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 Explaining the Gender Gap in Voting: A
 Cross-National Analysis*

 Donley T. Studiar, West Virginia University

 Ian McAllister, Australian National University

 Bernadette C. Hayes, Queens University of Belfast

 Objective. Studies of the gender gap in electoral behavior have now become a
 familiar feature of social science research. Yet there is still disagreement about its
 nature and extent as well as what accounts for its development. This paper ex-
 amines male-female differences in voting behavior in terms of three frequently
 offered explanations: inequalities in socioeconomic attainment, greater situational
 constraints on women, and differences in political orientations. Methods. We an-
 alyze survey data from the 1993 Australian Election Survey, the 1992 British
 Election Survey, and the 1992 American National Election Survey by using a re-
 gression decomposition technique for blocks of variables representing each of the
 three explanations for gender differences. Results. Our findings provide some
 evidence to support each explanation. For example, in both Britain and Australia,
 the two major consistently discriminating factors are gender inequalities in socio-
 economic attainment and situational constraints. Such factors as women's greater
 familial responsibilities and their differing occupational experiences help explain
 the gender gap in these countries. In the United States, however, it is predomi-
 nantly political orientations - namely, that women are significantly more likely to
 favor the left side of some common political issues, which explains their differing
 electoral choices. Conclusions. Although gender differences in voting behavior are
 a widely observed phenomenon, the explanation for them is not the same in
 these three countries. Socioeconomic and situational factors are more important
 in Britain and Australia while political factors are more influential in the United
 States.

 * Direct all correspondence to Donley T. Studiar, Department of Political Science, West
 Virginia University, P.O. Box 6317, Morgantown, WV 26506-6317. The 1993 Australian
 Election Study was conducted by Ian McAllister, David Gow, Roger Jones, and David
 Denemark and funded by the Australian Research Council. The data are available from the
 Social Science Data Archive at the Australian National University. The 1992 British Election
 Study was collected by Anthony Heath, Roger Jowell, John Curtice, Jack Brand, and J. Mitchell
 and funded by the Economic and Social Research Council; the data were made available by
 the ESRC Data Archive at the University of Essex. The 1992 American National Election
 Study was collected by Warren E. Miller, Donald R. Kinder, and Steven J. Rosenstone. The
 data were made available by the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research.
 Rebecca Klase (West Virginia University) provided technical assistance.
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 780 Social Science Quarterly

 A common finding in comparative studies of electoral research is the
 declining importance of the sociological model of voting behavior (Franklin
 et al., 1992). As the organization of postindustrial society has become more
 complex, the ability of traditional social divisions to structure individual
 voting choice has weakened. Although this broad finding applies to gender,
 the gender gap in voting does appear to fluctuate both among countries
 and across time. Perhaps more importantly, while the reasons for the de-
 cline of many sociological variables are well known - for example, the
 explanations for class dealignment - there is no consensus on what factors
 cause the gender gap in voting to vary, nationally or temporally.
 In this paper, we examine the existence and nature of the gender gap in

 voting behavior in three Anglo American democracies with similar political
 institutions and gender consciousness - Australia, Britain, and the United
 States. Studying these three countries allows us to generalize about the
 gender gap on a cross-national basis, without having to include a wider
 range of countries where differing historical traditions and patterns of de-
 mocratization may have led to greater differences in individual political
 behavior. We examine patterns of gender voting in all three countries, es-
 pecially in the 1990s, and the relevance of common theoretical explanations
 for gender differences. The major data come from national surveys con-
 ducted in Australia, Britain, and the United States at the time of their
 respective general elections within a one-year period, May 1992-March
 1993.

 Theory and Approach

 The gender gap has been discussed since the earliest political behavior
 studies (Tingsten, 1937), but it has reached prominence only recently, es-
 pecially in discussions of mass behavior in the United States. Early studies
 found that men and women voted largely along the same lines, but when
 differences occurred, women consistently tended to be more conservative
 (Duverger, 1955; Lipset, 1963). This was attributed to a range of sociali-
 zation, structural, or situational factors such as differing early life
 experiences (Baxter and Lansing, 1983); women's closer ties to religious
 influences through established churches, especially in Catholic countries
 (Inglehart, 1981; Mayer and Smith, 1985); and women's more limited par-
 ticipation in the paid labor force (Lipset, 1963). The latter two conditions
 have waned, which one would expect to herald a convergence between
 men's and women's political attitudes (DeVaus and McAllister, 1989; To-
 geby, 1994).

