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ABSTRACT
Are certain citizens more likely to feel entitled to evaluate the quality of demo
cratic institutions in their country? Previous studies show that women are more 
likely than men to answer “don’t know” when asked to express their views about 
the state of democracy. This article analyzes how political knowledge and 
internal efficacy contribute to such a gender gap in item non-response rates in 
research on democratic evaluations. Based on an original survey in the United 
States (N = 1,093), we do not find that respondents’ political knowledge is 
associated with a higher probability of expressing their views about democracy. 
However, we do find that this is the case for internal efficacy and that these 
effects are largely driven by women. These findings suggest that gendered social 
roles about who is entitled or expected to express their views about democracy 
lie behind the gender gap in item non-response rates.
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Introduction

Are members of certain social groups more likely to feel entitled or even expected to evaluate the 
quality of democratic institutions in their country? Which political resources affect citizens’ will
ingness to express their views about democratic institutions?

The erosion of democratic attitudes documented across many established democracies in recent 
years has sparked a renewed interest on citizens’ attitudes toward democracy (Chu et al. 2020; Foa and 
Mounk 2016, 2017). As a result, major survey projects have included batteries of questions in which 
they ask citizens to evaluate the performance of specific democratic institutions in their country (e.g., 
Carey et al. 2019; Ferrin and Kriesi 2016). While these studies have provided very important insights 
about how citizens think about democracy, questions on democratic attitudes, especially those that 
focus on the performance of specific democratic institutions, often demand respondents to speak 
about technically difficult issues and thus pose significant cognitive costs on survey participants. These 
kinds of questions can be vulnerable to fairly high item non-response rates, in which participants 
prefer to answer “don’t know” or “not sure” rather than to provide an answer (Berinsky 2004; 
Carmines and Stimson 1980; Krosnick 1991; Krosnick et al. 2002).

Indeed, even though polls and surveys are typically seen as low-cost alternatives for citizens to 
express their political opinions, previous research has documented item non-response rates of varying 
magnitudes across various surveys on democratic attitudes (Goenaga and Hansen 2022). Those studies 
also show that there are substantial differences across social groups in item non-response rates when 
asked to evaluate democratic institutions. Importantly, these differences overlap with broader gender 
inequalities in political participation, as women are more likely to answer “don’t know” than men. 
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Understanding the drivers of these differences in citizens’ willingness to express their views about the 
performance of democratic institutions thus matters for both methodological and normative reasons.

On the methodological side, these item non-response rates may be a source of biased estimates if 
members of certain groups are more likely to be reticent to express their views and those groups also 
tend to have different views about democratic performance. This is the case when it comes to 
differences by gender in democratic evaluations, as women are both more likely to be critical of 
democratic institutions and to answer “don’t know” when asked to provide such evaluations 
(Anderson and Guillory 1997; Gibson, Duch, and Tedin 1992; Hansen and Goenaga 2021; Karp and 
Banducci 2008; Logan and Bratton 2006; Quaranta 2018; Stadelmann-Steffen and Vatter 2012). Hence, 
the presence of such biases in research on democratic attitudes can lead to inaccurate conclusions 
about the population’s views about democracy, and it can make researchers overlook pockets of 
discontent with democratic institutions among certain segments of the population.

On the normative side, these item non-response gaps are also worrisome in relation to democratic 
principles of equality. They point to differences in citizens’ self-perceptions about their role as 
democratic agents, as they suggest that certain citizens are more likely to feel entitled and even 
expected to express their evaluations of democracy while others are not. Moreover, since these 
differences overlap with broader asymmetries in political participation, they put into question the 
function that polls and surveys can perform as channels for the expression of political preferences.

In this article, we analyze the drivers of item non-response rates for evaluative questions about 
democracy and how those factors contribute to differences between women and men in their will
ingness to express their views. We focus in particular on two kinds of political resources that have been 
associated with item non-response rates in other contexts: political knowledge and internal political 
efficacy (Atkeson and Rapoport 2003; Berinsky 2004; Ferrin, Fraile, and García-Albacete 2018; 
Laurison 2015; Lizotte and Sidman 2009; Mondak and Anderson 2004). To this end, we carried out 
an original survey (N = 1,093) on an online panel of respondents in the United States in which we 
measured participants’ levels of political knowledge and efficacy. We then asked them to evaluate six 
different aspects of democracy in the country, giving them the option to answer “don’t know” if they 
did not feel confident about their answers.

Our analyses show non-response rates to our evaluative questions of democracy ranging between 
3.19 to 6.83%. We also find that women were more likely to answer “don’t know” than men for all 
evaluation questions. A series of logistic and rare event logistic regressions indicate that respondents’ 
political knowledge is not associated with a higher probability of expressing an evaluation of demo
cratic institutions. Conversely, we consistently find that respondents’ internal political efficacy – i.e., 
respondents’ confidence in their own understanding of politics – is associated with a higher prob
ability of expressing their views about democratic institutions across all the different questions asked. 
Finally, we find that this relationship between internal political efficacy and expressions of democratic 
evaluations is largely driven by women.

These results indicate that women not only need to know more about politics but also to feel more 
confident about that knowledge before they are willing to express their judgments of how well 
democratic institutions perform in the country. These findings suggest that gendered social roles 
about who is entitled or expected to express their views about democracy lie behind the gender gap in 
item non-response rates, making it more likely that men will express their views and that women will 
prefer to keep them for themselves (Fraile and de Miguel Moyer 2021; Gidengil, Giles, and Thomas  
2008; Thomas 2012).

As noted above, these findings have important normative implications. The presence of gender 
gaps in item non-response rates means that the same viewpoints that are underrepresented in 
other channels of political expression are also likely to be underrepresented in polls and surveys 
about the state of democracy. This is worrisome for ideals of democratic representation, but it is 
also a problem for our assessments of democratic discontent among the population. If women – 
and more generally other politically marginalized groups – are less likely to express their views 
about democracy and if their views differ from those of the rest of the population, we may 
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overlook critical attitudes toward certain parts of the democratic system amongst certain demo
graphics. On the bright side, our results suggest that improvements in political efficacy can help 
reduce these gender gaps in item non-response rates, since such improvements are particularly 
important for women’s willingness to express their views about democratic institutions. 
Unfortunately, the persistence of gender roles that underlie differences in internal efficacy between 
men and women may also explain why internal efficacy is particularly important for women, as 
they raise the bar for the political resources that women need to possess to express their views 
about the state of democracy.

In what follows, we first discuss research on gender and item non-response biases in political polls 
and surveys. We then describe four hypotheses about the relationship between gender, political 
resources, and item non-response rates in evaluative questions about democracy. The third section 
describes the data. The fourth section presents the results of our statistical analyses, while the final 
section concludes with some reflections about the normative importance of our findings and poses 
some questions for further research.

