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ABSTRACT 

 

Research on the effects of union membership on political participation tells us that unions have 

political capital to spend on advancing their political agendas through electoral mobilization. But 

unions must have a vested interest in fostering civic engagement within their membership—

beyond mere political engagement—if they hope to survive the vehement attacks from the 

political right and if they hope to remain relevant throughout the 21
st
 century by increasing their 

density. This paper examines the distinction between political and civic engagement and 

analyzes the effects of unions on civic engagement by parsing out electoral politics from how 

“civic engagement” is defined.  It uses Lisa Schur’s “Employment and the Creation of an Active 

Citizenry” as a point of departure and finds that much of the effect of unions on political 

participation is driven by civic life activities like speaking to an elected representative, attending 

a political meeting, writing a letter to a newspaper, working with others to change policy or 

participating in a demonstration. Given that the labor movement, by its nature, breeds a sense of 

collective responsibility to its members, the paper offers recommendations to unions to 

incorporate community engagement into their structures so that social capital can be harnessed 

and greater mutual solidarity nurtured. 
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Introduction 
 

Though their membership rates have been declining for over half-a-century, labor unions 

continue to be powerful, populist organizations that promote participatory democracy in the 

work place through a variety of activities such as voting for recognition, collectively bargaining 

contracts and taking concerted action against employers when deemed necessary. But they also 

have political agendas that require electing representatives who will defend their interests in state 

legislatures, Congress and courtrooms. Although this perennial reliance on electoral success has 

strengthened the political mobilization muscle of unions, that strength has also made unions the 

target of relentless efforts to institutionally weaken them. Regardless, the success of unions to 

politically mobilize their membership is well researched; however there is less understanding of 

how—if at all—union membership influences one’s propensity towards promoting the values of 

participatory democracy outside of the work place and in society through civic engagement.  

The academic literature exploring the effects of union membership on civic engagement 

is relatively succinct; for the most part studies in this realm are primarily concerned with the 

effect of union membership on political participation, as opposed to a broader rendering of “civic 

engagement” that extends beyond electoral politics. As such, much of the analysis uses voting as 

a key indicator for measuring civic engagement. While voting is certainly a valid measure of 

participation in civic life, there are numerous other activities that should be taken into account. 

Civic participation cannot just be boiled down to activity at the ballot box.  

The mere fact of unions turning out en force for electoral campaigns (Kerrissey et al. 

2013: 900) does not necessarily speak to how unions promote avenues for democratic 

participation in civil society. It is worth knowing how much civic engagement is influenced by 
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union membership after factoring-out strictly electoral participation because civic engagement—

such as membership in a community association, writing a letter to the editor, working with 

others on a community problem—increases social capital by strengthening mutual investment in 

one’s community. If union membership catalyzes civic engagement of the kind that improves 

social capital and social welfare, then a country with declining union density may be one in 

which aggregate social welfare is in decline as well. Preserving a strong labor movement and 

reversing the de-unionization trend is therefore not merely an exercise in saving unions, but 

strengthening social welfare.   

This paper explores the effects of unions on civic engagement separate from their effects 

on political engagement, drawing an important distinction between the two. The study uses Lisa 

Schur’s article in the British Journal of Industrial Relations, “Employment and the Creation of 

an Active Citizenry,” as a point of departure. In the article Schur examines how employment 

influences the political participation of individuals and whether certain aspects of employment 

like union membership impact that participation. She defines political participation, the 

dependent variable, using an index that includes both electoral and civic activities. My research 

parses out political activities from civic activities to see if union membership influences activity 

that is strictly political differently than activity that is more generally civically-guided. 

 

 

Conceptual Framework  
 

A morally and civically responsible individual recognizes himself or herself as a member 

of a larger social fabric and therefore considers social problems to be at least partly his 

or her own; such an individual is willing to see the moral and civic dimensions of issues, 
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to make and justify informed moral and civic judgments, and to take action when 

appropriate. (Ehrlich 2000: xxvi) 

To unpack a theory of how union membership may increase civic engagement apart from 

political participation, we must first consider the various ways in which unions are participatory 

organizations: unions are governed democratically, unions instill organizing and leadership skills 

whose exercise is fundamental to the development of the organization, and unions are political 

institutions. Each of these characteristics aligns with three overarching factors that explain why 

citizens participate in political society: recruitment, resources, and psychology—factors 

identified by Verba et al. (1995) in their construction of the Civic Voluntarism Model (CVM) 

and used in Schur’s analysis. I contend that the participatory nature of unions is what explains 

how they affect civic participation; that the propensity of a union member to be more civically 

engaged stems from the psychological constitution and resource capacity built through their 

union membership, and through the recruitment opportunities provided by their union affiliation.  

 

How Unions Foster a Psychological Constitution and Resource Capacity Suited for Civic 

Engagement 

 

Union membership rates among wage and salary employees have declined from 20.1 

percent to 11.1 percent between 1983 and 2014 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016). But despite 

this decline, unions still serve the same key function they have served for decades: unions allow 

employees from the same workplace to come together in order to collectively advocate for better 

wages and working conditions. They do this (both in the private sector and public sector) by 

collectively bargaining with their employer, holding the employer accountable to the union 

contract and by leveraging the threat of withholding workers’ labor.  
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The leverage that unions hold over employers can be exercised by threat of strikes, work-

stoppages, boycotts or drawing negative public attention on the employer; but these forms of 

recourse are only as powerful as the cohesion of the members driving them. Of course, union 

power can be exercised via positive relations with employers as well: labor-management 

collaboration is becoming an increasingly attractive alternative to the adversarial nature of strikes 

or lockouts. But regardless of the relational tactic, the power of the union stems from the power 

of collective action: an injury to one is an injury to all may be a trite cliché from a now-defunct 

union, but it accurately captures the spirit of collective responsibility and solidarity essential to 

unionism.  

