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WHEN UNIONIZATION DISAPPEARS:. STATE-LEVEL UNIONIZATION AND
WORKING POVERTY IN THE U.S.

ABSTRACT

Although the working poor are a much larger popaftathan the unemployed poor, American
poverty research has devoted much more attentimblessness than to working poverty.
Research that does exist on working poverty comagss on demographics and economic
performance and neglects institutions. Buildinditaratures on comparative institutions,
unionization, and states as polities, we examireartfluence of a potentially important labor
market institution for working poverty: the levdlunionization in a state. Using the
Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) for the U.S., werastie: a) multi-level logit models of

poverty among employed households in 2010; anditbway fixed effects models of working
poverty across seven waves of data from 1991 t6.2edrther, we replicate the analyses with
the Current Population Survey while controlling Fmusehold unionization, and assess
unionization’s potential influence on selectioroiemployment. Across all models, state-level
unionization is robustly significantly negative f@orking poverty. The effects of unionization
are larger than the effects of states’ economifop@ance and social policies. Further,
unionization reduces working poverty for both unksad and non-union households and does not
appear to discourage employment. We conclude thadrsan poverty research can advance by
devoting greater attention to working poverty, &ydncorporating insights from the
comparative literature on institutions.



WHEN UNIONIZATION DISAPPEARS:. STATE-LEVEL UNIONIZATION AND
WORKING POVERTY IN THE U.S.

One of the distinctive qualities of American poyarsearch is the great deal of attention given
to joblessness. Poverty scholars in the U.S. hianbesl the rise of poor African-American
jobless neighborhoods (Quillian 2003), and howiapatismatch worsens inner-city
unemployment (Mouw 2000). Much has been writtejolressness among the inner-city poor
(Tienda and Stier 1991), young African-American niidolzer 2009), single mothers, and
welfare recipients (Harris 1993). Building on thisrk, scholars have highlighted the adverse
consequences of joblessness and jobless neighlts fimoadolescent development (Brooks-
Gunn et al. 1993), marriage among fragile fami{ldarknett and McLanahan 2004), crime
(Sampson 1987), and other social problems (Masse\shibuya 1995). Scholars have also
stressed the need to improve the labor market ehtlisadvantaged youth (Blanchflower and
Freeman 2000) and the need for job growth to regoeerty (Blank 2009).

This considerable attention to joblessness has jbaely inspired by Wilson’s (1996)
pioneering studies of concentrated inner-city ptwetlearly, the extensive scholarship on
joblessness has made far-reaching contributiotigetsocial science of poverty, and of course, a
job reduces the likelihood of poverty. However,deyoting so much attention to joblessness,
the prevailing momentum in American poverty reskdras led to the impression that
unemployment is the central problem. Inadvertertkig,concentration on joblessness has
cultivated the false perceptions that “most ofggher do not work” (Mead 1993: ix) and that
employment is a sufficient solution to poverty.

The problem is that the working poor, not the unkerygd poor, are the most typical poor
(Blank 1997; Newman 1999). Blank and colleague9§2@how that 61 percent of officially

poor families in the U.S. contain a worker. Moreg\®&rady and colleagues (2010) demonstrate



that in 2001, there were more than four times npo@ Americans in working poor than
unemployed poor households. While the unemployed peeraged only 3.4 percent of the U.S.
population from 1974 to 2004, the working poor aged 10.4 percentDespite its prevalence,
working poverty has been neglected compared todgheninous literature on joblessness
(Newman 1999; O’Connor 2001; Zuberi 2006).

Recently, a modest literature on U.S. working ptwkas begun to emerge. However,
the recent literature tends to concentrate on despbics and economic performance (e.g. Blank
et al. 2006). For example, working poverty is mooenmon in single mother and single-earner
households, and among women, racial minoritiespgadults, and the less educated (Blank et
al. 2006; Iceland and Kim 2001). Among workers, grty is less common among full-time,
manufacturing, and public sector workers (Hauaal.e2000; Kalleberg 2007). Research also
demonstrates that working poverty follows the bes@cycle, declining with economic growth
and rising with unemployment (Blank et al. 2006{112806).

Despite these findings, we know little about hostitutions shape working poverty in
the U.S. Specifically, unionization receives miniratiention in mainstream American poverty
research and very little mention in most centraistén the field® This is noteworthy, given the
rich comparative literature documenting the rol@alitical and labor market institutions for
wages, inequality, and poverty. In countries wiidfhrunionization, inequality and poverty are
lower and wages are higher. Similarly, U.S. statdsbit meaningful variation in institutions.
Indeed, scholars have highlighted U.S. states ktsegovhere struggles and settlements over
distribution occur. Therefore, the comparativeréitare could be applicable to the U.S., and
greater state-level unionization may reduce workiogerty. The neglect of unionization in

studies of working poverty is also unfortunate giviee decline of unionization contributed to



increases in earnings inequality (Western and RekkR011) and the precariousness of work
(Kalleberg 2007). If these changes are associatworking poverty, the precipitous decline
of unionization may have worsened working poveYit, because there has been so little
research on institutions and working poverty wittiia U.S., we do not know if unionization is
salient nor do we know how unionization’s influeromenpares to demographics and economic
performance.