 As women gained greater autonomy of life choices, the gender gap
 in voting shrank in some countries. The most dramatic change was in the
 United States, where the polarity of the gender gap reversed itself; women
 became more left wing than men. This was first evident in the 1972
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 The Gender Gap in Voting : A Cross-National Analysis 781

 presidential election and, after a hiatus in 1976, reappeared in 1980.
 Women had become noticeably more supportive of Democratic (leftist) can-
 didates than men, at least on a bivariate basis. This gap, while varying in
 size, persisted through the next four presidential contests as well as in con-
 gressional elections (Frankovic, 1982; Klein, 1984; Miller, 1988; Kenski,
 1988; Bendyna and Lake, 1994). Although women tended to move in the
 same directions as men, for instance toward Ronald Reagan in his over-
 whelming popular victory in 1984, the gender gap in voting remained.

 Debate ensued over the sources of this difference. Did its origins lie in
 continuing male-female differences in socioeconomic standing, which have
 been well documented and were still substantial (Carroll, 1988; Welch and
 Hibbing, 1992)? Or was it caused by a shift toward feminist values among
 women, a trend that had also emerged in various opinion surveys (Conover,
 1988; Cook and Wilcox, 1991), or by differing opinions on political issues
 (Goertzel, 1983; Klein, 1985; Gilens, 1988)? Reversing the argument, it
 was even suggested that perhaps it was not women who were changing but
 men, by becoming more conservative (Bolce, 1985; Mansbridge, 1985;
 Wirls, 1986).

 Parallel research has also been undertaken to see whether a similar gen-
 der gap has been occurring in other advanced industrial democracies, with
 Britain prominent among them (Norris, 1986; Welch and Thomas, 1988;
 Norris and Lovenduski, 1993). In addition, there have been studies com-
 paring the gender gap across countries (Baxter and Lansing, 1983; Norris,
 1988). The most comprehensive comparative analyses of the gender gap
 are based on data from the 1980s. Using left-right self-identification rather
 than partisanship, DeVaus and McAllister (1989) found that two key fac-
 tors, religiosity and workforce participation, substantially reversed or
 reduced the gender gap in ten of eleven democracies; Australia was the
 exception. Jelen, Thomas, and Wilcox (1994) found that while women con-
 sistently were more to the left on political issues across six European
 countries, they did not see themselves that way.

 The three countries under consideration here are particularly appropriate
 for a comparative study of the gender gap in voting. They possess similar
 political institutions, long histories of democratic governance, and assertive
 women's movements. Among democracies, all were relatively early converts
 to women's suffrage,1 were part of emerging "second-wave" feminism in
 the 1970s (Randall, 1987), but yet have had relatively low levels of
 women's legislative representation (Inter-Parliamentary Union, 1997). Each
 country has a major role for representation through elections even though
 their political structures vary. Britain has a unitary parliamentary system;
 the other two are federal, with one parliamentary (Australia) and one

 1 Adult female suffrage was granted in Australia in 1918, Britain in 1928, and the United
 States in 1920.
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 congressional/presidential (United States). The party system in the United
 States has usually been two-party Democrat and Republican, while those
 in Britain and Australia have been "two-party plus," with a long-term sig-
 nificant minor party, the Liberals in Britain and the National Party in
 Australia. Nevertheless, single-member district electoral systems in Britain
 and the United States and the alternative vote in Australia have made the

 effective choice of governments two-party for years. In Britain, Labour or
 the Conservatives have formed postwar single-party governments, while in
 Australia, the Liberal-National coalition has functioned as a right-wing al-
 ternative to the Australian Labor Party.

 Despite similar political institutions and long histories of democratic gov-
 ernance, each of the three countries has followed a different path in regard
 to the gender gap in voting. The situation in the United States has already
 been described. Australian women, in contrast, have traditionally been
 more supportive of the Liberals, a right-wing party, although the strength
 of these convictions has varied through time (Leithner, 1997). The gender
 gap in voting in Britain has been a particularly puzzling one, since women,
 in contrast to their previous conservative behavior, were more to the left
 than men at the three elections (1979, 1983, 1987) in which the Conser-
 vative Party was led by Britain's only female major party leader, Margaret
 Thatcher. However, in 1992, with John Major leading the Conservatives,
 the gender gap reversed, with women once again becoming more Conser-
 vative (Norris and Lovenduski, 1993). Thus we have three countries in
 which the gender gap appears to operate in three diverse ways: one in which
 women have moved to the left, a second in which women have remained
 on the right, and a third in which they seem to vary, election to election.