The collectivism of unions does not rest merely in their historical slogans, but in their 

three previously-mentioned characteristics. Labor unions are participatory organizations that 

drive their members to collective action by virtue of: 1) being democratically governed 

institutions, 2) imparting leadership and organizing skills to their members, and 3) being political 

institutions (both internally and externally). The democratic governance structure of labor unions 

opens the doors for rank and file members to serve as shop floor stewards, to run for elected 

leadership positions within their local, state or national affiliates, and to participate as delegates 

to national union conventions. Organizational development of a bargaining unit necessitates 

leadership and organizing skills, which are learned by union members in the process of running 

campaigns to gain recognition, negotiate contracts, ratify contracts and grieve workplace 

disputes. Finally, unions are inherently political institutions because by establishing worker 

protections and employer obligations, they shift bargaining power within the economy to 

workers, making them the targets of political attacks from those who have traditionally had more 
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power. Though the economic leverage that unions once exerted over labor markets has eroded 

significantly since the passage of the 1947 Taft-Hartley Act, there has conversely been an 

increased reliance on the political arena for leverage (Kerrissey and Schofer, 2013), making 

unions increasingly reliant on the election of Democratic politicians for favorable political 

climates.  

The three elements that make unions participatory and democratic institutions that 

promote collective action among their members illustrate the three factors of the CVM: 1) 

recruitment, 2) resources, and 3) psychology. Schur explains that recruitment happens when 

someone is invited to participate; that resource considerations “include time, money, education 

and civic skills; [and that] psychological factors include political interest, a sense of political 

efficacy and a commitment to specific policies” (Schur, 2003: 752).  Because she is concerned 

with how employment affects political participation, Schur explores these three factors against 

the backdrop of workplace conditions. But against the backdrop of union organization and 

activity, these three factors shed more light on how civic engagement is motivated.   

 

Recruitment & Unions’ Democratic Governance:  

 

The CVM suggests recruitment opens the door for citizens to participate in political 

society; unions give members the key to unlock it. According to Verba et al. (1995), “requests 

for participation that come to individuals at work, in church, or in organizations—especially 

those that come from friends, relatives, or acquaintances—often lead to participation.” The way 

unions build power is premised on the ask, a request that a member take an action that will help 

strengthen the unit: Will you sign this membership card and join the union? Will you ratify this 
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contract? Will you vote yes to strike? As members are asked to take on more challenging 

responsibilities they also move through the ranks: perhaps at first they join the committee 

structure to organize the unit; then they may be asked to join the bargaining team to negotiate a 

first contract; they might later be asked to run as shop steward at their worksite; and eventually 

they may be asked to run on a slate for elected office within their local, state or national affiliate. 

The organizational development of members is a years-long process in which individuals commit 

increasingly to their unions at the behest of organizers and leaders within their workplace.  

The relationship between unions’ democratic governance and opportunities to be 

recruited to participate politically are obvious: often unions directly request that their members 

vote for a favored political candidate. But the nature of unions to build organizational capacity 

around ever-intensifying recruitment strategies also speaks to how unions may influence civic 

engagement. Choosing to become a union leader because the organization’s democratic 

governance structure necessitates rank-and-file matriculation may lead people to value 

participatory democracy and engage in civic activities outside their union. 

 

Resources & the Leadership and Organizing Skills Developed by Unions:  

 

The CVM points to the need for resources in order to participate in political society; 

unions provide much of that capacity building. “Various forms of participation impose their own 

requirements—the time to volunteer in a campaign, the money to cover a check to a political 

cause, the verbal skills to compose a convincing letter. Thus those who wish to take part also 

need the resources that provide the wherewithal to participate” (Verba et al. 1995: 3). While the 

union wage advantage does provide more financial resources in the pockets of members, the 
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noteworthy resource augmentation lies in the civic skills that active union membership can 

develop. Core civic skills include clear communication, reasoning through one’s arguments, 

collaboration, in addition to “the ability and willingness to lead, to build consensus, and to move 

a group forward under conditions of mutual respect” (Ehrlich 2000: xxvii).   

Unionized shops provide members many opportunities to gain leadership training and 

organizing training that both build civil skills and build the capacity of members to achieve 

workplace victories. Members must be trained to have effective organizing conversations, to be 

good listeners and to make strong asks of their fellow members. Shop stewards must be well-

versed in the provisions of the collective bargaining agreement and must know how to handle 

grievances and manage the necessary paperwork. Newly elected leaders have to be capacitated 

on duties like how to finance a local or run a membership meeting. These are certainly skills that 

are transferable to such civic engagement activities like managing funds for the PTA, setting the 

agenda at a volunteer association’s board meeting or convincing neighbors to sign a petition. 

 

Psychology & the Political Nature of Unions:  

 

The CVM identifies the need for psychological motivation that prompts participation in 

political society; union culture is premised on galvanizing such momentum. “A citizen must 

want to be active,” and that motivation is derived from psychological currents that are activated 

by a sense of efficacy, civic value and “group consciousness that endows individuals with a 

sense that their fate is linked to that of others” (Verba et al. 1995: 272). Unions are expert at 

promoting a climate of solidarity and collective responsibility to one another because their 

strength is predicated on the fact that advocating for themselves as individuals against the boss, 



 

8 

 

workers cannot win as many protections, benefits, and wage increases as they would if they 

leverage their collective strength against the boss.  

Though every union has a Committee on Political Education (COPE; a PAC through 

which electoral campaigns are funded and members are sent into the field to do phone-banking, 

literature drops or get-out-the-vote), COPE is merely one direct mechanism through which we 

can delineate why union members in particular are driven to political participation. But the key 

to understanding why union members may be driven to civic engagement derives from the 

physiological sense of mutual responsibility for taking care of the collective. While at face value 

voting is a transactional activity that implies I’ve got your back if you’ve got mine, the labor 

movement manages to make electoral campaigns a fight for the longevity and integrity of the 

union and everything that unions represent.   

 

Civic Engagement versus Political Participation 

 

The three factors of the CVM are truly meant to account for the motivations for why 

people participate politically, both in the analysis by Verba et al. and Schur. However my 

analysis requires a framework for understanding why people participate civically and calls for 

making an important distinction between these two kinds of engagement. Whereas political 

participation is “activity aimed at influencing government policy or affecting the selection of 

public officials” typically through elections, civic engagement is “aimed at achieving a public 

good, but usually through direct hands-on work in cooperation with others” and often through 

non-governmental organizations  (Zukin et al. 2006: 51). It is, of course, important to recognize 
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how the two types of participation intersect, since achieving public goods can require influencing 

policy governed by political actors.  

The effectiveness of labor unions to mobilize their membership towards political 

participation during elections has been well documented (Kerrissey et al. 2013); and it is worth 

noting here that the recruitment factor in the CVM likely explains much of this success. Locals, 

state affiliates and national federations of unions are very skilled at asking members to 

participate in door-knocks, voter registration drives and get out the vote efforts. On the other 

hand, the psychological and resource facets of the CVM speak more to unions’ ability to 

influence civic engagement.  