This article uses the Luxembourg Income Study )lfé®the U.S. 1991-2010 to examine
the effect of state-level unionization for indivadworking poverty. First, we estimate multi-
level logit models of poverty among employed howdghin 2010. Second, we examine
working poverty across 1991, 1994, 1997, 2000, 20007, and 2010 with two-way fixed
effects for state and year. Further, we replidageainalyses using the Current Population Survey
(2004-2010) while controlling for household unicatibn, and assess unionization’s potential
influence on selection into employment. Throughoug,also consider the effects of

demographic characteristics, economic performaanue key social policies.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
The Case for Skepticism

Despite the benefits of unionization for workelere are at least four reasons
unionization might fail to reduce working povergirst, unions are exceptionally weak in the
contemporary U.S. Unionization has also declineaotiver affluent democracies, but the U.S. is
distinctive for its unusually low levels, which aspecially pronounced in some stat&nce
the early 2000s, unionization has been about 3pérm North Carolina — a level unprecedented

in available data for affluent democracies (Hirackl Macpherson 2003; Visser 2011). Further,



U.S. unionization has declined more rapidly amdmgléss skilled, who are more vulnerable to
working poverty (Blank 2009). This lower union dén$ias plausibly weakened the position of
and compromised the effectiveness of unions (Ret2006; Wallace et al. 1999). Thus,
unions might be simply too weak to affect workirayerty.

Second, partly because of this weakness, thereiéh hess variation in unionization
across U.S. states than across affluent democrdeci2810, the range between states (21.1
percent) was much smaller than between rich dero@sé>50) (Visser 2011). As a result,
Moller and colleagues (2009) find unionization doeshave a cross-sectional effect on income
inequality in U.S. counties. Because income inaguahd poverty are related, studies of the
U.S. might fail to show effects of unionization bese, “the context of U.S. states provides for a
rather conservative test of institutional hypotts8g®oller et al. 2009: 1085).

Third, even if unions raise the earnings of somekess, these benefits might not reach
the bottom of the labor market. Less-skilled, losrepworkers are very unlikely to be unionized
or covered by union contracts. Unions and the eggiis they establish might only create rents
for protected insiders, and might exclude, havkelimpact upon, or even worsen the labor
market for poor workers. Longstanding labor ecomotineory claims unions have a “crowding
effect” where union wage gains lead to cuts ingtantity of union jobs (Kahn 1978; Neumark
and Wachter 1995). Accordingly, crowding should@ase the supply of non-union workers,
which should depress wages for non-union workedsvearsen working poverty.

Fourth, the literature implies the aforementionechdgraphics and economic
performance are the dominant sources of workingepag\Blank et al. 2006). Even if unions
benefit individual workers, because poverty is adahold level variable, demographic

characteristics like single parenthood could dr@yhany unionization effects. Similarly, Moller



and colleagues (2009) find demographics and ecandevielopment are more important than
state-level institutions for income inequality inSJ counties. If demographics and economic
performance are the dominant influences on U.Skiwwgrpoverty, unionization might only play
a marginal or insignificant role.

The Case for Unionization

Despite these reasons for skepticism, we propagestate-level unionization reduces
working poverty. This expectation is theoreticatiptivated by three literatures: a) comparative
institutions; b) unionization and earnings; andJc$. states as polities.

First, the comparative institutions literature destoates that institutions and power
relations between collective actors fundamentdibpe inequalities (Brady and Leicht 2008).
Institutions and power relations organize the distion of resources, regulate risks, allocate
opportunities and socialize normative expectat{@rady 2009; Tilly 1998). Institutions reduce
the likelihood of poverty-inducing events and matig the consequences when such events occur
(DiPrete 2002). Animating much of the comparativgitutions literature is power resources
theory (Brady 2009; Hicks 1999; Korpi 1983; Molkdral. 2003; Volscho and Kelly 2012).
Power resources theory contends that class-badledtn@ political actors shape the distribution
of economic resources (Brady et al. 2009). To mhbkealistribution more egalitarian, the
working-class and poor must bond together, fornaoizations, and politically mobilize in
elections and workplaces. While power resourcesrihieas been traditionally used to explain
welfare states, it offers a more general modehobime distribution (Brady et al. 2009; Korpi
1983). Accordingly, the level of unionization irstate is an important labor market institution,

indicating the power resources of labor relativeusiness and other collective actors.