 Studies have suggested a number of competing, although also partially
 overlapping, explanations that may account for the differing electoral
 choices of men and women (Welch, 1977; Bennett and Bennett, 1989;
 DeVaus and McAllister, 1989). Socialization, or one of the earliest expla-
 nations for this phenomenon, focuses on the early life experiences of men
 and women. According to this perspective, it is the differing early life ex-
 periences of women, especially their learning of "appropriate gender roles,"
 that may explain the dissimilar voting patterns between men and women.
 Other researchers have suggested that social structural factors are more
 important in explaining the gender gap. It is argued that differences in
 education, social class, and religious practices explain male and female dif-
 ferences in voting behavior. According to this view, once women undertake
 the same activities and positions within the paid workforce as men, gender
 role differences will decline and female voting behavior will come to resem-
 ble that of men, or women may even become more leftist than men
 (Togeby, 1994). A third explanation involves situational constraints.
 Women's adult responsibility, especially within marriage, for child rearing
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 The Gender Gap in Voting : A Cross-National Analysis 783

 and domestic duties gives them different political perspectives than others
 not similarly situated (Chapman, 1985; Weisberg, 1987; Hayes, 1993).
 Since married women particularly are more likely to be inactive in the paid
 workforce than men, three factors taken together - marital status, children,
 and labor force activity - may help to account for the gender gap in voting
 (Lipset, 1963; Tedin, Brady, and Vedlitz, 1977; Anderson and Cook,
 1985).

 Other research has focused on the differing political characteristics of
 men and women (Frankovic, 1982; Goertzel, 1983; Klein, 1984; Conover,
 1988; Gilens, 1988; Cook and Wilcox, 1991; Rinehart, 1992). Political
 characteristics in this instance have been defined either in terms of changing
 party loyalties and/or an increasing divergence in male-female attitudes
 across a range of political issues such as views on the economy, attitudes
 toward public spending, the role of the military, and opinions on the en-
 vironment. For example, at least as far as the United States is concerned,
 some scholars have argued that the current reversal in the gender gap is
 due to the changing political loyalties of men (Boyce, 1985; Mansbridge,
 1985; Wirls, 1986). As a group, men are significantly less likely to identify
 with the Democratic Party than women, and this is particularly true among
 younger males (Wirls, 1986). Other analysts (Conover, 1988; Gilens, 1988;
 Rinehart, 1992), however, argue that the gender gap stems from the
 different values and policy priorities held by men and women, of which the
 most long-standing are women's greater opposition to the use of force and
 their stronger support for public policies of a compassionate nature. It is
 these basic differences within the major areas of public policy debate, par-
 ticularly the growth of feminism among women, that accounts for the
 current predominance of women within the Democratic Party and its
 greater support among the female electorate as a whole.

 As noted earlier, although these four explanations are competitive, they
 also share certain characteristics. The first three explanations overlap in
 that there is adult as well as childhood socialization; the three also may
 have reciprocal effects on each other. A variable such as religion, while
 usually treated as structural, also usually involves socialization, particularly
 in childhood. Rather than attempt to sort out these difficulties here, we
 shall treat these explanations as they have usually been presented, which
 means that we can test the structural and situational explanations but not
 the socialization one. Socialization often remains a residual explanation
 because of the lack of measurable indicators in research on male-female
 differences (Welch, 1977; Bennett and Bennett, 1989; DeVaus and
 McAllister, 1989). Finally, part of the fourth explanation, party identifi-
 cation, is not as useful in explaining political behavior outside the United
 States as within because, in most parliamentary systems, people's party
 identification moves with their vote, generating a high intercorrelation
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 between the two; this is particularly the case in both Australia and Britain
 (LeDuc, 1981). Thus, for political characteristics, we shall focus on com-
 parable issues in the three countries rather than party identification.
 There is obviously a need for a more nuanced, up-to-date comparative

 analysis of the gender gap across these three countries. First, we describe
 the gender gap as found at recent elections in each country. Then we in-
 vestigate three major explanations - structural, situational, and political -
 as to why men and women may differ in their electoral choices. As
 measures of structural factors we use age, religion, church attendance, oc-
 cupation, educational attainment, and trade union membership. The key
 situational variables are employment outside the home and whether the
 individual is currently married. Finally, the impact of political orientations
 is operationalized in terms of seven comparable political issues across the
 three countries. After testing for these explanations, we can see what re-
 mains for gender alone in the analysis.