Civic engagement is more than a set of activities that promote the common good in one’s 

community; it is about making voluntary communal investments. Civic engagement exists in 

four modalities: individual influence over institutions, collective acts to influence institutions, 

citizen governance and community leadership (John, et al. 2011: 231). Participation within these 

four modalities is heavily motivated by the psychological and resource factors promoted through 

participatory, collective unionism, perhaps more so than by the recruitment factor. While the 

recruitment factor is valid for inviting people to participate politically, it may not be as relevant 

to civic engagement because often people are not as systemically targeted to join neighborhood 

associations, to volunteer for service organizations, to submit letters to the editor, to work on 

solving a local problem or do other civic activities. On the other hand, the values and skills 

gained from one’s membership in a union are much more transferable to the kinds of personal 

investment individuals want to make in their communities.  
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Literature Review 

 
In “Employment and the Creation of an Active Citizenry,” Schur asks, how does 

employment influence the political participation of individuals and do certain aspects of 

employment like union membership, workplace skills and hours worked have an effect on that 

participation? She uses a Tobit model in which her dependent variable is a political participation 

index constructed with an 8-point scale in which a point is assigned for having done one of the 

following activities (Schur):  

 contributed money to political party or candidate;  

 wrote or spoke to elected representative or public official;  

 attended political meeting; 

 wrote letter to newspaper;  

 contributed money to organization trying to influence government policy or legislation;  

 otherwise worked with groups or on one’s own to change government laws or policies;  

 worked with others on community problem,  

 and voted  

This index demonstrates that Schur’s study does not parse-out civil engagement activities—

such as writing a letter to a paper, writing an elected official, attending a political meeting, 

contributing to policy advocacy groups, working to change laws, or working with others on 

solving a community problem—from electoral activities, like voting and contributing money to a 

political candidate or party. She finds that employment is associated with an increase in political 

participation as is union membership, tracing the union “effect” predominantly through the 

recruitment opportunities given to union members (764). But it is worth noting that the 

relationship does not prove causality. Schur speaks to the problem of selection bias: how can this 

study account for the types of people who would be employed (758 and 767), but another 
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endogeneity problem revolves around accounting for the selection bias of being the type of 

person who would be a union member.   

Other analyses have tried to address this same problem. Becher et al. (2014) are also 

concerned with the extent to which research on the effects of group membership on voting does 

not take into account the endogeneity problem: that perhaps unobservable factors that would 

cause self-selection into a group (like a union) are part of what explains voting behavior itself. 

They use a latent factor structure to attempt to account for unobservables, yet it is not clear that 

modeling selectivity effectively through a correlation coefficient will truly account for several 

questions that lead to the concern about unobservables.  For example, what unobservable 

characteristics might explain why someone would join a union or be inclined to participate in 

civic activities: Is the person easily persuadable? Are they natural joiners? Do they gravitate 

towards group association? Here again, the authors find that membership in a union does 

increase a person’s likelihood to turn out to vote by about 10 percentage points, though 

“selection [into a union] accounts for about one third and perhaps as much as one half of the 

observed difference” (Becher et al. 2014: 24). This study, along with a host of others, is yet 

another that focuses on the effects on political participation (especially electoral participation) 

versus civic engagement. Radcliff also finds that “each percentage point of the work force 

organized [by a union] elevates turnout by about 0.40 percent” (2001: 408).  

 

Civil versus Political Participation  

 

But what does the literature say about non-electoral civic engagement distinct from 

political participation? Is there a point at which civic involvement crosses an imaginary line into 
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the political engagement realm? It can only be assumed that Schur lumps both electoral activities 

and more general civic activities together in her 8-point index in reference to Verba et al.’s 

dealing with the blurred line between the two camps of participation. “The boundary between 

political and non-political activity is by no means clear” since even non-political civic 

engagement can have politicizing effects because often times the “institutions that provide a 

context for non-political voluntary participation have interests that depend on political advocacy” 

(Verba et al. 1995: 40) such as church activity or working in a soup kitchen.  

Rahn et al. (1999), also focuses on the similarities between civic and political 

engagement rather than the differences: “There is a tight reciprocal relationship between social 

solidarity and political sentiments… [confirming] the inseparability of civil and political society 

in modern democratic systems,” (1999: 141). Though calling for higher levels of social capital 

through increased civic participation is valid on its own merits, they make the case that political 

participation can also enhance social capital on its own, “for example, increasing mobilization by 

the political parties and enticing high-quality candidates to run; such efforts may redound to civil 

society with higher levels of political efficacy, more trust in government, and greater social 

solidarity” (141). Social capital is defined by Putnam as the reciprocal trust and 

interconnectedness spurred through the bonding that occurs via our social networks (2000: 19). 

But the virtues of civic engagement extend beyond benefits to our social lives and necessarily 

affect political matters related to our communities. 

Though civic engagement is inherently political in nature, the term political may be a 

misnomer. Sidney Verba’s earlier work with Norman Nie (1972) gets at the heart of our interest 

in political participation: “we are interested more abstractly in attempts to influence the 
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authoritative allocations of values for a society, which may or may not take place through 

governmental decisions” (2). Their interest “emphasizes processes of influencing governmental 

policies, not carrying them out; it emphasizes a flow of influence upwards from the masses” (3) 

and as such is almost more concerned with democratic participation than political participation.  

Two authorities on democracy and collective participation are Elinor and Vincent 

Ostrom. In The Meaning of Democracy and the Vulnerability of Democracies, Vincent Ostrom 

pointed to an important distinction between boiling political participation down to “one person—

one vote” versus acknowledging political participation as a collective democratic responsibility. 

“Person to person, citizen to citizen relationships are what life in democratic societies is all 

about. Democratic ways of life turn on self-organizing capabilities rather than presuming that 

something called ‘the Government’ governs (1997: 3). This analysis upholds why the question of 

how union membership affects civic engagement is so fascinating: as democratic, collectivist, 

participatory institutions it is worth understanding how or whether unions promote democratic, 

collectivist and participatory values in civic society. Again, while there are studies that have 

examined whether the democratic structures of union governance in the workplace affect 

democratic participation (they do, especially among those underrepresented at the polls, Bryson 

et al. 2013)—this analysis is conducted in terms of electoral participation. 

