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ABSTRACT


Studies of gender gaps in political knowledge have generally not examined whether these differences vary across local contexts. There are, however, many reasons to expect that if there are differences in gender gaps across places, young girls would lag behind boys most in rural America, where attitudes are most traditional about gender roles and where girls have the fewest high-achieving female role models. This study of adolescents across the United States finds evidence of the familiar gap in political knowledge between girls and boys, but not only do girls in nonmetro areas have higher knowledge scores than those in metro areas, but in nonmetro places, there are no gender gaps. The study also finds the same results whether or not “don’t know” responses are included in the knowledge scale. Unlike young women in metro areas, girls in nonmetro areas are not more likely to say that they don’t know an answer. Finally, the study examines each of the knowledge questions separately and finds that the effects of gender and place vary across the indicators.
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The Seat of Tradition? Gender Gaps in Political Knowledge in Rural America


“The rural is the unchanging, the seat of tradition and routine – or so we have long imagined.” (Campbell, Bell and Finney 2006, 251)

In recent years, scholars have begun to challenge the familiar notion that women have lower levels of political knowledge than men. For the most part, however, no one has inquired about whether gender gaps in knowledge vary across places. There is good reason to assume that the socialization of girls and boys varies between rural and urban communities. In particular, rural areas in the United States are thought to be the last bastions of traditional gender roles, places where women have fewer opportunities in the public sphere and where many people continue to believe that it is inappropriate for women to be active in politics. To the extent that there are differences across places, we might expect to see girls fall behind boys more often in nonmetro places than in metro areas.
The problem is that we know very little about political socialization or political behavior in rural America. Political scientists have largely ignored small places and often apply negative stereotypes and make assumptions about those who live there without much systematic study. This paper investigates whether gender gaps in political knowledge vary by local context and in particular, whether girls are worse off outside urban and suburban areas. Nearly one-quarter of Americans live in a rural area or small town. Because political knowledge is so highly correlated to other important civic attitudes and behaviors – such as political efficacy, participation, and attention to political affairs – then there is a serious problem if girls systematically have lower knowledge in these places than in other communities. Alternatively, if girls are not less knowledgeable than boys in rural areas, then urban and suburban areas may have something to learn from small places.
This study is primarily descriptive and exploratory. Because of the dearth of work on rural political behavior, we simply do not know what to expect when it comes to gendered political socialization. The results demonstrate that the effect of gender is contingent upon local context and that contrary to what most people would assume, girls are better off in nonmetro areas than in metro areas. In a nationwide survey of high school students conducted in 1999, there are familiar gender gaps in political knowledge. But, girls living in nonmetro areas are actually more knowledgeable than boys and urban girls. Further, in nonmetro areas, the gender gap in knowledge is not significant. The conclusions explore the possible reasons for these findings and call for more research on rural America.