Gender and item non-response biases

Several studies in public opinion research have documented consistent gender gaps in item non- 
response rates in polls and surveys on a wide range of political issues (Atkeson and Rapoport 2003; 
Shapiro and Mahajan 1986). Across countries and topics, women are more likely than men to answer 
“don’t know” if given the option when asked about their political views, preferences, or knowledge 
(Dolan and Hansen 2020; Ferrin, Fraile, and García-Albacete 2018; Kenski 2000; Lizotte and Sidman  
2009; Luskin and Bullock 2011; Miller and Orr 2008; Mondak 2001; Mondak and Anderson 2004; 
Mondak and Canache 2004; Sturgis, Allum, and Smith 2008). The presence of such gender gaps is 
worrisome for ideals of democratic participation because it means that the viewpoints of certain 
members of society – especially those that tend to participate less in politics through other channels – 
are likely to be underrepresented in polls and surveys. Moreover, if men and women harbor different 
views on political issues, gender gaps in item response rates will produce biased estimates of the 
population’s true values. This is certainly the case for citizens’ views about democracy, as several 
studies show that women tend to have more critical assessments about most aspects of democratic 
politics than men (Anderson and Guillory 1997; Gibson, Duch, and Tedin 1992; Hansen and Goenaga  
2021; Karp and Banducci 2008; Logan and Bratton 2006; Quaranta 2018; Stadelmann-Steffen and 
Vatter 2012). The presence of such a gender gap (and other similar differences across social groups) in 
item non-response rates could then obscure discontent about certain democratic institutions among 
segments of the population.

In a series of seminal publications, Adam Berinsky identified two different psychological drivers of 
item non-response rates in survey research (Berinsky 1999, 2004). According to Berinsky’s framework, 
one driver of non-responses is related to the social complexity of the questions asked (i.e., questions on 
controversial issues in which expressing certain views would violate prevalent social norms). In those 
instances, respondents who hold unorthodox or polemical views are more likely to perceive those 
questions as socially costly and will try to avoid expressing their unpopular views (Berinsky 2004, 31– 
32). If women are more likely to hold polemical views on certain issues or are more likely to avoid 
expressing those views when they do, social desirability biases would explain gender gaps in item 
response rates.

Second, survey questions that are cognitively demanding (i.e., questions that “require careful 
consideration of technically difficult choices”) pose high psychological costs on respondents 
(Berinsky 2004, 10). However, these costs are likely to vary depending on respondents’ political 
resources, such as how much they know about politics (political knowledge) or their self-confidence 
in their understanding of politics (internal political efficacy). In other words, cognitively demanding 
questions are likely to impose lower costs on respondents with higher levels of political knowledge or 
efficacy and vice-versa. If these political resources systematically differ between men and women, these 
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cognitive costs would contribute to explain the gender gap in item non-response rates (Atkeson and 
Rapoport 2003, 503–7).

Several studies have found differences between women and men in political knowledge and internal 
efficacy. On the one hand, a large literature has documented persistent gender gaps in political 
knowledge across different stages in life and across countries (e.g., Dow 2009; Fortin-Rittberger  
2016; Fraile 2014; Fraile and Gomez 2017; Jerit and Barabas 2017; Kenski 2000; Miller 2019; 
Sanbonmatsu 2003; Wolak and McDevitt 2011). Having said that, some research has argued that 
the gender gap in political knowledge is at least partially an artifact of the measurement instruments 
used by researchers. Studies show that this gap tends to decrease and even disappear depending on the 
format of the knowledge batteries (e.g., Ferrin, Fraile, and García-Albacete 2018; Jerit and Barabas  
2017; Lizotte and Sidman 2009; Mondak and Anderson 2004; Prior 2014) and the type of political 
issues asked about (e.g., Barabas et al. 2014; Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996; Dolan 2011; Ferrin, Fraile, 
and García-Albacete 2018; Dolan and Hansen 2020; Kraft and Dolan 2023).

When it comes to internal political efficacy, previous research has also recorded a gender gap across 
contemporary democracies (Fraile and de Miguel Moyer 2021; Gidengil, Giles, and Thomas 2008; 
Thomas 2012). This gap is often attributed to gendered differences in political socialization both in the 
family and in the political context during adulthood (Fraile and de Miguel Moyer 2021; Wolak 2018). 
Gender roles are then associated with differences in self-confidence that make men more likely to have 
more positive views about their subjective political competence and hence more likely to express their 
views and to participate in politics (Schneider et al. 2016; Wolak 2020).

Given the persistence of these differences between women and men in political resources, it is 
reasonable to expect political knowledge and internal efficacy to contribute to the gender gap in item 
non-response rates in polls and surveys. Based on this intuition, Goenaga and Hansen (2022) have 
recently applied Berinsky’s framework to investigate gender gaps in item non-response rates in survey 
research on citizens’ views about democracy. Questions that ask respondents to evaluate the quality or 
performance of democratic institutions in their country can be cognitively costly since they demand from 
respondents some knowledge about the political system and some reflection about how well it performs. 
Even if there is no “correct” answer to such questions, they often refer to very specific aspects of politics 
that should make respondents with low political resources more likely to answer “don’t know.”

Goenaga and Hansen (2022) evaluate whether this is the case using data from the European Social 
Survey and the Bright Line Watch project in the United States. They find consistent evidence that 
women are more likely than men to answer “don’t know” when asked about the performance of a wide 
range of institutions, even in consolidated, post-materialist democracies with fairly high levels of 
gender equality on other issues. Moreover, focusing on the United States, they find that these 
differences are wider among respondents with low levels of political knowledge and they narrow 
down (but nonetheless remain) among more politically sophisticated respondents. Based on these 
results, they argue that differences between men and women in political knowledge only partially 
explain the gender gap in item non-response rates for democratic evaluations. Lacking a direct 
measure of internal efficacy, Goenaga and Hansen interpret the fact that these gender differences 
remain at every level of knowledge and are especially wide among the least knowledgeable respondents 
as an indication that differences in internal efficacy might also be driving the gender gap in item non- 
response rates.

In the following sections, we present the results of an original survey designed to evaluate how 
differences in political knowledge, internal efficacy, and social desirability contribute to the gender gap 
in item non-response rates in evaluations of democratic institutions.

Hypotheses

To structure our analysis, we first examine a set of hypotheses about which kinds of political resources 
are associated with item non-response rates in evaluative questions about democracy. We then explore 
how these factors may explain the gender gap in item non-response rates.
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Based on the literature discussed in the previous section, we expect political resources to reduce the 
cognitive costs of evaluative questions about democracy. Both political knowledge and internal 
efficacy should increase the probability that respondents provide an answer when asked to evaluate 
democratic institutions. Hence:

Hypothesis 1. Political knowledge is associated with a higher probability of providing an evaluation 
of democratic institutions.

Hypothesis 2. Internal efficacy is associated with a higher probability of providing an evaluation of 
democratic institutions.