The key distinction between political and civic engagement for this paper is this: civic 

engagement should be thought of as a set of activities and associations in which individuals 

partake that may influence political matters by virtue of exerting influence on democratic 

institutions or society. Political participation should be thought of as electoral and partisan 

participation, activities focused on influencing how elected officials are chosen. In Schur’s 8-
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point index, voting and contributing money to a political candidate or party should be considered 

electoral participation activities while writing a letter to a paper, writing an elected official, 

attending a political meeting, contributing to policy advocacy groups, working to change laws, or 

working with others on solving a community problem are civic participation activities. 

 

 

Data and Descriptive Statistics  

 
The data used by Schur is from two nationally representative random telephone surveys 

conducted after the 1998 and 2000 November elections by the Rutgers Center for Public Interest 

Polling. The surveys ask respondents about their voting habits, political efficacy, civic skills, 

participation in political activities and group associations, and employment.  Combining the two 

samples, the overall dataset includes 2,244 individuals between the ages of 18 and 100. Of those 

individuals, 1125 are employed. Union membership among employed individuals comprises 

about 17.8 percent of the sample, which is substantially higher than the national average of 11.1 

percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016).  

The dataset is not nationally representative with regards to union membership. But 

according to Schur, the survey also over-sampled those with disabilities. Her dataset uses 

weights to adjust for this over-sampling. Weights, however, were also used to reflect the 

working-age population; I drop those weights because in reality, the sample size is too small to 

extrapolate a reflection of the overall population. I am not as interested in the representativeness 

of the relationship between union membership and civic engagement, as I am in the simple 

relationship between them. 
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As mentioned above, Schur’s dependent variable, “Political participation index” is an 8-

point index that indicates if, in the last year, the respondent has contributed money to a political 

party or candidate; written or spoken to an elected representative or public official; attended a 

political meeting; written a letter to a newspaper; contributed money to an organization trying to 

influence government policy or legislation; otherwise worked with groups or on their own to 

change government laws or policies; worked with others to address a community problem; and 

voted.  

I test two dependent variables that parse out electoral participation and civic engagement.  

The new electoral participation dependent variable is constructed with data on whether the 

respondent has contributed money to a political party or candidate and whether they voted. The 

civic engagement variable covers whether the respondent has written or spoken to an elected 

representative or public official; attended a political meeting; written a letter to a newspaper; 

contributed money to an organization trying to influence government policy or legislation; 

worked with groups or on their own to change government laws or policies; and worked with 

others to address a community problem. It also includes whether the respondent has ever taken 

part in a protest, march, or demonstration on some national or local issue (other than a strike 

against their employer) and whether the respondent meets regularly with other people in any 

groups or organizations, making it an 8-point index. Additionally, I test keep Schur’s original 

political participation index as she conceived of it, using an alternative estimation strategy. 
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Table 1 

Dependent variables 
Schur’s original political 
participation index 

“0-8 scale assigning one point for each of eight activities that a person did in the 
previous 12 months: contributed money to political party or candidate; wrote or 
spoke to elected representative or public official; attended political meeting; 
wrote letter to newspaper; contributed money to organization trying to influence 
government policy or legislation; otherwise worked with groups or on one’s own 
to change government laws or policies; worked with others on community 
problem, and voted” (Schur 2003: 756) 

New civic engagement index 0-8 scale in which one point will be assigned for each of the following activities 
done in the last 12 months: written or spoken to an elected representative or 
public official; attended a political meeting; written a letter to a newspaper; 
contributed money to an organization trying to influence government policy or 
legislation; otherwise worked with groups or on their own to change government 
laws or policies; worked with others to address a community problem; taken part 
in a protest, march, or demonstration on some national or local issue (other than 
a strike against their employer); and met regularly with other  people in any 
groups or organizations. 

New electoral participation 
index 

0-2 scale in which one point will be assigned for each of the following: 
contributing money to a political party or candidate and voting. 

Six-point civic engagement 
index (from Schur’s original 
index) 

0-6 scale in which one point is assigned for each of the following activities done in 
the last 12 months: written or spoken to an elected representative or public 
official; attended a political meeting; written a letter to a newspaper; contributed 
money to an organization trying to influence government policy or legislation; 
otherwise worked with groups or on their own to change government laws or 
policies; and worked with others to address a community problem 

 
Table 2 

Independent variables (adapted from Schur, 2003: 756, and modified) 
Employment 

Employed Had job last week in which one works for pay or profit. 

Union member Member of a labor union or an employee association similar to a union. 

Skill-building tasks Respondents in the 2000 survey were asked about four activities they might 
have engaged in at work in the previous six months: written a letter, gone to a 
meeting where they took part in making decisions, planned or chaired a 
meeting, and given a presentation or speech. The index sums the number of 
these activities, with a range of 0 to 4 (entered as an index rather than as 
separate items owing to high correlations among the items) 

Hours worked per week  Usual hours worked per week at primary job. 

Resources 

Household income Natural logarithm of estimated total household income imputed from 11 
income categories (using mean values of categories from March Current 
Population Survey data). 

Self-rated civic skills 0-5 scale summing self-evaluations of respondent relative to most people on 
five skills (ability to work with others, speak in public, lead a group, compose 
an effective letter to an elected official, communicate one’s ideas to others), 
where 1 = not as good, 2 = about the same, 3 = better, and 4 = much better  
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Table 2, continued 

Recruitment 

Contacted about voting Contacted by someone in the past year about registering to vote or getting out 
to vote 

Contacted about candidate Contacted by someone in the past year about supporting or opposing a 
candidate in a public election. 

Political recruitment at work  
 

Respondent was asked by someone at his or her workplace to ‘personally vote 
for or against certain candidates in an election for public office’ or to ‘take 
some other action on a political issue, such as signing a petition, writing a 
letter, or getting in touch with a public official’ in the past year (only in 2000 
survey). 

Psychological factors 

Interest in politics Response to ‘Would you say you follow what’s going on in government and 
public affairs most of the time, some of the time, only now and then, or hardly 
at all?’ with 1 = ‘hardly at all’ and 4 = ‘most of the time’. 

Internal political efficacy Sum of scores, each ranging 1–5 from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’, 
for the statements ‘Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated 
that a person like me can’t really understand what’s going on’, ‘I consider 
myself well-qualified to participate in politics’ and ‘I think that I am better 
informed about politics and government than most people’ [the first 
statement is reverse scored]  

External political efficacy Sum of scores, each ranging 1–5 from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’, 
for the statements ‘Public officials don’t care much about what people like me 
think’ and ‘People like me don’t have any say about what the government 
does’. 