 Data and Methods

 The data used in the analysis come from the 1993 Australian Election
 Study (AES), the 1992 British Election Study (BES), and the 1992 American
 National Election Study (NES). All are national, postelection surveys in-
 volving samples of 2,388, 2,855, and 2,475 respondents, respectively. The
 AES used a self-completion mail survey comprising an original sample of
 4,950 adult Australians drawn randomly from the February 1993 electoral
 rolls; because of oversampling in some of the smaller states, this group was
 weighted down to a national sample of 2,388 respondents. The overall
 response rate was 61 percent. The BES was conducted using a face-to-face
 interview based on a sample of 218 parliamentary constituencies; the
 response rate was 73 percent. The NES was based on a preelection inter-
 view and a postelection reinterview combining panel respondents and a
 cross-section; weights are applied to the data to make them representative
 of the American electorate. The survey used both personal and phone in-
 terviews, and had an overall response rate of 71 percent.

 For the three countries, we measured each of the three competing expla-
 nations by using several independent variables. Structural factors, or
 socioeconomic status, are represented by religious affiliation (coded 1 for
 Catholic and 0 for other), church attendance (a six-point scale ranging from
 0 for never attended to 1 for attends every day in Australia and Britain,
 and a similar, five-point scale in the United States), age (number of years),
 education (a three-category dummy variable distinguishing between people
 with advanced degrees, graduates of secondary school, and those who did
 not graduate from secondary school), occupation (coded 1 for nonmanual
 and 0 for manual), and trade union membership (coded 1 for members and
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 The Gender Gap in Voting : A Cross-National Analysis 785

 0 for nonmembers). Situational characteristics are measured by current
 marital status (coded 1 for married and 0 for other) and employment status
 (coded 1 for actively employed versus 0 for other).

 Political characteristics are operationalized in terms of a block of seven
 attitudes about issues: change in personal household financial situation,
 change in the national economy, spending on defense, spending on poverty,
 support for equal opportunities for women, support for the death penalty,
 and support for abortion.2 These are some of the main issues that have

 2 The political characteristics were measured in terms of the following seven questions and
 their response categories: i) Economic Situation of Household: Australia - How does the fi-
 nancial situation of your household now compare with what it was 12 months ago? (1) a lot
 better? (2) a little better? (3) about the same? (4) a little worse? (5) a lot worse? Britain -
 Looking back over the last year or so, would you say that your household income has kept
 up with prices? (1) fallen behind prices? (2) kept up with prices? (3) more than kept up with
 prices? United States - We are interested in how people are getting along financially these
 days. Would you say that you (and your family living here) are better off or worse off finan-
 cially than you were a year ago? (1) better off? (2) the same? (3) worse off?; ii) National
 Economic Situation : Australia - And how do you think the general economic situation in
 Australian now compares with what it was a year ago? (1) a lot better? (2) a little better? (3)
 about the same? (4) a little worse? (5) a lot worse? Britain - Looking back over the last year
 or so, would you say that Britain's economy has (1) gotten stronger? (2) gotten weaker? (3)
 stayed the same? United States - How about the economy. Would you say that over the past
 year the nation's economy has (1) gotten better? (2) stayed the same? (3) gotten worse?; iii)
 Spending on Defense : Australia - Do you think that the government should spend more or
 less on defense? (1) much more on defense? (2) some more on defense? (3) about right now?
 (4) less on defense? (5) a lot less on defense? Britain - Some people believe that we should
 spend much less money on defense. Others feel that defense spending should be greatly in-
 creased. And, of course, some other people have views somewhere in between. Response
 categories were a seven-point scale ranging from spend much less money on defense to spend-
 ing should be greatly increased. United States - Some people believe that we should spend
 much less money for defense. Others feel that defense spending should be greatly increased.
 Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this?
 Response categories were a seven-point scale ranging from greatly decrease defense spending
 to greatly increase defense spending; iv) Spending on Poverty: Australia - More money should
 be spent on reducing poverty. Do you (1) strongly agree? (2) agree? (3) neither? (4) disagree?
 (5) strongly disagree? Britain - The government should spend more money to get rid of pov-
 erty. Do you think that it (1) definitely should? (2) probably should? (3) doesn't matter? (4)
 probably should not? (5) definitely should not? United States - Should federal spending be
 increased, decreased, or kept about the same on poor people? (1) increased, (2) the same, (3)
 decreased; v) Equal Opportunities for Women: Australia - And what about equal opportu-
 nities for women? (1) gone much too far, (2) gone too far, (3) about right, (4) not gone far
 enough, (5) not gone nearly far enough. Britain - How about attempts to give equal oppor-
 tunities to women in Britain? (1) gone much too far, (2) gone too far, (3) about right, (4) not
 gone far enough, (5) not gone nearly far enough. United States - Recently there has been a
 lot of talk about women's rights. Some people feel that women should have an equal role
 with men in running business, industry, and government. Others feel that women's place is
 in the home. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much
 about it? Response categories were a seven-point scale ranging from women and men should
 have an equal role to a woman's place is in the home; vi) Death Penalty: Australia - The
 death penalty should be reintroduced for murder. (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) neither, (4)
 disagree, (5) strongly disagree. Britain - Britain should bring back the death penalty? (1)
 strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) neither, (4)disagree, (5) strongly disagree. United States - Do you
 favor or oppose the death penalty for persons convicted of murder? (1) favor, (2) depends,
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 been found, in various analyses, to distinguish men and women's political
 views (Klein, 1985; Shapiro and Mahajan, 1986; Welch and Hibbing, 1992).
 For the purposes of these analyses, all issue variables have been rescored to
 range from 0 to 1. Finally, the dependent variable, voting, is coded 1 for Aus-
 tralian Labor, Labor, or Democrat, 0.5 for minor party and independents,
 and 0 for Liberal-National, Conservative, or Republican. Previous research
 attests to the validity of this approach (Hayes and McAllister, 1997).