Consistent with power resources theory, the coatpa institutions literature shows that
cross-national variation in earnings inequality barexplained by labor market institutions like
corporatism and unionization (Blau and Kahn 200@ekger et al. 2007; Kristal 2010).
Scholars have also demonstrated that labor margetutions can explain cross-national
differences in low-wage work (Doellgast et al. 20G2wutie and Schmitt 2009), poverty (Brady
2009; Moller et al. 2003; Plasman and Rycx 20044l \&orking poverty specifically (Brady et
al. 2010; Lohmann 2009; Zuberi 2006). Despite tluesdributions, the comparative literature’s
insights have rarely been applied to the study.&. overty.

Second, an extensive economic and sociologicahtitee shows unions raise wages
(Freeman and Medoff 1984; Kalleberg et al. 198bynield and Fletcher (2001) estimate union
members receive a 20 percent wage premium ovelasinon-union workers. Because wages
are a large share of low-income households’ econoesiources, such wage advantages could
lift many households out of poverty. The union-wagemium even applies to low-wage
workers with less skill (Eren 2009) or less thamgh school education (Maxwell 2007). Though
the U.S. poverty literature neglects unionizatseholars of low-wage work have shown
powerful effects of unions (Gautie and Schmitt 2008wman 1999; Zuberi 2006). The benefits
of unionization have been documented for low-wagekers in hospitals (Applebaum et al.
2003), hotels (Bernhardt et al. 2003), call cenBedt et al. 2003), casinos (Waddoups 2001),
and temporary workers in automotive supplier firlngspitals and public schools (Erickcek et al.
2003). These studies demonstrate how unions peegzamagement for higher wages, restrict the
use of contingent workers whose presence wouldcesdiages, and regulate working conditions.

Although there are benefits to being a union metrthe vast majority of workers near

the poverty line are unlikely to be unionized. Btate-level unionization to reduce working



poverty, it must have a contextual effect thatlsmier to non-union low-wage workefs.
Indeed, the literature has found such spilloveea# of unionization for non-union workers. For
instance, Zuberi (2006) demonstrates how highesniration in Vancouver versus Seattle
contributes to a significantly better environmesttéven non-union service workers. The classic
explanation — contrary to the aforementioned crogdiffects — is that unionization poses a
“threat” to non-unionized firms. In order to discage unionization, proximate firms raise wages
preemptively (Freeman and Medoff 1984; Leicht 198@)cht and colleagues (1993)
demonstrate that the presence of unionizationterdependent industries raises the earnings of
the non-union working class. Partly because ungstablish contracts that cover non-union
workers, unionization also benefits non-union weskespecially in the presence of high union
density (Bernhardt et al. 2003; Neumark and Wach@®86). Non-union firms in states with
higher unionization may be forced to pay more,Ise @sk losing their workers to the better-
paid union-firms. Further, unions influence the al@conomy by cultivating norms of equity
and advocating for the expectation of higher payafoworkers. Western and Rosenfeld (2011)
argue that unions encourage labor market normguafye a) culturally, by disseminating
egalitarian discourses; b) politically, by influemg policy; and c) institutionally, through rules
governing labor markets. Accounting for the effefctinions on non-union wages, Western and
Rosenfeld (2011) conclude that the decline of uzation in the U.S. explains one-fifth to one-
third of the growth in earnings inequality sinc&/39The decline of unionization has likely
increased working poverty if these effects aresoi¢ly due to constraining the top of the
earnings distribution.

Third, the comparative institutions and unioniaatearnings literature are relevant here

partly because of the literature on U.S. statgméies. In recent decades, social and economic



policies have increasingly devolved from the fetleratate governments (Cancian and Danziger
2009; Zylan and Soule 2000). As a result, statee bacome more salient settings for the
struggles and settlements over the distributioresburces (Moller 2008). Jenkins and
colleagues (2006) contend that class forces aritigabinstitutions jointly shape policymaking
and distribution in U.S. states in ways that sgtates towards more or less egalitarian economic
development strategies. Building on the comparatiggtutions literature, scholars in the states
as polities literature highlight subnational vaoat(Moller et al. 2009). Therefore, even within
and net of the policies of federal governmentdestéevel politics can be independently
consequential to inequalities (Moller 2008; Wilkimsand Pickett 2009). States are often the
settings where conflicts between business and lallagrout in terms of regulating the
institutional environment for unions (Jacobs angdni2010; Tope and Jacobs 2009). Moreover,
state-level unionization is a key manifestatiorstatte labor movements and the power resources
of labor relative to business (Hicks et al. 1978)erefore, U.S. states are plausible, relevant
contexts for the implications of the comparativetitutions and unionization-earnings
literatures.
Further Questions

If we observe significant negative effects of sstigvel of unionization for working
poverty, four further questions should be addresSest, given economic performance has been
the focus of previous research on working povettythe effects of unionization at least rival
those of economic performance? If not, one coudi@that economic performance should be
the paramount strategy to reduce working povegyhaps even if the pursuit of economic

performance constrains unionization.
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Second, does unionization reduce working povertyhsocial policy? Any initial
association between unionization and working pgvesuld owe to the fact that unions
encourage generous social policies. An extengieeture identifies unionization as a power
resource contributing to the expansion of genesoasal policies (Brady 2009; Hicks 1999;
Korpi 1983). In their study of working poverty ass18 affluent democracies, Brady and
colleagues (2010) find the initial negative effeatsinionization attenuate when controlling for
welfare state generosity. While still consistenthwiower resources theory, unionization might
only be indirectly related to working poverty thgiusocial policies like Temporary Assistance
to Needy Families (TANF) and unemployment insurafdig.