I omitted the managerial and professional occupational variables and the disability variables used by Schur, as well 

as Cronbach’s alpha. 
 

My descriptive statistics in Table 3 vary slightly from Schur’s descriptive statistics due to 

several small changes. First, Schur’s table includes descriptive statistics for the overall 

population, the employed population and the unemployed population because her primary 

question looks at whether being employed or unemployed affects political participation. My 

primary question is concerned with how union membership and non-membership affect civic 

engagement and political participation, therefore I report on the differences (and their 

significance) along union membership lines.  

I do not weight these figures to reflect the working-age population, nor do I report solely 

for those aged 18-64. Though people tend to begin choosing retirement around age 64, I am 
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keeping those observations for the elderly because some retirees continue their union 

membership into retirement. In fact, in retirement those members often have more time to be 

involved both civically and politically.  

 

 
Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Overall 
Employed

1 

(n=1125) 

Union
1 

 
(n=200) 

Non-union
1 

 
(n=925) 

P-value*
 

New civic engagement index  (0-8) 
(s.d.) 

1.97 
(1.83) 

2.58 
(2.01) 

1.83 
(1.76) <.01 

New electoral participation index (0-2) 
(s.d) 

.82 
(.65) 

.96 
(.62) 

.79 
(.65) <.01 

Schur’s original participation index (0-8) 
(s.d.) 

2.23 
(1.90) 

2.89 
(2.01) 

2.09 
(1.85) <.01 

Employment Variables 

Skill-building tasks
2 

(0-4)
 

(s.d.) 
.97 

(1.47) 
1.02 

(1.49) 
.95 

(1.46) 0.60 

Hours worked per week 
(s.d.) 

41.20 
(14.49) 

42.54 
(9.41) 

40.90 
(15.37) 0.15 

Resources     

Household income (natural log) 
(s.d.) 

10.73 
(.76) 

10.77 
(.66) 

10.72 
(.78) 0.39 

Self-rated civic skills (0-5) 
(s.d.) 

2.61 
(1.75) 

2.77 
(1.69) 

2.58 
(1.76) 0.17 

Recruitment  

Contacted about voting or 
registering (%) 27.54 37.69 25.35 <.01 

Contacted about candidate (%) 36.71 43.15 35.33 <.05 

Political recruitment at work
2
 (%) 25.75 43.16 21.67 <.01 

Psychological Measures 

Follow politics (%) 84 86.50 83.46 0.29 

Internal political efficacy (0-3) 
(s.d.) 

1.69 
(1.05) 

1.72 
(1.01) 

1.69 
(1.06) 0.72 

External political efficacy (0-2) 
(s.d.) 

.97 
(.83) 

.89 
(.81) 

.99 
(.83) 0.13 

* Significance level for the difference between union and non-union rates, at given p-values 
1   

Data reflects working-age population (18-64) 
2
 Based on data from 2000 survey only 
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Dependent Variables  

The difference between union members’ and non-members’ political participation index 

score (as originally constructed by Schur, with both electoral activities and civic engagement 

activities) is statistically significant. Union members have a political participation score that is 

.80 points higher than non-members, in other words union members engage in 2.89 out of 8 

political activities on average, whereas non-members engage in 2.09 out of 8 activities on 

average. After creating the more narrow new electoral participation score (which only includes 

whether a respondent has contributed money to a political party or candidate and whether they 

voted), the difference between union members’ and non-members’ electoral participation score is 

still statistically significant. Union members participate, on average, in 0.96 out of 2 electoral 

activities; whereas non-members, on average participate in 0.79 out of 2 of those two activities. 

The new civic engagement score also shows a statistically significant difference between union 

members and non-members. Union members participate in 2.58 out of 8 civic engagement 

activities on average, whereas non-members participate in fewer, 1.83 out of 8 activities, on 

average.  

 

Resources 

On these three areas of particular interest, the variables describing the differences in 

resources available to union and non-union respondents are not statistically significant for 

income or self-rated skills. Though the comparison shows that on average, union members 

believe they are better or much better than most other people at 2.77 out of 5 civic skills 

(including working with others, speaking in public, leading a group, effective letter-writing to 
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elected officials, and communicating their ideas), non-members are better at fewer (2.58) of 

those skills — though this comparison is not statistically significant. 

 

Recruitment  

The recruitment variables do show statistically significant differences between union 

membership and non-membership. Union members are contacted about voting or registering to 

vote about 12 percentage points more than non-members; they are contacted about a candidate 

running for office about 8 percentage points more than non-members, and they are politically 

recruited at work about 21.5 percentage points more than non-members, at statistically 

significant levels.  

 

Psychological Measures  

These variables offer a sense of how interested in politics respondents are and how much 

internal and external political efficacy they hold, though the differences between union members 

and non-members are not statistically significant. The summary statistics show that on average a 

higher percentage of union members follow politics most or some of the time (86.5 percent) 

while a smaller percentage (about 83.5) of non-members follow politics most or some of the 

time, on average. Internal political efficacy is measured on a 0 to 3 scale, the closer the score is 

to 3, the more internal political efficacy that the respondents feel based on these three indicators: 

whether they feel competent in their understanding of politics and government, whether they feel 

well-qualified to participate in politics, and whether they feel better informed about politics than 

most people. Union members scored a 1.72 out of a possible 3 internal political efficacy points, 
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while non-members scored a 1.69 out of 3. For external political efficacy the reverse is true, 

union members score lower (.89 out of 2) than non-members (.99 out of 2) on average. The 

external efficacy score rises with each of the following conditions met: disagreement with the 

statements ‘public officials don’t care what people like me think’ and ‘people like me don’t have 

any say about what the government does’.  

 

Estimation Strategy 

The estimation strategy uses OLS regressions (which are included for ease of 

interpretation), as well as poisson and ordered probit results. The alternative models to OLS are 

included because they better fit the underlying assumptions of the three ordinal dependent 

variables. OLS assumes a normal distribution of the error term, but because the indices that make 

up the civic engagement and political participation dependent variables run from 0-to-8 and 

because the civic engagement index distribution has particularly heavy inflation at 0 (meaning 

the majority of survey respondents participated in 0 of the 8 civic activities) I model the 

predictions of union influence on these two variables with a poisson model. For dealing with my 

new electoral participation index—made of only 2 activities: voting and contributions to political 

parties or candidates—using an ordered probit is also more appropriate. 