Having examined the factors associated with item non-response rates in evaluative questions about 
democracy, we move on to analyze the gender gap in those item non-response rates. If women tend to 
face higher cognitive or social costs when asked to evaluate democracy, we expect women to be more 
likely to refrain from giving an answer to such questions. Therefore,

Hypothesis 3. Women are more likely than men to answer “don’t know” when asked to evaluate 
democratic institutions.

If gender differences in political resources are mediating the impact of the cognitive costs of these 
evaluative questions, the size of the gender gap should be smaller when controlling for political 
knowledge and internal efficacy. However, it may be the case that it is not merely differences between 
genders in the levels of internal efficacy and political knowledge that are driving the results. As 
Goenaga and Hansen (2022) argue, it could also be the case that the effects of these political resources 
on citizens’ willingness to express their views about democracy are moderated by gendered differences 
in how men and women perceive themselves as democratic subjects. Questions that ask respondents to 
evaluate democratic institutions in their country may evoke internalized stereotypes about who is 
a citizen that is entitled to voice political opinions and judgments. If gendered constructions of 
democratic citizenship are present, women would need to know more about politics and to feel 
more confident about their grasp of politics to feel entitled to express their views on democratic 
performance. Conversely, men would be more likely to feel entitled (or possibly even expected) to 
evaluate democratic performance, even when they do not know much about politics or even feel 
unsure about their own understanding of politics. In other words, women would need to have higher 
levels of internal efficacy and political knowledge to be willing to express their views about democratic 
performance compared to men. Therefore:

Hypothesis 4. Internal efficacy should have a greater impact on the probability of expressing 
evaluations of democracy for women than for men.

Hypothesis 5. Political knowledge should have a greater impact on the probability of expressing 
evaluations of democracy for women than for men.

Data and method

To evaluate these hypotheses, we designed an original survey that asked respondents to evaluate six 
questions related to different aspects of democratic performance in the United States. The survey was 
designed on Qualtrics and implemented on a panel of US residents using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 
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(MTurk) on April 7, 2022. Respondents were paid to answer the questionnaire, even if they did not 
answer all the questions. On average, respondents took 6 minutes and 15 seconds to complete the 
survey. While not necessarily the gold standard for public opinion research, MTurk offers an 
inexpensive and effective resource as long as researchers are aware of how their sample may differ 
from the population and how that could potentially affect their findings. Several studies have 
confirmed the reliability of the data from MTurk surveys, showing that respondents do not differ 
from national population-based surveys in unmeasurable ways (Levay, Freese, and Druckman 2016), 
that the samples are more demographically diverse than other online panels or samples of convenience 
(e.g., college students) (Buhrmester, Kwang, and Gosling 2011), and that online participants are as 
attentive as offline respondents recruited for research surveys (Kennedy et al. 2020).

In the end, 1,093 participants completed the survey. In terms of the composition of the sample, 56% 
self-identified as men, while 44% self-identified as women. The sample contains slightly more men and 
Democrats than does the population of the US. That being said, on all other demographic variables 
used in the analysis the sample mirrors the population. In the Online Appendix, we provide 
descriptive statistics with the composition of the sample, as well as additional models using post- 
stratification survey weights to account for oversampling of men and Democrats. The main results 
hold.

To measure citizens’ willingness to evaluate democratic institutions, respondents were given the 
following prompt that explicitly encouraged them to answer “Don’t know” if they did not feel 
confident about their answers:

We would like to ask you a few questions evaluating democracy in the country. To what extent do you think each 
of these statements applies to the US today? (0= not at all to 10 = a great degree). If you are not confident in your 
answer, please indicate ‘don’t know.’

We designed these statements to refer to three general aspects of liberal democracy: political equality, 
legal equality, and freedom of expression. For each of these aspects of democracy, we asked a more 
general question about how the democratic system performed overall and a more specific question 
that asked respondents to evaluate particular institutions. This strategy allowed us to ask questions 
with different degrees of cognitive complexity, as the more specific questions demanded from 
respondents more precise knowledge about the political system and more reflection about what that 
meant for democracy. To assess whether our results were driven by social desirability biases, we 
intentionally formulated the two questions about freedom of speech using more polemical language, 
since the issue of democratic justifications for limits to freedom of speech has been a highly prominent 
and controversial topic in American politics over the past couple of years (Bejan 2020; Norris 2021). 
For some of the other questions, we borrowed the formulations used by the Bright Line Watch Project 
(Carey et al. 2019). Table 1 presents the six statements presented to respondents.

Table 1 presents the share of respondents that provided an evaluation to each of the questions, 
the share of respondents that chose instead “don’t know,” and the difference between men and 
women in those item response rates. Whereas the majority of respondents opted to provide 
evaluations, the number of respondents answering “don’t know” ranged between 3.19% (for “the 
law is enforced equally for all persons”) and 6.83% (for “the geographic boundaries of electoral 
districts do not systematically advantage any particular party”). Note that these item non-response 
rates may in fact be lower than for other surveys (and thus more conservative estimates) due to the 
nature of MTurk respondents. Since respondents in this platform expect payment for answering 
the survey, they may opt for other “satisficing” strategies such as guessing or picking a random 
answer rather than answering “don’t know” (Krosnick et al. 2002). Our non-response rates are 
higher than those observed in Wave 6 of the ESS (which ranged between 0.8 to 3.2%) but lower 
than those in the BLW public surveys (which ranged between 7.9 and 19%) (Goenaga and Hansen  
2022, 7). Intuitively, we find higher non-response rates for the more specific and cognitively 
demanding questions than for the more general questions. However, we do not find higher non- 
response rates for the more controversial questions related to freedom of speech. Finally, the last 
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column presents the gender gap in response rates. For all six questions, we find that women were 
less likely than men to respond, and these differences ranged between 0.75 and 2.63% points. We 
do not find, however, any clear pattern in which these gender gaps were wider for the more 
cognitively or socially complex questions.

To measure internal efficacy, we used a common survey instrument that asked respondents to 
evaluate on a scale from 0 to 10: “How confident are you that you understand the important political 
issues facing the country?” In our sample, we did not find significant differences between men and 
women in their levels of internal efficacy. The mean score among men was 6.904, while for women it 
was 7.000. It is worth pointing out that the total variance in our measure of efficacy is fairly small and 
skewed toward higher values, as very few respondents reported extremely low levels of internal 
efficacy.