Third, do the effects of state-level unionizatiaidchnet of household unionization and
for non-union households? Any effect of state-laugbnization could simply be a
compositional effect of having more unionized waoskia a state. Less clear is whether
unionization also has a contextual effect thaispwer into the broader workforce and benefits
non-union workers. Therefore, it would be valuabl¢est if unionization reduces working
poverty even after controlling for household un&ation, and among non-union households.

Finally, is any effect of unionization biased byioterproductively discouraging
employment? An alternative theory to power resasitheory within the comparative institutions
literature, unified theory, contends that uniorimataccomplishes lower inequality and poverty
partly by removing less skilled workers from therlisforce and reducing employment (Blau and
Kahn 2002). If high levels of unionization raisegea and labor costs, there could be a rigidity
tradeoff such that firms are unable or unwillingetaploy greater numbers of marginal workers
(Magnani and Prentice 2010). Thus, unionizatioricttead to less employment, despite higher

wages and lower poverty among the employed (Wakbw&10). Indeed, a classic concern has
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been that unionization increases spells of unenmpémy for non-union workers (Kahn and
Morimune 1977). Any negative effect of unionizatimmworking poverty might be then biased

by a selection effect of unionization on employment

METHODS
Individual-Level Data

The Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) provides the mil@vel data. The LIS is a cross-
national archive of nationally representative indiial-level datasets. For the U.S., the LIS uses
the March Current Population Survey (CPS). Thedl&ans the data and creates a new set of
standardized variables. The compelling advantaglkeokIS over the underlying CPS is the high
guality and significantly improved income measufred comprehensively incorporate taxes and
transfers. We utilize the seven most recent watéseoLIS for the U.S.: 1991, 1994, 1997,
2000, 2004, 2007 and 2010. We begin with 1991 kmaus the oldest LIS U.S. dataset with a
large number of cases per state.

The individual is the unit of analysis. The sampiedude all individuals in households
led by working-aged adults (18-64 years). In sengitanalyses, the results are consistent if the
sample only contains employed adults. We inclueéesth U.S. states and the District of
Columbia, which is treated as a*5dtate. Online Appendix | displays descriptiveistats and
sources.

The dependent variablewsorking povertyOne is working poor if s/he resides in a
household with less than 50% of the national met@rsehold incomand at least one
employed member (Brady et al. 2010; Lohmann 20@3yiNan 1999). Thus, poverty is a

household-level variable. A household pools itsemges and resources, so if the household is
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poor, all members are poor. We calculate househotzme after taxes and transfers using the
standardized LIS variable “DHI.” DHI includes caafid noncash income after taxes and
transfers (including food stamps, housing allowantax credits like the Earned Income Tax
Credit [EITC], and near cash benefits). DHI is atipal for household size by dividing by the
square root of household members. The povertyhbtdss calculated using all individuals
regardless of age or employment in the same LI& Yiéwe sample is reduced to employed
households onlgfter calculating the threshold.

This poverty measure follows the vast majorityraérnational poverty studies (Brady
2009; Moller et al. 2003; Rainwater and Smeedin@g420Though this measure is typically
called “relative,” we utilize the national mediamt state-specific medians. Therefore, the
threshold is the same in every state and is “abalgluapplied. In the 1991-2010 sample, we
utilize the national median within each year, whicbhemporally relative. However, we also use
a “constant” threshold based on the 2010 mediamséaej for inflation (Chen and Corak 2008).
While the relative measure may be less sensitivkadousiness cycle and economic
development, the constant measure should be respoA#together, the analyses consider a
relative threshold applied absolutely across statéisreshold relative to the national median in
each year, and a constant threshold based onfthgon adjusted 2010 national median.

We elect to eschew the official U.S. measure ofgpipvbecause it has very serious
validity and reliability problems (Blank 1997; Bra@009; Rainwater and Smeeding 2004).
Partly because it was established with little difierbasis ~50 years ago, the thresholds for the
official measure are widely understood to be tao (pe. below 40 percent of the median). The
definition of income used in the official measugaares taxes and tax credits, and inconsistently

counts transfers. For example, social securityipessount as income in the official measure,
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but food stamps, housing subsidies and childcanehers do not. Since the 1990s, the EITC has
grown into the largest assistance program for fiasilvith children — much larger than
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). Y, official measure ignores the EITC.
Therefore, over-time comparisons, especially ferwlorking poor, are quite problematic. The
official measure also neglects states’ taxes arsters, which further compounds reliability and
validity problems. By contrast, the definition otbme used here incorporates federal and state
taxes and transfers. The LIS measure of income Y Didludes a much more comprehensive set
of income sources than is used in the official rmegswvhich also makes it inappropriate to apply
the official poverty threshold to the LIS measuféncome.