 Causal Ordering and Statistical Analysis

 As shown earlier, previous research has indicated three major explana-
 tions - structural, situational, and political - as to why men and women
 may differ in their electoral choices. First, the gap could reflect gender dif-
 ferences in socioeconomic status. For example, men and women might
 differ in their electoral choices because men's higher levels of educational
 and occupational attainment makes them more conservative. Equally, how-
 ever, the gap could be a product of the differing situational constraints or
 even political orientations of men and women. For example, labor force
 participation has been found to be an important influence on women's
 political behavior in several countries, moving them toward left-wing views.
 More recently, in the United States observers have contended that the gen-
 der gap in voting is a product of differing values and policy priorities,
 especially women's greater opposition to the use of force and their stronger
 support for public policies of a compassionate nature.
 The use of a regression decomposition technique makes it possible to

 assess the contribution of each of these explanations to the gender gap in
 differences in electoral choices. By undertaking a series of regression equa-
 tions in which gender and each of these factors are entered sequentially
 and their effects in terms of changes to the partial coefficient for gender
 are observed, the gender component represents the amount by which the
 gap in voting behavior would be reduced (or increased) if women had the
 same average value in terms of these characteristics as men. This is a de-
 composition of effects in path analysis (see Alwin and Hauser, 1975, for a
 general review of the method). However, as in all regression models, the
 causal ordering of the various explanatory factors require careful consid-
 eration because the method can be sensitive to the order in which the

 (3) oppose; vii) Abortion : Australia - Which one of these statements comes closest to how you
 feel about abortion in Australia? (1) obtain readily, (2) only in special cases, (3) not allowed
 under any circumstances. Britain - The availability of abortion on the National Health Ser-
 vice? (1) gone much too far, (2) gone too far, (3) about right, (4) not gone far enough, (5)
 not gone nearly far enough. United States - There has been some discussion about abortion
 during recent years. Which one of the opinions on this page best agrees with your view? You
 can just tell me the number of the opinion you choose. Response categories were a five-point
 scale ranging from the view that abortion should never be permitted by law to the rejection
 of the concept that abortion should be regulated at all by law.
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 variables are entered. The sets of variables are, therefore, included in the
 order in which they normally enter a person's life. As the most causally
 distant variables, or the characteristics that men and women acquire early
 in life, we entered the various structural characteristics first. We entered
 the six characteristics of age, religion, church attendance, occupation, ed-
 ucational attainment, and trade union membership simultaneously as one
 block, because we wanted to estimate the overall influence of these char-
 acteristics in terms of their impact on gender differences in voting behavior.
 Next, we entered the two situational variables - employment outside the
 home and whether the individual is currently married. Finally, we entered
 the seven political characteristics or attitudes about issues - change in
 household financial situation, change in the national economy, spending on
 defense, spending on poverty, support for equal opportunities for women,
 support for the death penalty, and support for abortion. Because these are
 attitudes that are acquired later in life and are more susceptible to change,
 their inclusion came at the end of the causal sequence. Thus, the final equa-
 tion gives the predicted value for the effect of gender on vote, assuming
 male and female parity in terms of structural, situational, and political
 factors. The regression results are presented in Table 1 and Figure 2.
 Whereas Table 1 presents a complete and sequential account of the partial
 effects of each of the individual variables on the vote, Figure 2 summarizes
 this information in terms of the changing value of the partial coefficient
 for gender as each group of factors is added into the equation sequentially.
 Thus, Figure 2 gives an estimate of what constitutes the gender gap.