To measure political knowledge, we followed the strategy recently proposed by Kraft and Dolan 
(2023) to produce a balanced battery of questions. As noted above, previous research has shown that 
differences in political knowledge – especially between men and women – can be an artifact of the 
format and content of the questions used to measure this trait. To produce gender-balanced knowl
edge batteries, Kraft and Dolan (2023) recommend including questions that are indeed relevant for 
citizen competence in a given political context, that refer to current issues rather than static aspects of 
the political system (Barabas et al. 2014), and that are “gender-relevant,” that is, questions referring to 
issues that are more directly relevant to women’s lives (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996). To this end, we 
produced a battery of three factual questions about US politics that combined static institutional 
aspects about the rules of the game, the people running politics, and a current policy initiative in 
a realm that, according to previous studies, women are more likely to be well-informed about: child- 
care (Barabas et al. 2014; Kraft and Dolan 2023; Stolle and Gidengil 2010). Most importantly, these 
three questions are relevant indicators of political competence related to the functioning of the 
democratic institutions in which we are interested. We do not offer respondents the option to answer 
“don’t know” in these questions to reduce biases resulting from gender differences in the propensity to 
guess (Ferrin, Fraile, and García-Albacete 2018; Mondak and Anderson 2004). Table 2 presents the 
questions asked and the distribution of correct and incorrect answers. In our statistical analyses, we 
generate an index for political knowledge based on a factor score of the three questions.

We present in the Online Appendix additional information with the distribution of respondents’ 
answers. Compared to conventional batteries of political knowledge in the United States, which tend 
to have correct response rates over 70%, our battery helps us discriminate among respondents at 
higher levels of knowledge, without being excessively demanding for participants (Kraft and Dolan  
2023, 7). Our gender-balanced battery does not produce statistically significant differences when it 
comes to the first question related to length of senators’ term in office. Conversely, in line with critics 
of conventional knowledge batteries, we find that women are in fact more likely to answer correctly the 
“gender-relevant” questions that asked about a high-ranking woman in politics – Ketanji Brown 

Table 1. Expression of Democratic Evaluations – Descriptive Statistics.

Question
Provided 

Evaluation
“Don’t 
know”

Gender 
Gap

General 
questions

Everyone’s vote counts the same. 95.63% 
(1,050)

4.37% 
(48)

−0.75%

The law is enforced equally for all persons. 96.81% 
(1,057)

3.19% 
(35)

−2.49%

Everyone is able to express their views even if they are unpopular. 96.27% 
(1,057)

3.73% 
(41)

−2.63%

Specific 
questions

The geographic boundaries of electoral districts do not systematically 
advantage any particular party.

93.17% 
(1,023)

6.83% 
(75)

−1.00%

The courts do not systematically disadvantage certain racial groups in 
sentencing.

94.81% 
(1,041)

5.19% 
(57)

−2.26%

All speech is protected even fighting words that elicit violence. 94.72% 
(1,040)

5.28% 
(58)

−1.73%
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Jackson as President Biden’s Supreme Court nominee – and about an initiative related to child care – 
the repeal of the Child Tax Credit. These differences are statistically significant at the p < 0.05 level.

Finally, the survey also included questions to measure socio-demographic characteristics – age, 
gender, race, education, and household income – and questions on party preferences, and political 
ideology.

In the analyses reported below, we present the output of logistic regression models that estimate the 
probability that a respondent offered a substantive response to the evaluative questions about 
democracy. Hence, the dependent variable in all the models is a dummy variable that takes a value 
of 1 if the respondent offered a response in the 0 to 10 scale and 0 if they answered “don’t know.” Given 
that “don’t know” answers are relatively rare in the survey (between 3.19 and 6.83% of responses) we 
also estimated rare event logit models as a robustness check (reported in the Appendix). Even though 
these item non-response rates may seem low, they can lead to substantive differences in our estimates 
of citizens’ assessments of democracy at the aggregate level. To illustrate this, we present in the online 
appendix the simulated mean values of each of the evaluative questions if the non-responses had been 
instead selections of the extreme values: either 0 or 10. The results indicate that the non-responses 
could substantially alter the evaluations by a few percentage points.

Results

To analyze the first set of hypotheses related to the factors associated with non-response rates, Table 3 
presents the output of logistic regression models that estimate the probability that respondents offered 
a substantive evaluation to each of the questions about democratic performance. Our main indepen
dent variables of interest are political knowledge (a factor score of the three questions described above) 
and internal political efficacy. All the models include socio-demographic characteristics (age, sex, race, 
education, and income), as well as partisanship and political ideology as controls.

We do not find evidence that political knowledge is associated with item response rates in our set of 
evaluative questions. This goes against the expectations of Hypothesis 1 and against one of the results 
reported by Goenaga and Hansen (2022), who do find that political knowledge was associated with 
higher response rates to the questions about democratic institutions asked in the BLW surveys. This 
may be due to the use of a different knowledge battery (since the BLW surveys use the conventional 
questions of the number of years for a senator’s term, the number of years for a member of the house 
of representatives’ term, and the number of senators for each state). However, if that is the case, we 
would expect our knowledge battery to be more likely to show a relationship between answering those 
questions correctly and the willingness to answer our questions about democratic institutions, since 
our knowledge questions ask about pieces of information that are directly related to those aspects of 
the democratic system. The fact that we do not find such an association suggests that political 
knowledge may not be a major driver of non-response rates.

Conversely, in line with Hypothesis 2, we find that internal political efficacy is associated with 
a higher likelihood of providing an evaluation for all six questions about democratic institutions. The 
relationship is particularly strong for the general questions (Models 1 to 3), but it is still statistically 
significant at the p < 0.1 level for the questions on electoral districting (Model 4) and judicial 
sentencing (Model 5) and at the p < 0.5 level for the question about fighting words being protected 
(Model 6). To illustrate the size of these differences and taking 95% confidence bounds for reference, 
the predicted probability of offering an answer to the first evaluative question (votes count the same) 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics – Political Knowledge.

Question Answer Correct Women Correct Men Correct

Number of years for a US Senator’s term? 6 years 58.01% 59.21% 57.31%
Name of Biden’s Supreme Court nominee? Ketanji Brown Jackson 83.24% 86.82% 80.36%*
Policy not extended after failure of Build Back Better? Child Tax Credit 48.82% 55.65% 43.51%*

Note: * indicates a statistically significant gender difference at p < 0.05.
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ranges between 0.71 and 0.94 at low values of political efficacy, while they range between 0.97 and 0.99 
at very high values of efficacy. The large confidence bounds for our estimates at low levels of efficacy 
are due to having few respondents reporting very low scores. However, even if we take the most 
conservative estimates within the bounds, respondents with high levels of political efficacy would be 
3% more likely to express their views on this question, but those differences could be as large as 28%. 
We find very similar values for the other evaluative questions in the sample.

In line with Hypothesis 3, the descriptive statistics presented in Table 2 showed the presence of 
gender gaps in item non-response rates for all six evaluative questions, which were larger (over 2% 
points) for the questions related to equal law enforcement, the ability to express unpopular views, and 
disparities in sentencing. The models presented in Table 3 reinforce this finding, showing that women 
are less likely to provide answers to these three questions even after introducing socio-demographic 
controls, as well as controlling for partisanship, ideology, political knowledge and political efficacy. 
While we still find negative coefficients for gender in the models analyzing the other evaluative 
questions, those coefficients do not meet conventional levels of statistical significance.