Our definition of working poverty requires thatleast one member of the household is
employed. We measusmploymen(reference = no one employed) if there is at leastearner
in the household. In sensitivity analyses, we ageémployment solely as full-time work and
included part-time workers with the non-employete Tesults are consistent.

Following previous research (e.g. Brady et al. 2@Elank et al. 2006; Lohmann 2009;
Rainwater and Smeeding 2004), we incorporate skdemographic characteristics of the
household. Using married/cohabiting couples asdference, we include binary variabkasgle
mother single fatherfemale head no childremndmale head no childre'WWe measure the
presence of the non-working-aged with thef children and binary variables for the presence of
achild under 5andover 65year olds. We assess the household’s labor mstdeding with the
characteristics of the lead earner in the houseftibiperson with the greatest earnings, with ties
settled by age). Binary indicators fess than high schoaindcollege degree or morgeference
= high school degree or some college) measurestitéd educational attainment. With White

lead as the reference, we include dummieg\fdcan-AmericanLatino, andother race We
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control for the curvilinear relationship betweer thad’s age and working poverty with binary
variables folunder 25 25-34 35-44, and 55-64 (reference=45-54). Also, weudela binary
variable formultiple earnersn the household (reference = one earner). Witrapg-sector full-
time employed leads as the reference, we includawas forpublic sectoy andpart-time
Finally, we include seven indicators for the lead@ustry:agriculture constructionwholesale
and retail trade transportation FIRE (finance, insurance and real estatjministration and
other servicegreference = manufacturing).
State-Level Data

Unionizationis the percent of civilian wage and salary empésyaged 16 and over that
are members of labor unions, measured in the saare(Mirsch and Macpherson 2063)he
effects of unionization include both compositioaatl contextual effects because the LIS does
not identify whether respondents are union membfessliscussed below, we evaluate this issue
in a replication analysis.

For economic performance, we include three vargabieasured in the current year.
Gross domestic product per capita (GDP R€i)n real 2010 dollarsconomic growths the
annual rate of change in a state’s real gross dixr@educt (GDP)Unemploymentate is as a
percent of the state’s labor force. While GDP R(€Ks long-term economic development,
economic growth and unemployment assess the srontbusiness cycle. In addition, GDP PC
captures the cost of living and affluence of aestlt additional analyses, we tested the state-
level manufacturing share of employment. Howews, variable is insignificant and strongly
correlated with GDP PC.

Finally, we consider two measures of state pdioreasured in the current year.

TANF/AFDC maximuns the maximum monthly benefit in real 2010 ddl&or a family of

15



three for Temporary Assistance for Needy Familie8NF) in 1997-2010 and Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) in 1991 and 1$94I. maximumis the maximum monthly
benefit per worker in real 2010 dollars for unenyph@nt insurance.

In sensitivity analyses, we considered two othenmonly studied institutions. First, we
tested the minimum wage rate (in real 2010 dolldans2010, the minimum wage rate correlates
positively with unionization (r=.42), but is onlyeakly negatively associated with working
poverty (r=-.19). Also, the minimum wage rate nelvas a significant effect on working poverty
and its inclusion does not alter the unionizatiffact.’ Second, we tested the Democratic control
of state government measured as the average gbtregnor being a Democrat, and the
proportion of the two houses of the legislattf@his variable is not correlated with working
poverty, is never significant, and its inclusioredaot alter the unionization efféctFurther,
unionization and Democratic control are likely egéioous to each other (Western 1997).
Therefore, we omit the minimum wage rate and Deatarcontrol from the analyses.

Analytic Strategy

The analyses proceed in four stages. The firg the22010 LIS across the 51 states, and
focuses on variation between state$he second pools the seven LIS waves from 192016,
also across the 51 states. This stage focusesasttiowe variation within states. Third, we
replicate the analysis with the Current Populagomvey for 2004-2010 (Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series [IPUMS] King et al. 2010), whilentrolling for household unionization
(details below). Fourth, we assess if unionizahias an effect on employment or the presence of
multiple earners, as this may lead to a selectias (aetails below).