GENDER SOCIALIZATION AND RURAL AMERICA
As children grow up, they develop attitudes and proclivities toward politics (i.e. political socialization) and learn what it means to be a man or a woman. Young children model the behaviors of the adults in their lives, especially those of the same gender (Cahill 1986). From an early age, children are able to identify their own gender and adopt “appropriate” gender roles (Freeman 2007; Martin and Ruble 2004). These findings, and many others, suggest not only that girls and boys are socialized differently, but that these differences have important consequences. 
For political socialization, traditional gender roles and the continuing segregation of girls and boys into “appropriate” gendered behavior have been thought to socialize girls “out” of and boys “into” politics. As boys learn to be independent, aggressive and assertive, they become more comfortable than girls with the antagonistic arena of politics. They are more likely than girls to say that government is their favorite subject in school (Niemi and Junn 1998). Boys are less afraid than girls to debate political issues perhaps because boys believe that competition is healthy and winning an argument is a way to show one’s masculinity (Letendre 2007). Girls may see the rough-and-tumble world of politics as threatening to their relationships or to their femininity and as a result, they believe they cannot understand political issues. They are less interested in politics and have lower levels of political knowledge, especially about national and international politics (Delli Carpini and Keeter 2000; Kenski and Jamieson 2000). 
Gimpel et al. show that political socialization varies across local contexts (2003). Though the extensive literature on the influence of racial and ethnic context on political attitudes is familiar to many political scientists (see Key 1949; Welch, et al. 2001, among many others), few scholars have examined whether local context also has significant influences on attitudes related to gender roles, socialization or public policies (but see Freudenburg and Davidson 2007; Cotter et al. 1996). In one of the few studies to examine how gender effects vary across space, Banaszak and Plutzer show that significant regional differences in social composition across Western Europe are strongly related to feminist attitudes (1993). 
Contextual theories hold that the individuals who make up a community provide particular opportunity structures for social interaction. Virginia Sapiro states succinctly, “All the major institutions that serve as agents of socialization – families, schools, the mass media, political parties, nongovernmental organizations, the military and government itself – vary in their structures, operating norms, and relationships to people’s everyday experience” (2004, 5). No matter that this statement refers to cross-national differences – the idea here is the same. The agents of socialization vary across space – including within countries – in ways that are fundamental to the political learning of young people. To the extent that rural areas have structural or attitudinal constraints on gender equality, young people may be more likely to learn that politics is a more appropriate activity for men than women. One constraint that is likely to influence gender differences in political socialization is attitudinal. People living in rural areas have more conservative gender attitudes that may constrain rural girls’ aspirations (Larson 1978; Norrander and Wilcox 2005; Hill 1981). Cotter et al. (1996) show that people living nonmetropolitan areas are somewhat less egalitarian toward gender roles, are more likely to agree that men are better suited for politics, and tend to agree that men should run the country (see also Fischer 1978). States that are predominantly rural tend to have more residents who are religious fundamentalists and these states tend to hold significantly more conservative gender attitudes than those with fewer fundamentalists (Moore and Vanneman 2003). Rural areas’ adherence to traditional relationships and conservative attitudes are often touted as among the chief virtues of raising children within these communities. Many overlook that in this tradition, women are often expected to comply with conventional gender roles and to perpetuate, through their children, long-established gender expectations (Little and Austin 1996). 
These gender roles also, of course, have serious implications for boys. Young men learn what it means to be a man from the “invisible male chorus of all other guys, who hiss or cheer as he attempts to approximate the masculine ideal” (Pittman 1993, xiv-xv). Masculinity varies across different generations and different places, and as Connell points out, within any setting, a “hegemonic masculinity” usually becomes evident (1995). In rural America, the hegemonic masculinity emphasizes physical and mental toughness; a willingness to perform dangerous and unpleasant tasks, especially on farms and in factories; an appreciation for hard work; and a commitment to patriarchal arrangements in their communities and homes (Campbell, Bell and Finney 2006). The combination of industrial and agricultural decline in rural America and the increased necessity for women to work tends to threaten these notions of masculinity, with sometimes devastating consequences for marriages and families (Davis 1993; Gringeri 1994; Nelson and Smith 1998; Kimmel and Forbes 2000). 
Another set of constraints on political socialization that has effects for gender differences is structural. Rural areas tend to have a narrower range of occupational and educational opportunities for everyone, especially women. Not only are there fewer opportunities for professional advancement to which girls can aspire, but there is a significant shortage of female role models in high-paying, highly educated, prestigious positions. On the other hand, because opportunities are limited for everyone in rural areas, women may be forced to take on nontraditional gender roles and in so doing, break down barriers and change long-held attitudes about women’s abilities. Rural women have been doing “double duty” for generations by working “off farm” during lean years when family farms were still prevalent (Ollenburger, Grana and Moore 1989) and taking on increasing financial responsibility during the recent economic downturn. 
Rural areas also have fewer female elected officials than urban and suburban areas (Nechemias 1985; Bourke and Luloff 1997), reducing the number and type of role models for young girls and perpetuating beliefs about “women’s place” outside of politics. A recent study demonstrates that the proportion of rural population within congressional districts is negatively associated with the percent of the vote for female candidates, but the opposite is true about the percentage of metropolitan and suburban population (Stiles and Schwab 2009). Only two U.S. states have never elected a woman to the U.S. Congress or governor’s office: Iowa and Mississippi, both predominantly rural states. 
The cumulative effect of traditional gender attitudes, a lack of economic and educational opportunities, and the lack of females in powerful positions may result in girls in rural areas learning, to a greater extent than in other communities, that politics is a man’s game. However, we know very little about political socialization in rural America and these expectations are based more on inference than on direct tests. Urban America has long been preferred over rural places, both as a destination and an avenue for research; it is like “the rural has been wiped from the consciousness of American political scientists” (Bryan 1981, 7). To many scholars, rural Americans are backward hillbillies – inbred, uneducated and unsophisticated. Others look upon rural America with great longing. Reminiscent of Buddy Ebsen’s character in “Green Acres,” many people consider small towns to be safe, unchanging, idyllic places from which to escape the hectic life in the big city. In either case, rural people are simple and unsophisticated, largely unworthy of systematic examination. That nearly a quarter of Americans live in rural areas or small towns has not served to focus research on their attitudes and behavior.