 

 

Findings 
 

Union membership is associated with higher levels of civic engagement than political 

participation levels, as defined by Schur’s original political participation index and as defined by 

the new electoral participation index. Whether interpreting results from OLS regression or from 
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poisson and ordered probit models, the civic engagement index consistently has larger 

coefficients.  

Using OLS regression—after controlling for income and other resource measurements, 

recruitment measures, psychological measures, age, demographic characteristic and education—

union members perform an average of .638 more civic activities than non-members (Table 4,  

column 2). They also perform more electoral activities (.086 more of these activities, column 3) 

and perform more activities on the original political participation index (.594 more of these, 

which includes both civic and electoral activities, column 1) than non-members.  

Of equal importance is the fact that the magnitude of higher participation on the civic 

engagement index is bigger than the magnitude of the original political participation index by 

.044 points and bigger than the magnitude of the new electoral participation index by .552 points. 

This tells us that civic engagement activities that comprise the original political participation 

index are actually driving the findings on how union membership affects these workers’ political 

participation. It turns out there is value in parsing out civic activities such as contacting elected 

representatives, writing letters to a newspaper, or working with others to address a community 

problem from strictly electoral activities.  
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Table 4 
OLS prediction of Union Effect on Civic Engagement, Political Participation and Electoral Participation 

 1998 and 2000 sample 2000 sample 

 (1) 
Original 
Political 

Participation 
Index 

(2) 
New Civic 

Engagement 
Index 

(3) 
New Electoral 
Participation 

Index 

(4) 
Original 
Political 

Participation 
Index 

(5) 
New Civic 

Engagement 
Index 

(6) 
New Electoral 
Participation 

Index 

Union member
1
 .846 (6.26)** .838 (6.37)** .171 (3.63)**    

Sample size 1959 1959 1959    
 

      

Employment Variables       

Union member
2
 .594 (4.40)** .638 (4.76)** .086 (1.79) .551 (2.77)** .692 (3.44)** .040 (.60) 

Skill-building tasks -- -- -- .255 (3.98)** .272 (4.19)** .027 (1.23) 

Hours worked per week .000 (.10) -.001 (-.37) -.001 (-.46) -.000 (-.05) -.001 (-.16) -.001 (-.42) 

Resources Measures       

Household income  .344 (4.37)** .310 (3.97)** .107 (3.79)** .151 (1.20) .084 (.66) .084 (2.00)* 

Self-rated civic skills .175 (5.15)** .207 (6.16)** .023 (1.89) .046 (.89) .098 (1.85) -.000 (-.02) 

Recruitment Measures       

Contacted about voting or 
registering 

.592 (5.10)** .559 (4.85)** .130 (3.12)** .554 (3.38)** .563 (3.39)** .100 (1.81) 

Contacted about candidate .484 (4.35)** .340 (3.07)** .185 (4.64)** .537 (3.32)** .355 (2.16)* .241 (4.42)** 

Political recruitment at work -- -- -- .463 (2.58)** .381 (2.09)* .093 (1.54) 

Psychological Measures       

Follow politics .615 (4.22)** .503 (3.48)** .200 (3.84)** .620 (2.87)** .513 (2.35)* .227 (3.12)** 

Internal political efficacy  .347 (6.37)** .312 (5.78)** .059 (3.03)** .371 (4.45)** .337 (3.98)** .085 (3.03)** 

External political efficacy  .110 (1.77) .081 (1.32) .053 (2.39)* .158 (1.76) .140 (1.54) .040 (1.33) 

Sample size 992 992 992 459 459 459 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01 (T-statistics in parentheses)  
Tables 1, 2 and 3 include variable definitions and descriptions.  
1
Controlling only for demographic characteristics: income, age, female, married, white and college education. 

2
Controlling for all variables listed including demographic characteristics: age, female, married, white and college education. 

2
3
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The findings above are interpreted from OLS regressions but also hold using poisson and 

ordered probit models. Though the magnitudes of the coefficients for the civic engagement and 

political participation variables decreased after running poisson models, their strength relative to 

each other remained constant; that is to say, in all poisson models as in OLS models, the civic 

engagement coefficient continues to be higher than the original political participation coefficient 

(by .048 points using the combined samples), even though both variables’ coefficients are lower 

using poisson than using OLS. The new electoral participation index is the exception, because 

compared to the OLS models, the association between union membership and taking electoral 

actions is stronger using ordered probit. Regardless, the same conclusions can be drawn with the 

poisson and ordered probit models, that civic activities included in Schur’s original index are 

strong drivers in establishing an association between union membership and a political 

participation. However, it is worth mentioning that the two coefficients (OLS and passion) are 

not directly comparable; what I am looking for is similarity in statistical significance and in 

direction. 
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Table 5 
Poisson and Ordered Probit Prediction of Union Effect on Civic Engagement and Political Participation 

 1998 and 2000 sample 2000 sample 

Dependent Variable: 

(1) 
Original Political 

Participation 
Index 

(2) 
New Civic 

Engagement 
Index 

(3) 
New Electoral 
Participation 

Index 

(4) 
Original 
Political 

Participation 
Index 

(5) 
New Civic 

Engagement 
Index 

(6) 
New Electoral 
Participation 

Index 

Union member
1
 .361 (7.38)** .401 (7.77)** .340 (3.62)**    

Sample size 1959 1959 1959    

       

Employment Variables       

Union member
2 

.266 (5)** .314 (5.59)** .188 (1.83) .238 (3.14)** .330 (4.11)** .098 (.63) 

Skill-building tasks
 

-- -- -- .112 (4.01) ** .141 (4.62)** .059 (1.18) 

Hours worked per week .000 (.29) -.001 (-.35) -.001 (-.30) -.000 (-.11) -.001 (-.46) -.002 (-.38) 

Resources Measures       

Household income  .170 (4.68)** .173 (4.51)** .226 (3.66)** .070 (1.21) .051 (.81) .202 (1.99)* 

Self-rated civic skills .080 (5.37)** .109 (6.81)** .049 (1.89) .017 (.76)  .049 (2.06)* .002 (.00) 