We do not find any significant results for the other variables. Neither partisanship nor ideology 
seem to be associated with greater probability of providing an evaluation, nor is this the case for 
education. Only income and age seem associated with a higher probability of offering an evaluation for 
some of the questions.

In the Appendix, we present several robustness checks. First, we present the results from separate 
logistic regressions in which we control either for efficacy or for political knowledge, in case our 
findings are being driven by collider biases resulting from controlling for knowledge and efficacy in 
the same model. We again find that efficacy is consistently associated with a greater probability of 
expressing evaluations but not political knowledge. Second, we run our main analyses using rare event 

Table 3. Models Predicting Expressions of Democratic Evaluations – Full Models.

Vote Counts 
Same

Law Enforced 
Equally

Express 
Unpopular Views

Districts 
Advantage Parties

Courts Sentencing 
Disparity

Fighting Words 
Protected

Constant 1.977* 2.700** 2.623** 1.029 0.835 −0.461
(1.091) (1.265) (1.224) (0.791) (0.906) (0.885)

Age 0.028* 0.021 0.030* 0.007 0.017 0.029**
(0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.011) (0.013) (0.014)

Woman −0.222 −0.879** −0.766** −0.230 −0.548* −0.426
(0.307) (0.367) (0.338) (0.248) (0.283) (0.280)

White −0.521 −0.664 −0.400 0.356 0.173 0.120
(0.435) (0.559) (0.475) (0.296) (0.345) (0.351)

Education −0.213 −0.084 −0.342 0.089 −0.067 0.195
(0.189) (0.213) (0.226) (0.128) (0.153) (0.141)

Income 0.120* 0.040 0.094 0.045 0.165*** 0.106*
(0.061) (0.071) (0.067) (0.047) (0.057) (0.055)

Party ID - 
Independent

−0.019 0.018 −0.315 −0.245 −0.368 0.268

(0.490) (0.596) (0.474) (0.363) (0.387) (0.428)
Party ID - 

Republican
−0.153 −0.359 0.226 −0.181 0.084 0.399

(0.335) (0.386) (0.379) (0.282) (0.332) (0.330)
Political 

Ideology
−0.092 −0.079 −0.095 −0.020 0.015 −0.035

(0.060) (0.069) (0.065) (0.045) (0.050) (0.050)
Political 

Knowledge
0.220 0.243 0.185 −0.081 −0.091 −0.089

(0.152) (0.178) (0.168) (0.128) (0.149) (0.149)
Political Efficacy 0.218*** 0.268*** 0.257*** 0.110* 0.127* 0.162**

(0.073) (0.084) (0.079) (0.063) (0.069) (0.070)
Observations 1,093 1,093 1,093 1,093 1,093 1,093
Log Likelihood −183.99 −142.38 −160.63 −265.74 −212.56 −215.47
Akaike Inf. Crit. 389.99 306.76 343.25 553.47 447.13 452.93

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.
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logit models given that the share of respondents answering “don’t know” to each of the evaluative 
questions is relatively small (between 3.2 and 6.8% of the sample). In both sets of analyses the results 
are essentially the same: internal efficacy is associated with a higher probability of offering evaluations 
of democratic institutions, but not political knowledge.

We now turn to evaluate Hypotheses 4 and 5, which stated that the effects of political knowledge 
and internal efficacy on the probability of evaluating democratic institutions should be stronger for 
women than for men. To examine this claim, we report analyses of split samples by gender.1 Table 4 
presents the output of the logit models for men. Contrary to the models with the full sample, we only 
find statistically significant coefficients for political efficacy for the first three (general) questions and 
in two cases this is only at the p < 0.1 level (law enforced equally and ability to express unpopular 
views). We again do not find any association between political knowledge and the probability of 
providing an answer to any of the questions. Interestingly, while we do not find a strong correlation 
between income and the probability of offering an evaluation in the full sample, we find that income is 
strongly associated with men’s willingness to express their views (but not for women). This finding 
echoes previous studies that found a closer link between affluence and subjective political competence 
among men than for women (Thomas 2012).

Conversely, in Table 5, which focuses only on women, internal efficacy is associated with a higher 
probability of providing evaluations for all six questions. These results indicate that the findings from 
Table 4 were largely driven by women being more likely to respond at higher levels of political efficacy. 
In Table 5 we also find positive coefficients for political knowledge, but these are only statistically 
significant in Model 1 (votes count the same) at the p < 0.05 level and in Model 2 (law enforced 
equally) at the p < 0.1 level, suggesting that political knowledge might have only a modest effect on 
women’s willingness to express their views of democratic performance if it does not also come with 
a greater sense of internal efficacy. Overall, the results from Tables 4 and 5 support Hypothesis 4 but 

Table 4. Models Predicting Expressions of Democratic Evaluations – Men Sample.

Vote Counts 
Same

Law Enforced 
Equally

Express 
Unpopular Views

Districts 
Advantage Parties

Courts Sentencing 
Disparity

Fighting Words 
Protected

Constant 2.202 2.196 2.439 1.646 0.935 0.348
(1.497) (1.942) (1.913) (1.101) (1.326) (1.274)

Age 0.021 0.010 0.035 −0.001 0.005 0.026
(0.023) (0.030) (0.031) (0.016) (0.021) (0.022)

White −0.785 −0.739 −0.702 0.398 0.448 0.088
(0.577) (0.804) (0.680) (0.371) (0.452) (0.450)

Education −0.275 −0.091 −0.429 −0.055 −0.203 0.030
(0.238) (0.288) (0.317) (0.166) (0.209) (0.189)

Income 0.211** 0.214* 0.284*** 0.125** 0.362*** 0.218***
(0.084) (0.117) (0.109) (0.064) (0.093) (0.080)

Party ID - 
Independent

−0.404 −0.370 −0.528 −0.574 −0.532 0.017

(0.641) (0.911) (0.752) (0.473) (0.538) (0.566)
Party ID - 

Republican
−0.561 −0.808 −0.417 −0.503 0.012 0.176

(0.496) (0.701) (0.627) (0.416) (0.539) (0.491)
Political 

Ideology
−0.072 −0.031 −0.060 0.053 −0.005 −0.053

(0.085) (0.116) (0.104) (0.063) (0.079) (0.075)
Political 

Knowledge
−0.035 −0.029 −0.092 −0.247 −0.358 −0.334

(0.216) (0.295) (0.272) (0.181) (0.233) (0.222)
Political Efficacy 0.227** 0.265* 0.204* 0.040 0.123 0.099

(0.103) (0.137) (0.124) (0.087) (0.106) (0.103)
Observations 616 616 616 616 616 616
Log Likelihood −94.81 −56.53 −66.24 −139.59 −93.55 −106.69
Akaike Inf. Crit. 209.61 133.05 152.47 299.18 207.11 233.39

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.

10 M. A. HANSEN AND A. GOENAGA



not Hypothesis 5: gender moderates the effects of internal efficacy on the likelihood of expressing 
democratic evaluation, but not this is not the case for political knowledge.