GENDER AND POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE
	It has long been accepted that women know less about politics than men (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996; Verba, Burns and Schlozman 1997; Kenski and Jamieson 2000). Recent scholarship has challenged the notion that girls and women are less knowledgeable about politics than boys and men. The common underlying argument is that there is less a problem with women’s understanding of the political system than there is a problem with the way political scientists have measured knowledge. 
Several studies have shown that women are much less likely to guess an answer on a test of knowledge and are more likely to say that they “don’t know” the answer than men. The differences in this propensity have significant impact on gender gaps in political knowledge (Lizotte and Sidman 2009; Frazer and Macdonald 2003). Ronald Rapoport has even shown that among girls, objective levels of political knowledge do not necessarily lead to greater beliefs that they understand political issues (1981). Thus, even when they are actually more informed than boys, girls are likely to be more cautious with their answers and more likely to say they don’t know the answer. When “don’t know” responses are removed from knowledge scale, gaps between women and men drop substantially (Mondak and Anderson 2004; Mondak 2001; Mondak and Davis 2001; Mondak and Canache 2004). Girls’ reluctance to guess is thought to part of the process of gendered socialization. In another study, Rapoport (1985) shows that mothers have a great impact on their daughters in this regard; mothers who say they “don’t know” are more likely to have daughters to respond this way, while the same is not true of sons.
	Other studies find that one of the measurement problems with political knowledge is the types of questions commonly included in indexes. Dolan shows that “knowledge levels are, in part, a reflection of the content of the items we employ” (2011, 105). Women and men have somewhat different political interests and are, therefore, likely to seek out and retain different kinds of information. In particular, women are just as knowledgeable as men about local politics and about “women’s issues,” such as health care, abortion policy, education policy, and equal rights (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996; Verba, Burns and Schlozman 1997; Kenski and Jamieson 2000; Stolle and Gidengil 2010; Hansen 1997). Women are also more attuned to information about female candidates and office holders than are men (Verba, Burns and Schlozman 1997; Koch 1997; Burns, Schlozman and Verba 2001). 

DATA AND MEASURES
	This study examines the extent to which gender gaps in political knowledge vary across metro and nonmetro contexts. It relies on the National Household Education Survey, a system of telephone surveys of the non-institutionalized civilian population in the United States, including all 50 states and the District of Columbia conducted for the Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Households were selected by random digit dialing methods. I use the 1999 survey because it focused on civic engagement and political knowledge. Interviews were conducted using computer-assisted telephone interviewing. This study includes respondents in public high schools (grades 9-12) for a total of 3,010 respondents. 
This survey includes a set of questions related to political knowledge and information about where respondents live – in this case, whether the respondents live in a metro or nonmetro area. There is great contention about how to define “rural.” Although imperfect, one of the most common ways rural sociologists have defined rural is to utilize this metro/nonmetro distinction. Unfortunately, this survey does not have measures of attitudes about gender roles or equal rights so I cannot link attitudes about gender roles specifically to socialization outcomes. One of the effects of scholarly disinterest in rural places is the lack of available data on many potential topics of interest.
	The dependent variable is political knowledge. Respondents were asked five questions to test their political knowledge (n=2002). They were asked the following open-ended questions: 1) What job or political office is held by Al Gore?; 2) Whose responsibility is it to determine if a law is constitutional or not…is it the President, the Congress, or the Supreme Court; 3) Which party has the most members in the House of Representatives in Washington; 4) How much of a majority is required for the U.S. Senate and the House of Representatives to override a presidential veto; and 5) Which of the two major parties is more conservative at the national level?  Respondents were allowed to give a “don’t know” option for each of the items in the knowledge test. There are, therefore, two scales for political knowledge – one that excludes the DK responses and another that includes them as incorrect answers. This allows for the examination of the effect of these responses on gender gaps in knowledge. I also created a separate scale based on the number of questions to which respondents gave a DK response. Higher values on this scale indicate a greater number of DK responses. 
	When the DK responses are excluded, only 5 percent of respondents gave incorrect answers on all five of the questions. Including these responses increases this percentage to 20 percent, indicating that about three-quarters of the “wrong” answers are in fact people who have chosen not to answer the question. Including the DK responses on the index shows that 24 percent of girls and 16 percent of boys gave incorrect answers to every question (p<.001). Excluding these responses dramatically shrinks this gap and the overall statistical significance of gender:  eight percent of girls and three percent of boys answer each question incorrectly (p<.10). The DK scale indicates that 4.3 percent of respondents did not give an answer to any of the five questions and nearly 18 percent said they DK on at least one question. Thirty-five percent of boys and 25 percent of girls gave answers to every single question (p<.001). 
Each multivariate model controls for other known factors that affect political socialization and political knowledge (grade level, race, ethnicity, civics coursework, and post-high school plans). I also examine a measure of respondents’ parental income and parental education. Many studies find that resources have a significant impact on political behavior, including political socialization. Further, traditional gender role stereotypes are more likely to be found among working class families than upper-income families (Welch 1977; Clark and Clark 1986). To ease the interpretation of the results, all of the dependent and independent variables in each analysis have been rescaled from 0-1.