 Results

 Differing trends in the three countries are apparent in Figure l.3 In
 Australia, Labor has consistently gained more male votes than female
 votes, starting with a 9-percentage-point gap in 1967 and declining to a
 2-percentage-point gap in 1990. However, in the 1993 federal election, the
 gap increased to 6 percentage points, a level similar to the late 1960s and
 1970s. In Britain the pattern is more complex. Between the 1964 and
 February 1974 general elections, the gender gap in voting did not exceed
 2 percentage points, and in 1970 it was actually less than 0.5 percentage
 points. However, it increased in the October 1974 election, only to decline
 once again in 1 979; in the 1992 general election, it stood at 3 percent, the
 second-highest gender gap in any general election since 1964.

 3 The estimates are based on the Alford (1963) index and are calculated as the proportion
 of men voting for a left party minus the proportion of women voting for a left party. Although
 it is a useful summary measure, the index has a number of weaknesses, not least the distortions
 caused by minor parties. This occurred in the 1992 United States presidential election, when
 there was only a small variation in gender voting for Bush, but a more substantial one for
 Clinton and Perot. In effect, the gender gap according to the Alford index is 10 percentage
 points, although the mean gender gap for all three candidates is 5.4 percent.

This content downloaded from 
��������������43.245.8.15 on Sun, 06 Dec 2020 10:20:22 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 788 Social Science Quarterly

 In the United States, women have recently been more left wing than men
 in all but two of the presidential elections held since 1964 - the exceptions
 being 1968 and 1976. In the other elections, women have been more likely
 to support the Democrats than the Republicans, ranging from a 1 -percent-
 age-point gap in 1972 to a substantial 10-percentage-point gap in 1992.
 Indeed, the 1992 gender gap was the largest of any of the estimates in
 Figure 1. Although the gender gap in voting appears to have fluctuated,
 the most recent elections show a significant increase.
 As previously explained, we can evaluate the relative importance of each

 of these competing perspectives in explaining the gender gap in voting in
 the three countries by estimating a multivariate regression model. Entering
 gender into the equation first provides the bivariate effect on the vote;
 observing the changing value of the partial coefficient for gender as other
 groups of independent variables are added into the equation gives an esti-

 FIGURE 1

 The Gender Gap in Voting in Australia, Britain, and the United States
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 Notes: The index is the percentage of male respondents voting for a left-wing party minus the per-
 centage of female respondents voting for a left-wing party.

 Sources: Political Change in Britian Survey, 1964-70; British Election Studies, 1970-92; Australian Na-
 tional Political Attitudes Surveys, 1967 and 1979; Australian Election Studies, 1987-90; Kenski (1988);
 1992 American National Election Study.
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 mate of what exactly constitutes the gender gap. Figure 2 presents these
 calculations in the form of a graph. On the left of the graph, the estimates
 for the gender gap in voting in the three countries are presented without
 any statistical controls.4 On the right of the graph, statistical controls are

 FIGURE 2

 The Gender Gap in Voting at Different Stages of the Multivariate Model
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 Notes: * Statistically significant at p < .01, two tailed.

 The index is the percentage of males respondents voting for a left-wing party minus the percentage of
 female respondents voting for a left-wing party.

 Sources: 1993 Australian Election Study; 1993 British Election Study: 1992 American National Election
 Survey.