The first stage examines all individuals in housésavith at least one employed member

and a working-aged lead. Individuals are nestatierbl states. The clustering of individuals
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within states and the inclusion of state-level ables violates the assumptions of the standard
logistic regression model. In turn, we estimatetilalel logit models:* We estimate random
intercept models, which can be expressed as twatiens (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). First,
the log odds of working poverty (logj(ft-p;)) for theith individual in thgth state is represented
by eta ;) and is a function of state intercepfg;), and a set of individual-level fixed
coefficients gX;):

log (pi/1-pj) = nij = Boj + PXj
Second, each state interceffy)(is estimated as a function of an intercepd)( a set of state-
level variablesyZ;) and an error term §):

Boj = Y00 + VZj + Wy
The multi-level logit models enable us to testéffects of state-level unionization net of
individual/household characteristics and statellegenomic performance.

The second stage analyzes the pooled sample e $¢8 waves 1991-2010 across the

51 states. Like the first stage, the sample induddividuals in households with an employed
member and a working-aged lead. In this stage, iervendividuals are nested in 357 state-
years. We employ two-way fixed effects (FE) modsisestimating logistic regression models
with fixed effects for the 51 states and for theeseyears. The log odds of working poverty (log
(pit/1-py)) is represented byjYfor individuali, in statg, and yeat. Yj; is a function of a
constant §o), individual-level characteristicgxXi), state-level variable$£Z;), state dummies
(BsS), and year dummie$gW,):

log (pit/1-pit) = Yit = Bo + BxXije + BzZjt + BsS + PwWh
The state and year dummies correct the non-indegpeedof observations within state and year.

We also robust cluster the errors by state-yeag.state dummies control for any stable
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unobserved characteristics with stable effectsrd hee likely to be stable unobserved
characteristics of states — for example, beinpénSouth, right to work laws established prior to
1991, or even stable differences in cost of livnilpat are correlated with unionization and/or
working poverty. Such unobserved characteristiecdccmtroduce omitted variable bias, and
may account for a significant negative effect ofomization in the multi-level logit models. The
state dummies difference out any such stable ctaistics, and estimate the effect of
unionization on within-state temporal variationarking poverty. The year dummies control

for any generic change over time across statestfed 996 welfare reform).

RESULTS
Multi-Level Logit Models for 2010

Before the multivariate analyses, we describgtteerns in working poverty and
unionization in 2010. Figure 1 shows there is a enate negative correlation between a state’s
unionization and its rate of working poverty (r8)3Southern states Louisiana, Mississippi, and
North Carolina have low unionization and high warkipoverty. By contrast, more unionized
states like Alaska, Hawaii, and Washington have Vesrking poverty. That said, even low
unionization cannot account for the fact that neardifth of those in employed households are
poor in Mississippi and Texas. Also, states like\idampshire and Wyoming have lower
working poverty than would be expected from thead®rate unionization. Finally, Figure 1
displays substantial interstate variation in bationization and working poverty. Union density
ranged from 24.3 percent in New York to 3.2 peregemMorth Carolina. In 2010, 11.3 percent of
the employed household sample was poor. Howevér dopercent was working poor in New

Hampshire while 19.6 percent was in Mississippi.
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[ FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE ]

Table 1 presents the multi-level logit models @irking poverty. Standardized odds
ratios are reported for state-level variables, @hdk ratios are reported for individual-level
variables:* Model 1 only includes the individual-level variabl Consistent with previous
research and reflecting the large sample, mosabl®s are significant. The largest positive
effects are for less than high school, having atet25 lead earner, and part-time employment.
The largest negative effects are for college oh&igand multiple earners. For example, in what
is the largest effect at the individual- or staeel, having multiple earners in the household
reduces the odds of working poverty by a factds.af

[ TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE ]

Model 2 adds state-level unionization, which gngicantly negative. For a standard
deviation increase in state-level unionization (&e8cent), the odds of working poverty should
decline by a factor of 1.13.

Model 3 adds the three economic performance vasaldDP PC is significantly
negative, the unemployment rate is significantlgipee, as is, surprisingly economic growth.
For a standard deviation increase in GDP PC, tlle oflworking poverty decline by a factor of
1.06. For a standard deviation increase unemployorezconomic growth, the odds of working
poverty increase by factors of 1.11 or 1.14. Evéh ¥he economic performance controls,
unionization remains significantly negative. Moregwinionization’s effect is robust in size, and
slightly larger than the effects of GDP PC or unyment. Economic growth has a comparable
effect to unionization, and we discuss its counteitive positive effect further below.

Two-Way FE Models for 1991-2010
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Figure 2 displays the bivariate associations betwbe 1991-2010 change in working
poverty rates and the change in unionization adies$1 states. These are the differences in
levels 1991-2010, which seem an appropriate commagiven the FE models analyze change
within states over time. Both relative and constantking poverty declined from 1991 to 2010.
12.3 percent of the employed household sample @asvely poor in 1991 and 11.3 percent
was in 2010. Further, constant working poverty ided from 15.9 percent in 1991 to 11.3
percent in 2010. This decline was likely driventbg reduction in lead earners without a high
school degree (14.6 percent in 1991 sample to ddepein 2010), and the increase in leads with
a college degree (25.3 percent in 1991 and 35@&pem 2010). Also beneficial were a decline
in part-time employment and an increase in lead &lge expansion of the EITC certainly lifted
many from working poverty as well. Therefore, a tw@mof changes separate from declining
unionization slightly reduced working poverty frdri91 to 2010.