Conclusions

This article has analyzed how political resources shape the gender gap in item non-response rates in 
evaluative questions of democracy. While we do not find that political knowledge is a major predictor 
of the probability that respondents will express their views about democracy, we find that internal 
political efficacy is very strongly associated with a higher probability of offering a substantive answer 
to such questions. Moreover, we also observe that this is especially (if not exclusively) the case for 
women. Regardless of the cognitive and social complexity of the questions asked, we find consistent 
evidence that higher levels of political efficacy increase the likelihood that women respondents will 
express their evaluations of the quality of democratic institutions in the country.

Our results align with previous research that indicates that, even more than actual knowledge of 
politics, it is self-confidence in their own understanding of political processes that influences women’s 
willingness to express their views about democracy (Goenaga and Hansen 2022). While we cannot 
know for certain why this is the case based on our data, these findings suggest that gendered 
stereotypes of what a democratic citizen looks like are reproduced and internalized by citizens in 
contemporary democracies. Due to these gendered stereotypes, women would need not only to know 
more about politics but also to feel more confident about that knowledge before expressing their views 
about the quality of democratic institutions. On the contrary, those same gendered stereotypes would 
push men to not only feel entitled but even expected to evaluate democratic institutions even when 
they themselves would acknowledge their poor understanding of democratic processes. It could also 
be the case, of course, that other personality traits, unrelated to processes of political socialization, also 
contribute to the gender gap in item non-response rates.

Table 5. Models Predicting Expressions of Democratic Evaluations – Women Sample.

Vote Counts 
Same

Law Enforced 
Equally

Express 
Unpopular Views

Districts 
Advantage Parties

Courts Sentencing 
Disparity

Fighting Words 
Protected

Constant 1.491 2.478 2.059 0.407 0.307 −1.744
(1.671) (1.741) (1.629) (1.208) (1.323) (1.321)

Age 0.036* 0.025 0.026 0.014 0.024 0.034*
(0.022) (0.021) (0.020) (0.016) (0.018) (0.019)

White −0.084 −0.572 −0.208 0.113 −0.519 −0.050
(0.690) (0.811) (0.696) (0.549) (0.669) (0.612)

Education −0.150 −0.113 −0.242 0.285 0.135 0.384*
(0.305) (0.309) (0.305) (0.204) (0.222) (0.211)

Income 0.011 −0.078 −0.050 −0.078 −0.018 −0.015
(0.091) (0.092) (0.089) (0.072) (0.077) (0.078)

Party ID - 
Independent

0.682 0.381 −0.014 0.312 0.129 0.869

(0.821) (0.823) (0.635) (0.615) (0.614) (0.707)
Party ID - 

Republican
0.224 −0.175 0.604 0.0001 0.100 0.609

(0.489) (0.488) (0.520) (0.398) (0.432) (0.464)
Political 

Ideology
−0.108 −0.102 −0.112 −0.100 0.023 −0.016

(0.087) (0.090) (0.085) (0.070) (0.066) (0.069)
Political 

Knowledge
0.480** 0.396* 0.352 0.126 0.169 0.161

(0.223) (0.228) (0.220) (0.189) (0.202) (0.211)
Political Efficacy 0.210* 0.276** 0.294*** 0.215** 0.197** 0.252**

(0.108) (0.109) (0.105) (0.092) (0.096) (0.099)
Observations 477 477 477 477 477 477
Log Likelihood −85.26 −82.34 −89.79 −119.57 −110.54 −104.09
Akaike Inf. Crit. 190.53 184.67 199.59 259.14 241.07 228.18

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01.
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These results have normative and theoretical implications. First, they show that the gender gap in 
other channels of political participation is also present in polls and surveys that ask about the state of 
democracy, a relatively low-cost channel for citizens to express their political views. This poses a problem 
for ideals of democratic representation. At the same time, if women or other politically marginalized 
groups are less likely to express their views about democracy, and if these views are more critical about 
the performance of democratic institutions than those of the rest of the population, we might overlook 
brewing discontent against certain parts of the democratic system by members of those groups.

Finally, our results raise the question about which groups are more likely to perceive themselves as 
full democratic citizens, who can and should express their views about democratic institutions 
regardless of their political resources. This poses questions for future research about where these 
perceptions come from and to what extent they are tied to different personality traits or to gendered 
differences in political socialization. If the latter, future studies may examine how socialization at the 
parental home or descriptive representation in the political system can contribute to transform the 
gendered construction of democratic citizenship.

Note

1. We also estimated interactive models. However, theoretically and statistically these models were not appropriate 
for the analysis. Statistically, there were degrees of freedom issues based on limited variance on the variables of 
interest. Both the sets of linear regression and rare events models encountered model estimation issues when 
running interactions. Theoretically, since the assumption is that the groupings are impacted differently by several 
of the independent variables, models where every independent variable is interacted with gender would be 
needed. This is not possible given the number of observations.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Notes on contributors

Michael A. Hansen is an Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Turku, Finland. His research 
interests include European and American political behavior. He previously held a Postdoctoral position at Lund 
University in Sweden. His scholarly articles have appeared in numerous peer-reviewed journals such as Party Politics, 
Political Behavior, Journal of Public Policy, Social Science Quarterly, Political Research Quarterly, Comparative European 
Politics, German Politics, Politics & Gender, and American Politics Research.

Agustín Goenaga is an Associate Professor at the Department of Political Science, Lund University, Sweden. His research 
focuses on democratic theory, political attitudes, and political development. His work has been published in journals 
such as Comparative Political Studies, the European Journal of Political Research, Politics and Society, and Politics and 
Gender. He is the principal investigator of the projects “The Deliberative Capacity of Democratic Systems” (funded by 
the Swedish Royal Academy of Letters) and “The Politics of State-Building: Studying Investments in State Capacity 
through Legislative Debates” (funded by the Swedish Research Council).

ORCID

Michael A. Hansen http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5116-5751
Agustín Goenaga http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8179-310X

References

Anderson, Christopher J., and Christine A. Guillory. 1997. “Political Institutions and Satisfaction with Democracy: A 
Cross-National Analysis of Consensus and Majoritarian Systems.” The American Political Science Review 
91 (1):66–81. doi:10.2307/2952259.

12 M. A. HANSEN AND A. GOENAGA

https://doi.org/10.2307/2952259


Atkeson, Lonna Rae, and Ronald B. Rapoport. 2003. “The More Things Change the More They Stay the Same: 
Examining Gender Differences in Political Attitude Expression, 1952–2000.” Public Opinion Quarterly 
67 (4):495–521. doi:10.1086/378961.

Barabas, Jason, Jennifer Jerit, William Pollock, and Carlisle Rainey. 2014. “The Question(s) of Political Knowledge.” The 
American Political Science Review 108 (4):840–55. doi:10.1017/S0003055414000392.