RESULTS
	Table 1 shows the differences between girls and boys in metro and non-metro areas. Once the DKs are excluded, the averages on the political knowledge test rises considerably. However, with both scales, girls in nonmetro areas are just as knowledgeable as boys, but in metro areas, girls are much less knowledgeable than boys. The DK scale demonstrates that across all places, girls are more likely than boys to say that they don’t know the answer, but the statistical significance is lower in nonmetro areas.
Table 1 about here
	Next, the results examine whether these bivariate relationships are due to individual factors that are related to political knowledge. Table 2 shows that metro/nonmetro differences are not significant once we control for individual factors, but that girls in nonmetro areas are more knowledgeable than their counterparts. This relationship is stronger when the DK responses are included in the scale, but is still statistically significant even when the DK responses are excluded. Further, girls in nonmetro areas are not more likely than boys to respond that they do not know the answers.
Table 2 about here
The other individual factors follow the expected patterns. Civics courses – especially when young people say they have taken a course that increased their interest in government – tend to improve political knowledge and decrease the likelihood of saying DK. Grade level is positively associated with knowledge and inversely related to DK responses. African Americans and Latinos are less knowledgeable than Whites and are more likely to say DK. And, higher status youth have higher levels of knowledge and are less likely to say DK.
In order to examine gender gaps more specifically, the next set of results considers only those in nonmetro areas. Table 3 shows that in these areas, girls are just as knowledgeable as boys and just as likely to say DK as boys. Although not shown, gender gaps remain highly significant in metro areas. The most significant factor for political knowledge levels in nonmetro areas is parental education. The more highly educated one’s parents, the higher his or her level of knowledge and the lower the likelihood of saying DK. 
Table 3 about here
	Finally, the last set of analyses examines the indicators that make up the political knowledge scale (excluding DK responses) to look at whether the relationship between gender and metro status is the same for each of the indicators. None of these indicators asks specifically about the types of issues that women tend to care more about than boys, so in that respect, there is not necessarily any reason to expect significant gender differences across these indicators. The results in Table 4 demonstrate that in fact, girls are just as likely as boys to give a right answer on two of the five questions – knowledge of which party is most conservative and the proportion needed to override a presidential veto. Girls are significantly less knowledgeable on the other three questions, especially knowledge of the party that controls the U.S. House. Further, girls in nonmetro areas are more likely to correctly answer the questions on the House majority than boys or girls in metro areas. 
Table 4 about here