The top panel of Figure 2 shows a modest negatiuelation between the change in
unionization and the change in relative workinggrby (r=-.25). The bottom panel shows a
slightly weaker negative correlation between thangje in unionization and the change in
constant working poverty (r=-.18). With both, wargipoverty declined substantially in
California, South Carolina and Vermont while unization remained stable or increased.
Unionization declined substantially in Hawaii, Migan and New Jersey, and working poverty
increased or failed to decline. However, for batlative and constant working poverty, the
correlation is much weaker than in Figure 1. Fetance, unionization declined substantially in
Indiana and Wisconsin even though working poveeglided in both. Thus, incorporating over-
time variation reveals the relationship betweermniziation and working poverty might be less

straightforward than in the cross-sectional analg§i2010.
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[ FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE ]

Table 2 pools the seven LIS waves from 1991 td@201d uses two-way FE models to
control for differences between states and generas over time. Though there is a significant
cross-sectional association between unionizatiahvasrking poverty in 2010, unobserved
stable characteristics of states could explairsitpeificant negative effects in Table 1. We show
the effects of unionization with and without thatstlevel controls. Individual-level variables
are included, but not shown. In addition to ecorparformance, multiple years of data and the
two-way FE models enable us to control for two abpolicies (i.e. TANF/AFDC and Ul
maximum benefits). It is difficult to control fonése policies in the 2010 models because these
two are fairly highly correlated with each othedawith state-level unionizatiol. Therefore,
the two-way FE models better enable us to idetitiéyunique effects of each variable.

[ TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE ]

Table 2 shows unionization has a significant negadffect before and after controlling
for other state-level variables. Also, the effecsignificantly negative for both the temporally
relative and constant measures of poverty. Wepnéethe unionization effects with the full set
of state-level controls. For a standard deviatiamease in unionization, the odds of relative
working poverty decline by a factor of 1.24. Thiee effect is larger in the two-way FE models
than in the 2010 models. This larger effect of nigation is mirrored in the constant poverty
models. For a standard deviation increase in upaion, the odds of constant working poverty
decline by a factor of 1.19.

Two of the economic performance variables have sbbignificant effects. For a
standard deviation increase in unemployment, kdair constant working poverty is expected to

increase by a factor of 1.1. Similar to the 201@lels, economic growth has a counterintuitive
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positive effect, which partially offsets the busiaeycle effect of unemployment. For a standard
deviation increase in economic growth, the oddsoofstant or relative working poverty increase
by a factor of 1.04. This finding is fairly robtista variety of sensitivity tests as w&llUnlike
in the 2010 models, GDP PC is insignificant fortbalative and constant working poverty.

Both state policy variables are negatively sigioedoth dependent variables. However,
only the TANF/AFDC maximum benefit has a signifitaffect, and only for constant working
poverty. For a standard deviation increase in tARIF/AFDC maximum, the odds of constant
working poverty decline by a factor of 1.09. Thagnstant working poverty has not declined as
quickly as it could have because the average TARB maximum declined over tinté.

Though economic performance and policies are aglgewnionization has larger effects
than all other state-level variables. Recall urgahon has standardized inverse odds ratios of
1.24-1.19. By contrast, the other state-level \deishave odds ratios at or below an absolute
value of 1.1. Furthermore, the effects of union@abnly modestly attenuate when we control
for other state-level variables. The standardizédsdor unionization decline from .780 to .805
or .820 to .844. This demonstrates that most adnimation’s effects are not mediated by the two
policy variables — especially as the policy varasbhre not robustly significant.

To illustrate the effects of unionization, Fig@elisplays a set of counterfactual
simulations for relative and constant poverty. F&ference, we show the standardized odds from
Table 2 at the bottom of Figure 3. We also compiagaunionization effects to the effects of the
individual-level variables (not shown).

[ FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE |
The mean unionization across states was 14.959h 48d 11.02 in 2010. Figure 3

shows that if unionization remained at 1991 levelthe typical state in 2010, the odds of
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relative working poverty would decline by a factdrl.16. Conversely, and net of all individual-
and state-level controls, declining unionizatioonfr1991 to 2010 increased the odds of working
poverty by a factor of 1.16-1.12. This effect isngarable to the negative effect of the lead being
25-34 years old or 55-64, instead of 45-54. Foraterage individual, the mean state-level
unionization was 13.5 in 1991-2010. If the mearermsthe maximum (New York in 1991), the
odds of working poverty would decline by a factbd.®-1.59. This effect is larger than effects
of being a single mother household or having amcAfr American lead. If the minimum (North
Carolina in 2004) rose to the mean, the odds wdatdine by 1.48-1.36. This effect is larger
than the effects of an additional child or a puBkctor lead. Finally, if the minimum (North
Carolina in 2004) rose to the maximum (New Yorld891), the odds would decline by a factor
of 2.7-2.2. This effect is larger than most induadtlevel variables, and close to the effect of the
lead not having a high school degree. The onlyelaeffects are having a college degree (-), a
part-time lead (+), and multiple earners in thedetold (-).