Bejan, Teresa M. 2020. “Free Expression or Equal Speech?” Social Philosophy & Policy 37 (2):153–69. doi:10.1017/ 
S0265052521000091.

Berinsky, Adam J. 1999. “The Two Faces of Public Opinion.” American Journal of Political Science 43 (4):1209–30. 
doi:10.2307/2991824.

Berinsky, Adam J. 2004. Silent Voices: Public Opinion and Political Participation in America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press.

Buhrmester, Michael, Tracy Kwang, and Samuel D. Gosling. 2011. “Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: A New Source of 
Inexpensive, Yet High-Quality, Data?” Perspectives on Psychological Science 6 (1):3–5. doi:10.1177/ 
1745691610393980.

Carey, John M., Gretchen Helmke, Brendan Nyhan, Mitchell Sanders, and Susan Stokes. 2019. “Searching for Bright 
Lines in the Trump Presidency.” Perspectives on Politics 17 (3):699–718. doi:10.1017/S153759271900001X.

Carmines, Edward G., and James A. Stimson. 1980. “The Two Faces of Issue Voting.” The American Political Science 
Review 74 (1):78–91. doi:10.2307/1955648.

Chu, Yun-han, Kai-Ping Huang, Marta Lagos, and Robert Mattes. 2020. “A Lost Decade for Third-Wave Democracies?” 
Journal of Democracy 31 (2):166–81. doi:10.1353/jod.2020.0029.

Delli Carpini, Michael X., and Scott Keeter. 1996. What Americans Know About Politics and Why It Matters. New Haven, 
CT: Yale University Press.

Dolan, Kathleen. 2011. “Do Women and Men Know Different Things? Measuring Gender Differences in Political 
Knowledge.” The Journal of Politics 73 (1):97–107. doi:10.1017/s0022381610000897.

Dolan, Kathleen, and Michael A. Hansen. 2020. “The Variable Nature of the Gender Gap in Political Knowledge.” 
Journal of Women, Politics & Policy 0 (0):1–17. doi:10.1080/1554477X.2020.1719000.

Dow, Jay K. 2009. “Gender Differences in Political Knowledge: Distinguishing Characteristics-Based and Returns-Based 
Differences.” Political Behavior 31 (1):117–36. doi:10.1007/s11109-008-9059-8.

Ferrin, Monica, Marta Fraile, and Gema García-Albacete. 2018. “Is It Simply Gender? Content, Format, and Time in 
Political Knowledge Measures.” Politics & Gender 14 (2):162–85. doi:10.1017/S1743923X1700023X.

Ferrin, Monica, and Hanspeter Kriesi. 2016. How Europeans View and Evaluate Democracy. New York, N.Y: Oxford 
University Press.

Foa, Roberto Stefan, and Yascha Mounk. 2016. “The Danger of Deconsolidation: The Democratic Disconnect.” Journal 
of Democracy 27 (3):5–17. doi:10.1353/jod.2016.0049.

Foa, Roberto Stefan, and Yascha Mounk. 2017. “The Signs of Deconsolidation.” Journal of Democracy 28 (1):5–15. 
doi:10.1353/jod.2017.0000.

Fortin-Rittberger, Jessica. 2016. “Cross-National Gender Gaps in Political Knowledge: How Much is Due to Context?” 
Political Research Quarterly 69 (3):391–402. doi:10.1177/1065912916642867.

Fraile, Marta. 2014. “Do Women Know Less About Politics Than Men? The Gender Gap in Political Knowledge in 
Europe.” Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State & Society 21 (2):261–89. doi:10.1093/sp/jxu006.

Fraile, Marta, and Carolina de Miguel Moyer. 2021. “Risk and the Gender Gap in Internal Political Efficacy in Europe.” 
West European Politics 0 (0):1–19. doi:10.1080/01402382.2021.1969146.

Fraile, Marta, and Raul Gomez. 2017. “Why Does Alejandro Know More About Politics Than Catalina? Explaining the 
Latin American Gender Gap in Political Knowledge.” British Journal of Political Science 47 (1):91–112. doi:10.1017/ 
S0007123414000532.

Gibson, James L., Raymond M. Duch, and Kent L. Tedin. 1992. “Democratic Values and the Transformation of the 
Soviet Union.” The Journal of Politics 54 (2):329–71. doi:10.2307/2132030.

Gidengil, Elisabeth, Janine Giles, and Melanee Thomas. 2008. “The Gender Gap in Self-Perceived Understanding of 
Politics in Canada and the United States.” Politics & Gender 4 (4):535–61. doi:10.1017/S1743923X08000469.

Goenaga, Agustín, and Michael A. Hansen. 2022. “Guy-Guessing Democracy: Gender and Item Non-Response Bias in 
Evaluations of Democratic Institutions.” Journal of Women, Politics & Policy 43 (4):499–513. doi:10.1080/1554477X. 
2022.2053823.

Hansen, Michael A., and Agustín Goenaga. 2021. “Gender and Democratic Attitudes: Do Women and Men Prioritize 
Different Democratic Institutions?” Politics & Gender 17 (1):23–52. doi:10.1017/S1743923X19000473.

Jerit, Jennifer, and Jason Barabas. 2017. “Revisiting the Gender Gap in Political Knowledge.” Political Behavior 
39 (4):817–38. doi:10.1007/s11109-016-9380-6.

Karp, Jeffrey A., and Susan A. Banducci. 2008. “When Politics is Not Just a Man’s Game: Women’s Representation and 
Political Engagement.” Electoral Studies 27 (1):105–15. doi:10.1016/j.electstud.2007.11.009.

Kennedy, Ryan, Scott Clifford, Tyler Burleigh, Philip D. Waggoner, Ryan Jewell, and Nicholas J. G. Winter. 2020. “The 
Shape of and Solutions to the MTurk Quality Crisis.” Political Science Research and Methods 8 (4):614–29. doi:10. 
1017/psrm.2020.6.

JOURNAL OF WOMEN, POLITICS & POLICY 13

https://doi.org/10.1086/378961
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055414000392
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265052521000091
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265052521000091
https://doi.org/10.2307/2991824
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1017/S153759271900001X
https://doi.org/10.2307/1955648
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2020.0029
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0022381610000897
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2020.1719000
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-008-9059-8
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X1700023X
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2016.0049
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2017.0000
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912916642867
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxu006
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2021.1969146
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123414000532
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123414000532
https://doi.org/10.2307/2132030
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X08000469
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2022.2053823
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2022.2053823
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X19000473
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9380-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2007.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2020.6
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2020.6


Kenski, Kate. 2000. “Women and Political Knowledge During the 2000 Primaries.” The Annals of the American Academy 
of Political and Social Science 572 (1):26–28. doi:10.1177/000271620057200105.

Kraft, Patrick W., and Kathleen Dolan. 2023. “Asking the Right Questions: A Framework for Developing 
Gender-Balanced Political Knowledge Batteries.” Political Research Quarterly 76 (1): 393-406. doi:10.1177/ 
10659129221092473.