CONCLUSIONS
	The results demonstrate that nationally, girls still lag behind boys in political knowledge. However, young women growing up in nonmetro areas are just as knowledgeable as the boys in their environments and are more knowledgeable than young people growing up in metro areas.  The results are surprising because of the conventional wisdom about rural America and its lack of progressiveness toward gender roles. Indeed, for many, one of the chief advantages of living in a rural area is the ability to live a more “traditional” existence, where people place family and community at the heart of their priorities. The implicit assumption in these descriptions of rural life is that women adhere to traditional gender roles and relations, and as such, they prioritize their roles as mothers, wives, and other domestic activities (Little and Austin 1996). In addition to attitudes about gender roles, it is thought that the rural political and economic structures place limits on girls’ aspirations and abilities to achieve. This study puts this conventional wisdom in some doubt. It is either no longer true that people living in rural America have more traditional gender attitudes than those outside these areas, or, these attitudes do not serve to constrain the acquisition of political knowledge for young people growing up in these communities. This would be an excellent avenue for future research into rural American political behavior. 
	Why would gender gaps in political knowledge be closed in smaller places, but still significant in urban areas? Again, this study can only speculate about potential explanations because of the unavailability of good data sources. One set of explanations could be at the school level. Smaller communities typically have smaller schools. My preliminary results do not indicate that the size of the school makes much difference for political knowledge, but this may be one potential avenue for future work.
	It is also possible that some part of the rationale is the type of social networks that exist in rural areas. Small communities differ from larger, more urban ones in the strength of the personal networks. In small communities, neighbors know one another, parents know their children’s friends, and there are stronger bonds of trust and senses of attachment to the community. These bonds, to the extent that they are stronger, should have many positive outcomes for the political socialization of young people, including perhaps, greater egalitarianism. Even if adults in these small communities harbor old-fashioned attitudes about gender roles, because they know the young women in the community personally, they are more invested in their futures and work to see them succeed.
	Finally, one last potential explanation is the changing rural economic and social structure. The national economic downturn since 2008 began affecting rural America decades earlier. Family farms closed en masse in the 1980s. Factories have fled these areas or have dramatically reduced their workforce. Well-paying jobs are scarce and small communities are fighting for their very survival. Although on the one hand, this climate might cause men to “close ranks” and adhere more strongly to outdated gender beliefs as a compensatory psychology strategy, on the other hand it may make it more likely for community members to abandon the beliefs and practices that are seen as holding them back. In spite of traditional gender attitudes, changes in the economy and in family structure necessitate an active role for women in most aspects of rural life. Recent changes in the economy have been more devastating for men than for women. Many traditionally male-oriented jobs have been eliminated or cut back, while the female dominated sectors of the service economy and public administration have expanded, meaning that more and more families depend on women’s work to meet basic needs.
	One might also examine why the gender gap persists so significantly in metro areas. If these are supposed to be more progressive and have greater opportunities for women, why has the gender gap in knowledge persisted for long? Girls have made significant strides in many areas in which they once fell behind boys. From primary to graduate school, girls earn better grades than boys (Duckworth and Seligman 2006; Pomerantz, Alternmatt, and Saxon 2004). Girls are less likely than boys to drop out of school, to fail a grade in school, and are more likely to go to college (Coley 2001). Young women have been more likely to complete college than young men since the mid-1980s (Buchmann and DiPrete 2006). 
	The answer does not seem to lie, at least in this study, with the particular aspects of the measures. The results do not change significantly whether “don’t know” responses are included or excluded. It is impossible, of course, to determine whether the many DK responses would have been right answers if respondents had been forced to give an answer. The gender gap in metro areas would likely be smaller if respondents had no DK option. Even so, girls in nonmetro areas are not more likely to say they DK. Once again, we are left to speculate about reasons why the propensity to guess does not vary by gender in nonmetro areas. In all, it is my hope that this paper prods other scholars to take up my call for future research in rural America.



	Table 1: Difference of Means Tests Comparing Effects of Gender and Rural Status on Political Knowledge

	
	Boys
	Girls
	n


	Scale of Correct Answers (excluding DK)
Nonmetro
Metro Area
	.67
.64
.70
	.62**
.62
.62**
	602
153
448

	Scale of Correct Answers (including DK) 
Nonmetro
Metro Area
	.43
.42
.43
	.35***
.38
.36***
	2001
490
1510

	Scale of “Don’t Knows” 
Nonmetro
Metro Area
	.32
.33
.32
	.41***
.39*
.41***
	2001
490
1510

	
Numbers in cells are the percent responding in a positive way to each question – all items have been coded so that higher values indicate more knowledge, participation and efficacy. Significance is based on T-test for Equality of Means. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05






	Table 2: Regression Results on Gender and Nonmetro/Metro Effects on Political Knowledge 


	
	Political Knowledge, including “don’t know” as incorrect answers
	Political Knowledge, excluding “don’t know” answers
	“Don’t Know” Scale

	Live in Non-metro Area
	-.016
(.024)
	-.053
(.038)
	-.001
(.024)

	Non-metro * Female
	.072*
(.033)
	.101ǂ
(.055)
	-.037
(.033)

	Female
	-.096***
(.016)
	-.104***
(.028)
	.094***
(.017)

	Taken civics course
	.046**
(.017)
	.036
(.030)
	-.038*
(.017)

	Take course incrsd interest in gov’t 
	.163***
(.020)
	.063ǂ
(.033)
	-.187***
(.020)

	Plans to go to 4-year college
	.060*
(.024)
	.033
(.045)
	-.033
(.025)

	Grade Level
	.152***
(.019)
	.062ǂ
(.032)
	-.169***
(.019)

	Black
	-.118***
(.021)
	-.086*
(.042)
	.080***
(.021)

	Latino
	-.099***
(.022)
	-.092*
(.042)
	.082***
(.022)

	Foreign Born
	-.046
(.032)
	.019
(.074)
	.073*
(.033)

