
Gender Differences
β* (s.e.)
.03 (.02)
.30 (.18)#
.11 (.19)

(.06)
(.04)#
(.00)
(.03)***
(.07)
(.10)***
(.06)***
(.10)***

-.10 (.11)

-4.95 (.42)***

N 995
Likelihood Ratio χ2 230.51†
α* .48†

-.02
.07
.00
.16
.03
.48
.20
.73

(.06)
(.04)#
(.00)
(.03)
(.07)
(.10)***
(.06)***
(.10)***

-.99
.03
-.08
.52

(.41)*
(.03)
(.26)
(.27)#

-4.50 (.43)
995
236.15†
.47†

Data: 2000 American National Election Study 1996 Indianapolis-St. Louis Study
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, # p<.10 (two-tailed tests), † p<.001 (one-tailed χ2 test)
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