Krosnick, Jon A. 1991. “Response Strategies for Coping with the Cognitive Demands of Attitude Measures in Surveys.” 
Applied Cognitive Psychology 5 (3):213–36. doi:10.1002/acp.2350050305.

Krosnick, Jon A., Allyson L. Holbrook, Matthew K. Berent, Richard T. Carson, Michael W. Hanemann, Raymond 
J. Kopp, Robert Cameron Mitchell, S. Presser, P A. Ruud, V K. Smith, et al. 2002. “The Impact of “No Opinion” 
Response Options on Data Quality.” Public Opinion Quarterly 66 (3):371–403. doi:10.1086/341394.

Laurison, Daniel. 2015. “The Willingness to State an Opinion: Inequality, Don’t Know Responses, and Political 
Participation.” Sociological Forum 30 (4):925–48. doi:10.1111/socf.12202.

Levay, Kevin E., Jeremy Freese, and James N. Druckman. 2016. “The Demographic and Political Composition of 
Mechanical Turk Samples.” SAGE Open 6 (1):2158244016636433. doi:10.1177/2158244016636433.

Lizotte, Mary-Kate, and Andrew H. Sidman. 2009. “Explaining the Gender Gap in Political Knowledge.” Politics & 
Gender 5 (2):127–51. doi:10.1017/S1743923X09000130.

Logan, Carolyn, and Michael Bratton. 2006. “The Political Gender Gap in Africa: Similar Attitudes, Different Behaviors.” 
Working paper 58. Afrobarometer.

Luskin, Robert C., and John G. Bullock. 2011. “‘Don’t Know’ Means ‘Don’t Know’: DK Responses and the Public’s Level 
of Political Knowledge.” The Journal of Politics 73 (2):547–57. doi:10.1017/S0022381611000132.

Miller, Melissa K. 2019. “Who Knows More About Politics? A Dual Explanation for the Gender Gap.” American Politics 
Research 47 (1):174–88. doi:10.1177/1532673X18803890.

Miller, Melissa K., and Shannon K. Orr. 2008. “Experimenting with a ‘Third Way’ in Political Knowledge Estimation.” 
Public Opinion Quarterly 72 (4):768–80. doi:10.1093/poq/nfn057.

Mondak, Jeffery J. 2001. “Developing Valid Knowledge Scales.” American Journal of Political Science 45 (1):224–38. 
doi:10.2307/2669369.

Mondak, Jeffery J., and Mary R. Anderson. 2004. “The Knowledge Gap: A Reexamination of Gender-Based Differences 
in Political Knowledge.” The Journal of Politics 66 (2):492–512. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2508.2004.00161.x.

Mondak, Jeffery J., and Damarys Canache. 2004. “Knowledge Variables in Cross-National Social Inquiry.” Social Science 
Quarterly 85 (3):539–58. doi:10.1111/j.0038-4941.2004.00232.x.

Norris, Pippa. 2021 August. “Cancel Culture: Myth or Reality?.” Political Studies 71:145–74. doi:10.1177/ 
00323217211037023.

Prior, Markus. 2014. “Visual Political Knowledge: A Different Road to Competence?” The Journal of Politics 
76 (1):41–57. doi:10.1017/S0022381613001096.

Quaranta, Mario. 2018. “How Citizens Evaluate Democracy: An Assessment Using the European Social Survey.” 
European Political Science Review 10 (2):191–217. doi:10.1017/S1755773917000054.

Sanbonmatsu, Kira. 2003. “Gender-Related Political Knowledge and the Descriptive Representation of Women.” 
Political Behavior 25 (4):367–88. doi:10.1023/B:POBE.0000004063.83917.2d.

Schneider, Monica C., Mirya R. Holman, Amanda B. Diekman, and Thomas McAndrew. 2016. “Power, Conflict, and 
Community: How Gendered Views of Political Power Influence Women’s Political Ambition.” Political Psychology 
37 (4):515–31. doi:10.1111/pops.12268.

Shapiro, Robert Y., and Harpreet Mahajan. 1986. “Gender Differences in Policy Preferences: A Summary of Trends from 
the 1960s to the 1980s.” Public Opinion Quarterly 50 (1):42–61. doi:10.1086/268958.

Stadelmann-Steffen, Isabelle, and Adrian Vatter. 2012. “Does Satisfaction with Democracy Really Increase Happiness? 
Direct Democracy and Individual Satisfaction in Switzerland.” Political Behavior 34 (3):535–59. doi:10.1007/s11109- 
011-9164-y.

Stolle, Dietlind, and Elisabeth Gidengil. 2010. “What Do Women Really Know? A Gendered Analysis of Varieties of 
Political Knowledge.” Perspectives on Politics 8 (1):93–109. doi:10.1017/S1537592709992684.

Sturgis, Patrick, Nick Allum, and Patten Smith. 2008. “An Experiment on the Measurement of Political Knowledge in 
Surveys.” Public Opinion Quarterly 72 (1):90–102. doi:10.1093/poq/nfm032.

Thomas, Melanee. 2012. “The Complexity Conundrum: Why Hasn’t the Gender Gap in Subjective Political Competence 
Closed?” Canadian Journal of Political Science/Revue Canadienne de Science Politique 45 (2):337–58. doi:10.1017/ 
S0008423912000352.

Wolak, Jennifer. 2018. “Feelings of Political Efficacy in the Fifty States.” Political Behavior 40 (3):763–84. doi:10.1007/ 
s11109-017-9421-9.

Wolak, Jennifer. 2020. “Self-Confidence and Gender Gaps in Political Interest, Attention, and Efficacy.” The Journal of 
Politics 82 (4):1490–501. doi:10.1086/708644.

Wolak, Jennifer, and Michael McDevitt. 2011. “The Roots of the Gender Gap in Political Knowledge in Adolescence.” 
Political Behavior 33 (3):505–33. doi:10.1007/s11109-010-9142-9.

14 M. A. HANSEN AND A. GOENAGA

https://doi.org/10.1177/000271620057200105
https://doi.org/10.1177/10659129221092473
https://doi.org/10.1177/10659129221092473
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.2350050305
https://doi.org/10.1086/341394
https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12202
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244016636433
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X09000130
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381611000132
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X18803890
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfn057
https://doi.org/10.2307/2669369
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2508.2004.00161.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0038-4941.2004.00232.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/00323217211037023
https://doi.org/10.1177/00323217211037023
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381613001096
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773917000054
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:POBE.0000004063.83917.2d
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12268
https://doi.org/10.1086/268958
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9164-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9164-y
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592709992684
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfm032
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423912000352
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423912000352
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-017-9421-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-017-9421-9
https://doi.org/10.1086/708644
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-010-9142-9

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Gender and item non-response biases
	Hypotheses
	Data and method
	Results
	Conclusions
	Note
	Disclosure statement
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References