	Parental Education
	.238***
(.025)
	.199***
(.042)
	-.176***
(.025)

	Parental income
	.299***
(.076)
	.175
(.122)
	.240**
(.078)

	Constant
	.084*
(.036)
	.458***
(.064)
	.623***
(.036)

	
	N=1443
R²=.25
	N=485
R²=.13
	N=1443
R²=.22

	OLS Unstandardized Regression Coefficients. Standard errors are in parentheses. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05






	Table 3: Regression Results on Gender Effects on Political Knowledge in Nonmetro Areas


	
	Political Knowledge, including “don’t know” as incorrect answers

	Political Knowledge, excluding “don’t know” answers
	“Don’t Know” Scale

	Female
	-.011
(.029)
	-.003
(.050)
	.044
(.030)

	Taken civics course
	.021
(.034)
	.050
(.059)
	.008
(.035)

	Take course incrsd interest in gov’t 
	.192***
(.041)
	.101
(.066)
	-.195***
(.043)

	Plans to go to 4-year college
	-.038
(.044)
	-.025
(.069)
	.040
(.046)

	Grade Level
	.104**
(.038)
	-.034
(.063)
	-.154***
(.039)

	Black
	-.130*
(.052)
	-.136
(.104)
	.132*
(.054)

	Latino
	-.111ǂ
(.058)
	-.203
(.137)
	.132*
(.060)

	Foreign Born
	-.009
(.103)
	.323
(.232)
	.122
(.107)

	Parental Education
	.258***
(.054)
	.359***
(.089)
	-.155**
(.056)

	Parental income
	.496
(.311)
	.080
(.550)
	-.195
(.322)

	Constant
	.139ǂ
(.072)
	.410**
(.116)
	.501***
(.074)

	
	N=356
R²=.21
	N=121
R²=.20
	N=356
R²=.19

	OLS Unstandardized Regression Coefficients. Standard errors are in parentheses. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05
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	Table 4: Regression Results for Gender and Rurality on Indicators of Political Knowledge


	
	Party Most Conservative
	Partisan Majority in U.S. House
	Who Decides Constitutionality
	Proportion to Override Veto
	Current Vice President

	Live in Nonmetro Area
	-.012
(.057)
	-.103ǂ
(.054)
	.001
(.046)
	.035
(.051)
	-.019
(.024)

	Nonmetro * Female
	.021
(.080)
	.183*
(.075)
	.040
(.064)
	.013
(.073)
	.052
(.032)

	Female
	-.016
(.040)
	-.163***
(.038)
	-.067*
(.031)
	-.007
(.037)
	-.032ǂ
(.016)

	Taken civics course
	.033
(.043)
	-.025
(.041)
	.057ǂ
(.033)
	.115**
(.039)
	-.008
(.017)

	Take course incrsd interest in gov’t 
	.050
(.048)
	.078ǂ
(.045)
	.092*
(.039)
	.095*
(.044)
	.051*
(.020)

	Plans to go to 4-year college
	.056
(.065)
	.136*
(.059)
	.033
(.048)
	-.006
(.055)
	.058*
(.026)

	Grade Level
	.110*
(.047)
	.051
(.044)
	.057
(.036)
	.103*
(.042)
	.071***
(.019)

	Black
	-.158**
(.053)
	-.106*
(.049)
	-.039
(.040)
	-.116*
(.051)
	-.111***
(.022)

	Latino
	-.119*
(.059)
	-.067
(.053)
	.009
(.042)
	-.222***
(.054)
	-.053*
(.023)

	Foreign Born
	-.197*
(.092)
	-.016
(.080)
	.053
(.063)
	.065
(.079)
	-.028
(.034)

	Parental Education
	.229***
(.061)
	.096ǂ
(.057)
	.231***
(.048)
	.208***
(.056)
	.153***
(.025)

	Parental income
	.333ǂ
(.181)
	.154
(.169)
	.193
(.146)
	.281
(.165)
	-.057
(.074)

	Constant
	.276**
(.096)
	.466***
(.085)
	.203**
(.069)
	.277**
(.082)
	.731***
(.036)

	
	N=767
R²=.08
	N=875
R²=.05
	N=1321
R²=.04
	N=899
R²=.08
	N=2034
R²=.06

	OLS Unstandardized Regression Coefficients. Standard errors are in parentheses. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05