 4 In Figure 2, these estimates are the same as those for the most recent election in Australia
 and Britain, as shown in Figure 1. For the United States, the index in Figure 1 was -10. The
 calculation is the proportion of women voting Democrat. In Figure 2, however, the index is
 calculated as the difference in the mean value of the vote, coded 0, 0.5, or 1. This does not
 produce any differences for Australia or Britain when compared to Figure 1, since the gender
 differences in vote were reflected across the two major parties in each country. However, in
 the United States there is a much more significant gender gap in Clinton's vote than in Bush's,
 thus causing the difference.
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 792 Social Science Quarterly

 progressively added to the equation, and the change in the gender gap
 plotted. A complete account of the partial effects of each of the independent
 variables on vote is presented in Table 1. The results show that no single
 explanation, or group of variables, accounts for the gender gap in all three
 countries.

 Figure 2 clearly demonstrates that by the time structural factors and
 situational constraints are accounted for in both Australia and Britain,
 gender has ceased to exercise any notable influence on the vote. In Britain,
 the already modest gender gap of 3 percentage points declines to -1, then
 0 when differences in socioeconomic attainment and situational constraints

 are added to the equation. Of these two influences, however, structural
 factors, especially differences in socioeconomic attainment and trade union
 membership, are clearly the most important (see Table 1). Once these two
 structural characteristics are included in the model, the original 3 percent
 gender gap in voting preferences is reduced to 0 and +1, respectively. Po-
 litical factors make no difference. In Australia, once structural factors are
 added, the gap declines from 6 percentage points, a significant difference,
 to 2 under socioeconomic influences, and then by a further 1 percentage
 point when situational constraints, such as marital status and labor force
 participation, are controlled. Among the socioeconomic variables, the most
 salient characteristics are religious affiliation, religiosity, occupation, and
 trade union membership (see Table 1). Taking first the two religion vari-
 ables and then the two work characteristics into account reduces the

 original bivariate gender gap in vote from - 6 percentage points to -4 and
 +3 percentage point differences, respectively, before other socioeconomic
 factors are entered. The inclusion of political issue factors reestablishes the
 gender gap at +2, but this is not a significant difference.

 In the United States, where women are more left wing without controls,
 we find a different pattern of effects, but the same conclusion. Although
 there are some effects for both structural factors and situational constraints,
 with the former increasing the gap by two points and the latter decreasing
 it by an equivalent amount, the gap remains statistically significant until
 political characteristics are taken into account. Once issue attitudes are
 entered into the model, the gender gap decreases from -6 to +2, a change
 of 8 points, and becomes insignificant. Of these various issue variables,
 however, differences in attitudes toward the national economy and the role
 of government spending in eradicating poverty are clearly the most impor-
 tant (see Table 1). In fact, the additional inclusion of just these two political
 variables to the regression model reduces the gender gap to nonsignificance
 and only one percentage point difference in voting preferences between men
 and women. In other words, if men and women were the same in terms of
 all of the attributes that we have included in the multivariate model, the
 average female voter in the 1992 election would have voted in the same
 way as the average male voter. The same is true for Australia and Britain.
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 The Gender Gap in Voting : A Cross-National Analysis 793

 How does the distribution of these attributes between men and women

 influence the vote? Table 2 shows the distribution by gender of the most
 salient attributes for the total sample within each of the three countries. In
 the United States, Figure 2 indicates that structural constraints increase the
 gender gap by two points; this is a consequence of the fact that significantly
 more women than men demonstrate higher levels of religious conviction,
 are in white collar occupations, and are less likely to be unionized. Since
 being less religious, holding a manual occupation, and being a trade union
 member increases the probability of voting for the Democrats, controlling
 for these factors increases the Democratic advantage among women. A
 similar, though converse pattern occurs in both Australia and Britain. Here,
 taking the influence of religion, occupational attainment, and trade union
 membership into account in the multivariate models actually reduces the
 gender gap in vote by 4 points and 2 points, respectively (see also Leithner,
 1997). It is important to note, however, in all three countries, the conse-
 quences of this phenomenon in terms of the direction in electoral support
 remains the same; it reduces the probability of female voters' supporting
 right-wing parties in both Australia and Britain and increases their
 probability of supporting left-wing parties in the United States.

 Situational constraints influence the gender gap in much the same way.
 Figure 2 indicates that in both Australia and the United States, the intro-
 duction of situational constraints reduces the gender gap by 1 and 2 points,
 respectively, as a consequence of the presence of more unmarried women
 in the electorate. There are also major gender differences in political ori-
 entation in the United States; controlling for the larger number of women
 with left-wing attitudes on political issues therefore reduces the probability
 of women's voting Democratic.