Recruitment Measures       

Contacted about voting or 
registering 

.242 (5.12)** .253 (5.05)** .279 (3.15)** .233 (3.52)** .274 (3.84)** .243 (1.89) 

Contacted about candidate .201 (4.28)** .163 (3.28)** .381 (4.49)** .185 (2.73)** .134 (1.83) .556 (4.33)** 

Political recruitment at work -- -- -- .156 (2.28)* .147 (2.01)* .217 (1.54) 

Psychological Measures       

Follow politics .553 (6.12)** .499 (5.32)** .485 (4.12)** .508 (4.13)** .508 (3.78)** .562 (3.22)** 

Internal political efficacy  .163 (6.63)** .168 (6.39)** .124 (2.97)** .160 (4.45)** .173 (4.42)** .198 (3.01)** 

External political efficacy  .053 (1.96)* .043 (1.50) .115 (2.41)* .075 (1.98)* .080 (1.93)  .100 (1.41) 

Sample size 993 993 993 460 460 460 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01 (Z-statistics in parentheses)  
Poisson models used for columns 1, 2, 4 and 6. Ordered Probit models used for columns 3 and 6.  
1
Controlling only for demographic characteristics: income, age, female, married, white and college education. 

2
Controlling for all variables listed including demographic characteristics: age, female, married, white and college education. 

2
5
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The findings show that there is a difference between how union membership affects civic 

engagement and how it affects political participation, which is why parsing out the electoral 

activities in Schur’s original index matters. The new civic engagement index is comprised of 

eight activities (six of which are part of Schur’s original index) plus two more activities on 

protests and regular meetings, but Table 6 reports the estimates (OLS and poisson) on how union 

membership affects civic engagement as defined by only the 6 core activities that are non-

electoral from Schur’s original index. Again, the same conclusions can be drawn, that the effects 

of union membership are primarily through civic activities relative to political activities. Looking 

at the combined 1998 and 2000 samples, we see that the 6-point civic engagement index has an 

even greater magnitude, .036 more, than the 8-point civic engagement index, using the poisson 

model. The same is not true for OLS results.  

 

 
Table 6 

Prediction of Union Membership Effect on 6-Point Civic Engagement Index 

 (1) 
1998 and 2000 survey 

Sample size = 992 

(2) 
2000 survey  

Sample size = 459 

(a) 
OLS Regression 

.508 (4.44)** .511 (3.03)** 

(b) 
Poisson Model 

.350 (5.30)** .348 (3.67)** 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01 (T-statistics in parentheses in row (a); Z-statistics in parenthesis in row (b))  
Column 1 controlling for resource measures, recruitment measures, psychological measures, age, demographic 
characteristic and education  
Column 2 controlling for all same variables but eliminating skill-building tasks and political recruitment at work 

 

 

Examining combined 1998 and 2000 samples using OLS and poisson models also shows 

how much the effect of union membership on civic engagement and political participation is 

explained by resource measures, recruitment measures and psychological measures. This is a 
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similar finding to Schur’s. With OLS models in Table 4 the union effect on civic engagement 

drops by .2 points, on political participation by .252 points and on electoral participation by .085 

points after controlling for resource measures including household income and self-rated civic 

skills; recruitment measures including recruitment to vote, contact by candidates and political 

recruitment at work; and psychological measures including interest in politics, internal political 

efficacy and external political efficacy.  

The resource, recruitment and psychological measures are included to reflect the three 

core elements of the Civic Volunteerism Model. I stated above that the propensity of a union 

member to be more civically engaged stems from the psychological constitution and resource 

capacity built through their union membership, as well as (though perhaps to a lesser extent) the 

recruitment opportunities provided by their union affiliation. Though the data cannot prove the 

causality of such a claim, it does demonstrate that one of those factors, the psychological has a 

very strong relationship to civic participation. Of all the variables that make up each of the three 

elements, the question on whether respondents follow politics seems to have the strongest effect 

on civic engagement, political participation and electoral participation. Closely following politics 

is associated with participating in .499 more civic activities than not following politics; with 

participating in .553 more political participation activities; and .485 more electoral activities 

(Table 5, columns 1, 2, and 3). The coefficients for following politics have stronger associations 

with all participation scores than union membership, than resource measurements or than 

recruitment measurements.   

As discussed above, unions provide an avenue for increased resources through the union 

wage advantage (Long, 2013) and through offering professional development. Unions also pave 
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the way for heavy recruitment into political activities since they invest so much in electoral 

politics, especially since after Citizens United, certain spending prohibitions were struck down 

for both unions and corporations. Finally, unions offer political education to their members that 

are designed to bolster their interest in politics and empower members to believe that they can 

affect policy changes. However, the data limits our ability to parse out whether those three 

factors are informed by the union effect or by other circumstances. There are many factors that 

cannot be accounted for, including specific characteristics of the kind of person who would join a 

union, characteristics that are perhaps shared by those who tend to engage civically or politically. 

Those characteristic are unknown, cannot be accounted for in the data and therefore cannot be 

controlled for in the models. The endogeneity problem, which Schur also identifies in her paper, 

remains problematic.  

Additionally the data is not specific about what kind of union member a respondent is, 

meaning that the data could lump agency-fee payers in with union members. Since agency-fee 

payers do not participate in the internal democratic structures of the union and their fees (not 

dues) are not funneled into the political efforts of their union, the effects of union membership on 

their civic engagement are likely to be different.  

  

 

Policy Recommendations  
 

This paper is premised on the assertion that unions ought to have a vested interest in 

fostering civic engagement within their membership—beyond mere political engagement—

especially if they hope to survive attacks from the political right and if they hope to remain 

relevant throughout the 21
st
 century by increasing their density. Unions are politically strong 
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institutions, even if they are outspent by corporate trade associations or dark money (501c(4)s) 

during elections (Kennedy et al. 2014), the political mobilization power of unions to get out the 

vote for endorsed candidates has remained impressive. They rely on that political capital to 

promote their policy agendas. But it is equally important for the labor movement to grow its 

social capital and promote the values of participatory democracy outside of their shops, locals 

and federations in order to reverse the trend of declining density and to pass public policy 

designed to help America’s working class. If unions lead to more civic engagement, as the data 

show, and that engagement increases overall social welfare, then society as a whole stands to 

benefit from the continued growth of the labor movement.   