Works Cited
Banaszak, Lee Ann and Eric Plutzer. 1993. “Contextual Determinants of Feminist Attitudes: National and Subnational Influences in Western Europe,” American Political Science Review 87: 145-157.
Bryan, Frank M. 1981. Politics in the Rural States: People, Parties, and Processes. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 
Burns, Nancy, Kay Schlozman and Sidney Verba. 2001. The Private Roots of Public Action. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Bourke, Lisa and A.E. Luloff. 1997. “Women and Leadership in Rural Areas,” Women & Politics 17: 1-23
Buchmann, Claudia and Thomas A. DiPrete. 2006. “The Growing Female Advantage in College Completion: The Role of Family Background and Academic Achievement,” American 
Sociological Review 71: 515-541.
Cahill, Spencer E. 1986. “Childhood Socialization as a Recruitment Process: Some Lessons from the Study of Gender Development,” In Sociological Studies of Child Development (vol 1), edited by Patricia A. Adler and Peter Adler. Greenwich, CT: GAI, pp 163-186.
Campbell, Hugh, Michael Mayerfeld Bell, and Margaret Finney. 2006. Country Boys: Masculinity and Rural Life. University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press.
Clark, Cal and Janet Clark. 1996. “Whither the Gender Gap? Converging and Conflicting Attitudes among Women,” In Women in Politics, ed. Lois Lovelace Duke. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Coley, Richard J. 2001. Differences in the Gender Gap: Comparisons across Racial/Ethnic Groups in Education and Work. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.
Connell, R.W. 1995. Masculinities. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Cotter, David A., JoAnn DeFiore, Joan M. Hermsen, Brenda Marsteller Kowalewski, and Reeve Vanneman. 1996. “Gender Inequality in Nonmetropolitan and Metropolitan Areas,” Rural Sociology 61: 272-288.
Davis, Dona L. 1993. “When Men Become ‘Women’: Gender Antagonism and the Changing Sexual Geography of Work in Newfoundland,” Sex Roles 29: 457-475.
Delli Carpini, Michael X. and Scott Keeter. 1996. What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters. New Haven: Yale University Press.
---. 2000. “Gender and Political Knowledge,” In Gender and American Politics: Women, Men, and the Political Process, ed. Sue Tolleson-Rinehart and Jyl J. Josephson. Amonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, pp 21-52
Dolan, Kathleen. 2011. “Do Women and Men Know Different Things? Measuring Gender Differences in Political Knowledge,” Journal of Politics 73: 97-107
Duckworth, Angela Lee and Martin E.P. Seligman. 2006. “Self-Discipline Gives Girls the Edge: Gender in Self-Discipline, Grades, and Achievement Test Scores,” Journal of Educational Psychology 98: 198-208
Fischer, Claude S. 1978. “Urban-to-Rural Diffusion of Opinions in Contemporary America,” American Journal of Sociology 84: 151-159
Fraser, Elizabeth and Kenneth Macdonald. 2003. “Sex Differences in Political Knowledge in Britain,” Political Studies 51: 67-83. 
Freeman, Nancy. 2007. “Preschoolers’ Perceptions of Gender Appropriate Toys and their Parents’ Beliefs about Genderized Behaviors: Miscommunication, Mixed Messages, or Hidden Truths?” Early Childhood Education Journal 34: 357-366
Freudenburg, William R. and Debra J. Davison. 2007. “Nuclear Families and Nuclear Risks: The Effects of Gender, Geography, and Progeny on Attitudes Toward a Nuclear Waste Facility,” Rural Sociology 72: 215-243.
Gimpel, James G., J. Celeste Lay and Jason Schuknecht. 2003. Cultivating Democracy: Civic Environments and Political Socialization in America. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.
Gringeri, Christina. 1994. Getting By: Women Homeworkers and Rural Economic Development. Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.
Hansen, Susan. 1997. “Talking about Politics: Gender and Contextual Effects on Political Proselytizing,” Journal of Politics 59: 73-103.
Hill, David B. 1981. “Political Culture and Female Political Representation,” Journal of Politics 43: 159-168
Jennings, M. Kent. 2006. “The Gender Gap in Attitudes and Beliefs about the Place of Women in American Political Life: A Longitudinal, Cross-Generational Analysis,” Politics & Gender 2: 193-219.
Kenski, Kate and Kathleen Hall Jamieson. 2000. “The Gender Gap in Political Knowledge: Are Women Less Knowledgeable than Men about Politics?” In Everything You Think You Know about Politics…And Why You’re Wrong, ed. Kathleen Hall Jamieson. New York: Basic Books, pp. 83-89.