 These results confirm our earlier expectations that it is not gender per se
 that causes differential voting patterns between men and women, but the
 attributes - social, economic, and political - that are associated with them.
 However, in Australia and Britain, the attributes that matter are structural
 and situational, while in the United States they are political. As recent re-
 search on the United States suggests, it is male-female differences in political
 opinions (and perhaps partisan loyalties) and not dissimilarities in social or
 economic background that explain the gender gap in electoral behavior.

 Despite the fact that all three countries share similar political institutions,
 party systems, and democratic traditions, gender-based voting differs in the
 United States from Australia and Britain, and varying factors are respon-
 sible. There is no universal impact of feminism that influences voters in the
 same way from one country to another; instead, there is considerable di-
 versity in the effects of gender on voting. Part of the explanation rests with
 the saliency of political cleavages in each country. In Australia and Britain,
 economic status and, to a lesser extent, marital status remain sources of
 political cleavage; it is therefore not surprising that gender differences in
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 The Gender Gap in Voting : A Cross-National Analysis 795

 these characteristics also influence voting patterns. In the United States,
 political differences are much more attitudinally based; their strong asso-
 ciation with gender ensures that they have electoral consequences. In short,
 as has often been noted, the political expression of social cleavages is less
 nationalized in the United States than elsewhere; instead, views on political
 issues influence voting behavior to a relatively greater degree.

 Conclusion

 In recent years, much attention has been focused on the gender gap in
 electoral behavior. Since its formally recognized appearance in the early
 1980s, the existence of this gap has both intrigued and perplexed social
 scientists. Various explanations for the gap have been offered: differing
 early socialization experiences between men and women, gender inequali-
 ties in socioeconomic attainment, greater situational constraints on women,
 and gender differences in political characteristics. With the exception of
 political orientations, most of these explanations share an underlying
 theme: the idea that, for whatever reason, be it because of their greater
 familial commitments, more traditionalist or religious outlooks, or their
 lack of parity in the occupational world, women do not have the same life
 chances or opportunities as men, and it is these experiences 'hat explain
 differing electoral choices.

 Our analysis suggests that not only does the direction of the bivariate
 gender gap vary from country to country, but, at least to a degree, so do
 its explanations. In both Australia and Britain, the two major factors that
 account for the gender gap in electoral behavior are structural factors and,
 to a lesser extent, situational constraints. Thus, it is factors such as women's
 particular occupational experiences as well as their greater familial com-
 mitments that continue to explain the gender gap in both these countries.
 We find a different explanation in the United States, where it is predomi-
 nantly political orientations and not the differing marital experiences and
 occupational opportunities of women that explain the gender gap in voting.
 As a group, women are significantly more likely to be on the left in their
 views on political issues; this is the major factor explaining their differing
 electoral choices.

 The gender gap is more complex cross-nationally than a simple extrap-
 olation from experience in the United States would suggest. In fact,
 although the three countries all have similarities as well as differences, the
 gender gap in the United States seems to be exceptional in its reliance on
 political rather than social affiliations. However, since we were not able to
 test the socialization explanation directly, this can be only a tentative find-
 ing. It could be, for instance, that gender-based socialization experiences
 lead to differences in attitudes on political issues.
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 796 Social Science Quarterly

 Despite country differences in which variables are important, the overall
 impact of the three explanations tested here is to reduce the bivariate gender
 gap to insignificance in all three countries. In the final analysis, once struc-
 tural, situational, and political characteristics are taken into account, men
 and women did not differ appreciably in their voting choices in any of the
 three countries. It remains to be seen whether these results hold over time,
 but it may be that whether women vote left or right depends on their social
 circumstances and political views, not gender by itself. Gender, of course,
 may still be a factor in obtaining access to resources that reduce the gender
 gap in voting. Furthermore, as Jelen, Thomas, and Wilcox (1994) have
 demonstrated, women also can have views on political issues that put them
 on the left when their ideological self-perception is more to the right. In
 short, the political consequences of gender may be more complex than
 many analysts assume. Future research should pursue the line of inquiry
 followed here - that is, the cross-national study of how the relationship
 among gender-related socialization experiences, socioeconomic differences,
 situational constraints, and political attitudes influence political orienta-
 tions and voting behavior.
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