Though many unions, especially those in the public sector, have already begun to shift 

towards a focus on community engagement, all unions must consider policy recommendations 

aimed at helping them and their members harness social capital. To do so, unions should be 

using institutional resources to operationalize the three key elements of the CVM (recruitment, 

resources and psychological motivators) to benefit the external community and not just their own 

internal members. That is to say, unions have it right when it comes to recruiting members, 

offering resources to members and psychologically motivating members to take action. In fact 

the data show that when you control for those factors, the union effect on civic engagement and 

political participation decreases, because the three psychological factors really matter. Therefore 

unions should take what they do so well internally and externalize the benefits to the public, so 

that community partners can reap the rewards of union recruitment power, resource power and 

motivational power.  
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Recruitment: Union locals must take the internal organizing committee structure and 

translate it to community supporters and allies.  

The structure through which unions build organizational capacity to win campaigns is the 

committee. The committee is made up of rank and file activists who organize their co-workers to 

take actions and recruit more co-workers into the fold of a campaign. Committee work helps new 

and budding leaders develop organizationally and expands the number of stakeholders in a 

campaign. All locals should build a committee structure for non-members from the community 

to take part in.  

Some fights are better suited for utilizing such a structure, but all campaigns could 

benefit. Public campaigns such as boycotts or strikes are the obvious kinds of campaigns that 

rely on community ally committees because in order for the campaign to be successful, the 

public needs to know that a specific good is under boycott or why workers are striking. Those 

types of campaigns are only as successful as the public is supportive of them. Creating 

community ally committees is one way for unions to systematically recruit community members 

and impart the union organizing model to more people. Not only would the union benefit from 

more organized community supporters, but the interests represented by those who sit on the 

committee would also get more exposure since committee members could use that structure to 

ask the union for support on more campaigns. Meeting this recommendation would create 

working groups that foster local reciprocal solidarity, through which the needs of multiple 

communities can be met with plentiful social capital. The Chicago Teachers Union (CTU), who 

in the years leading up to a city-wide strike fought against austerity in low-income 
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neighborhoods of color and took up many other community issues, is a great example of a local 

that transformed mutual solidarity into social capital. 

 

Resources: Contract campaigns should always seek to bargain for the common good, as 

appropriate.  

Through the collective bargaining process, unions provide much in the way of resource 

redistribution to their members. Though corporate firms and the political right try to narrow the 

scope of bargaining so that unions focus solely on bread and butter issues (wages and benefits), 

unions must use opportunities at the bargaining table to win victories in coordination with the 

communities they serve. Public sector unions are particularly well suited for taking on this 

recommendation through movements like Bargaining for the Common Good. This effort 

leverages the bargaining power of public sector unions at the municipal level to demand common 

good concessions that will improve the broader community, not just working conditions. Such 

demands could and have included increasing revenues, corporate accountability, higher labor 

standards, fair-share taxing policies and more. 

Again the CTU offers a useful example, when during their 2012 contract fight, they 

attempted to bargain over more than just mandatory issues like wages and benefits (which only 

benefit members) but also over smaller class sizes and higher staffing levels so that they could 

provide their students a better education. Bargaining for the benefit of the community and not 

just members is an essential recommendation for unions to build social capital beyond their 

institution. It shows a community that the union is not a self-serving institution, but a movement 

for the broader working class.  
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Psychological Motivators: Union politicization efforts must extend beyond members and 

reach the broader public by involving community partners in political endorsement 

processes.  

The union’s high tide of political capital must strategically lift other boats so that 

community partners feel the union’s investment in their common struggles. Unions drive 

members to political action by urging the necessity of workers’ voice in the democratic 

processes. They instill that urgency by proselytizing political efficacy: if workers can change 

their working conditions and win against the boss, then they can do the same in the political 

process.  

Unions must also start driving the broader community to political action in order to 

continue to win elected seats. But in order to do that, they cannot expect community partners to 

jump when they say jump. Unions will have to find ways to involve community partners as real 

stakeholders in political decision-making, and perhaps the most radical way to do that is by 

allowing outsiders to take part in the endorsement process. Ideally, the social capital created by 

coordinating political capital across community partners and the union will spur greater political 

efficacy and move broader members of the public to believe that they can affect change too. This 

recommendation has fewer examples to point to, but could be a valuable strategy for combatting 

political apathy and disillusionment.  
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Conclusion 
 

Ultimately, all recommendations to unions to operationalize recruitment strategies, 

resource distribution and psychological motivators for the community’s benefit are calls for the 

labor movement to step up its organizing and political education. It is only through deep 

investments in building a bottom-up movement that labor will ever have an opportunity to shift 

away from over-reliance on political favors and shift towards democratic, collectivist power. 

Hopefully under such a paradigm shift, civic engagement will not be forgotten to the more 

transactional electoral goals of unions. Hopefully under such a paradigm shift, the development 

of social capital will follow from union members and community members sharing mutual 

support and showing up for each other in solidarity.  
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Appendix  

Table 7 
Prediction of Union Effect on Civic Engagement and Political Participation 

Using 2000 samples, without “skill-building tasks” or “political recruitment at work” variables 

Dependent Variable: 

(1) 
Original Political 

Participation 
Index 

(2) 
New Civic 

Engagement 
Index 

(3) 
New Political 
Participation 

Index 

Employment Variables    

Union member .283 (3.91)** .363 (4.69)** .185 (1.25) 

Skill-building tasks
 

-- -- -- 

Hours worked per week .002 (.95) .002 (.73) .000 (.01) 

Resources Measures    

Household income  .144 (2.72)** .152 (2.64)** .222 (2.40)* 

Self-rated civic skills .056 (2.77)** .097 (4.35)** .018 (.48) 

Recruitment Measures    

Contacted about voting or registering .239 (3.75)** .284 (4.12)** .259 (2.07)* 

Contacted about candidate .273 (4.23)** .226 (3.24)** .627 (5.05)** 

Political recruitment at work -- -- -- 

Psychological Measures    

Follow politics .525 (4.41)** .527 (4.02)** .586 (3.46)** 

Internal political efficacy  .153 (4.40)** .172 (4.50)** .197 (3.08)** 

External political efficacy  .082 (2.19)* .091 (2.24)* .101 (1.46) 

Sample size 482 482 482 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01 (Z-statistics in parentheses)  
Poisson models used for columns 1 and 2. Ordered Probit models used for column 3.  
Tables 1, 2 and 3 include variable definitions and descriptions.  
Other controls used are age, female, married, white and college education. 
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