Key, V.O. 1949. Southern Politics in State and Nation. Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., Press.
Kimmel, Michael and Abby L. Ferber. 2000. “’White Men Are This Nation:’ Right-Wing Militias and the Restoration of Rural American Masculinity,” Rural Sociology 65: 582-604. 
Koch, Jeffrey. 1997. “Candidate Gender and Women’s Psychological Engagement in Politics,” American Politics Quarterly 25: 118-133.
Larson, Olaf F. 1978. “Values and Beliefs of Rural People,” In Thomas R. Ford, ed., Rural U.S.A. Ames, IA: Iowa State University Press.
Letendre, Joan. 2007. “’Sugar and Spice But Not Always Nice’: Gender Socialization and its Impact on Development and Maintenance of Aggression in Adolescent Girls.” Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal 24: 353-368
Little, Jo and Patricia Austin. 1996. “Women and the Rural Idyll,” Journal of Rural Studies 12: 101-111.
Lizotte, Mary-Kate and Andrew H. Sidman. 2009. “Explaining the Gender Gap in Political Knowledge.” Politics & Gender 5: 127-151.
Martin, Carol Lynn and Diane Ruble. 2004. “Children’s Search for Gender Cues: Cognitive Perspectives on Gender Development,” Current Directions in Psychological Science, 13: 67-70.
Mondak, Jeffrey J. 2001. “Developing Valid Knowledge Scales,” American Journal of Political Science 31: 856-899
Mondak, Jeffrey J. and Belinda Creel Davis. 2001. “Asked and Answered: Knowledge Levels When We Won’t Take ‘Don’t Know’ For an Answer,” Political Behavior 23: 199-224.
Mondak, Jeffrey J. and Mary R. Anderson. 2004. “The Knowledge Gap: A Reexamination of Gender-Based Differences in Political Knowledge,” Journal of Politics 66: 492-512
Mondak, Jeffrey J. and Damarys Canache. 2004. “Knowledge Variables in Cross-National Social Inquiry,” Social Science Quarterly 85: 539-558
Moore, Laura M. and Reeve Vanneman. 2003. “Context Matters: Effects of the Proportion of Fundamentalists on Gender Attitudes,” Social Forces 82: 115-139.
Nechemias, Carol. 1985. “Geographic Mobility and Women’s Access to State Legislature,” Western Political Quarterly 28: 119-131
Niemi, Richard and Jane Junn. 1998. Civic Education: What Makes Students Learn. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Nelson, Margaret K. and Joan Smith. 1999. Working Hard and Making Do: Surviving in Small Town America. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Norrander, Barbara and Clyde Wilcox. 2005. “Change and Continuity in the Geography of Women State Legislators,” In Sue Thomas and Clyde Wilcox, Eds., Women and Elective Office: Past, Present and Future. New York: Oxford University Press.
Ollenburger, Jane C., Sheryl Grana, and Helen A. Moore. 1989. “Rural Farm Women and Work: A Panel Update,” Rural Sociology 50: 533-550.
Pittman, Frank. 1993. Man Enough: Fathers, Sons, and the Search for Masculinity. New York: Perigree.
Pomerantz, Eva M., Ellen Rydell Alternmatt and Jill L. Saxon. 2004. “Making the Grade but Feeling Distressed: Gender Differences in Academic Performance and Internal Distress,” Journal of Educational Psychology 94: 396-405
Rapoport, Ronald B. 1985. “Like Mother, Like Daughter: Intergenerational Transmission of DK Response Rates,” Public Opinion Quarterly 49: 198-208
---, “The Sex Gap in Political Persuading: Where the ‘Structuring Principle’ Works,” American Journal of Political Science 25 (1981): 32-48
Sapiro, Virginia. 2004. “Not Your Parents’ Political Socialization: Introduction for a New Generation,” Annual Review of Political Science 7: 1-23.
Stiles, Elizabeth A. and Larry Schwab. 2009. “From the Suburbs to the House: The Metropolitan-Rural Population and the Success of Women Candidates,” The Social Science Journal 46: 335-346.
Stolle, Dietland and Elisabeth Gidengil. 2010. “What Do Women Really Know? A Gendered Analysis of Varieties of Political Knowledge,” Perspectives on Politics 8: 93-109.
Verba, Sidney, Nancy Burns and Kay Schlozman. 1997. “Knowing and Caring about Politics: Gender and Political Engagement,” Journal of Politics 59: 1051-1072.
Welch, Susan. 1977. “Women as Political Animals? A Test of Some Explanations for Male-Female Political Participation Differences,” American Journal of Political Science 21: 711-730
Welch, Susan, Lee Sigelman, Timothy Bledsoe and Michael Combs. 2001. Race and Place: Race Relations in an American City. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