In sum, state-level unionization has a larger ¢ffiean economic performance and social
policies. On balance, the individual-level effest®ducation, part-time employment, and having
multiple earners are arguably the most importaetligtors of working poverty. Still, the effects
of unionization rival most other individual-levdharacteristics.

Replication Analysis of U.S. Current Population Stey 2004-2010

Above, we asked whether the effects of state-lem@nization hold net of household
unionization and for non-union households. Unfoatefy, the LIS lacks information on union
membership. However, the U.S. LIS data is baseith@Current Population Survey, which
contains data on union membership. As noted alibeeyrincipal advantage of the LIS is the

improved measure of household income. We are dsig/ta approximate the LIS income
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measures for the years 2004, 2007 and 2010 betteaiieUMS CPS only began to provide data
on tax credits (especially the EITC) in 2004. There, this replication with the CPS is forced to
rely on the 2004, 2007 and 2010 data (individuaksted in 153 state-yearS)in addition, the

CPS only asks the union membership question foiffameh of the sample (the two outgoing
rotation groups). As a result, the CPS samplesnaich smaller than the LIS samples.

Table 3 includes all individual- and state-leveliables included in the LIS models. For
purposes of comparison, we first show the LIS tsdor 2004-2010. In this subsample of years,
state-level unionization continues to have a sigaift negative effect for relative and constant
working poverty. Indeed, the effects are slighéisgler in 2004-2010 than in 1991-2010.

[ TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE ]

We then replicate the same models using the CRBel@PS models, the effects of state-
level unionization are even larger than in the ii&dels. For example, the standardized odds for
relative is .77 with the CPS (.80 with LIS), and éonstant is .72 with the CPS (.81 with LIS).
Next, we estimate the effect of state-level uniatian while controlling for whether the
household has a union member. Unsurprisingly, Holdaunionization has a large significant
negative effect. Being in a union household redtice®dds of working poverty by a factor of
about 1.9 for relative and constant working povestyll, the effects of state-level unionization
remain significant and only attenuate a very sm@abunt when we control for household
unionization. The standardized odds ratio for ska¥el unionization is .774 versus .77 using the
relative measure, and .727 versus .722 using thetaot measure, with the household control.

Then, we drop the unionized households from thepgmaand estimate the effect of state-
level unionization on non-union employed househofdter dropping union households, state-

level unionization actually has the largest effeftany models in Table 3. For a standard
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deviation increase in state-level unionizationatige working poverty in non-union households
is expected to decline by a factor of 1.3. Simylaclbnstant working poverty in non-union
households is expected to decline by a factorf 1.

Altogether, Table 3 confirms state-level unioniaathas a contextual effect on the
broader workforce that is not simply a compositlaféect. The negative effects on working
poverty are not confined to unionized workers. Meer, the benefits of household union
membership shown with the CPS do not underminsahence of state-level unionization.
Rather, household union membership representsditicail and complementary way in which
unionization reduces working poverty.

Selection Into Employment and Multiple Earners

Because our samples only contain employed houdghible effects of unionization on
working poverty might conceal a selection effetv iamployment. If unionization discourages
employment, the remaining sample of employed haaldsttould be selectively less likely to be
poor. The large effect of multiple earners also @sakis worth considering if state-level
unionization discourages households from havingiplalearners. In both cases, if unionization
discourages employment, unionization might coumtehpctively undercut its equalizing effects
on working poverty. Table 4 summarizes analysedigtiag employment (among all working-
age households) and multiple earners (among enghloyeseholds). The analyses parallel the
multi-level logit models of 2010 and two-way FE netglof 1991-2010. Further, the analyses
show the effects of unionization without and witate-level controls.

[ TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE |
Table 4 shows unionization does not significantiguce employment. In 2010, it is not

remotely significant. In the 1991-2010 pooled samitlis actually nearly significantly positive.
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Thus, there is no evidence of a selection effech $bat unionization reduces working poverty
by discouraging employment.

Table 4 also shows unionization does not signitigareduce the odds that an employed
household contains multiple earners. Indeed, ir©20tionization is significantly positively
associated with multiple earners. This implies aigation might reduce working poverty even
further by encouraging this poverty-reducing hoadetlcharacteristic. That said, unionization is
not significant in the two-way FE models, so therencautious interpretation is that it has no

effect on multiple earners.

DISCUSSION

American poverty research has devoted far morataiteto joblessness than working
poverty. This is unfortunate given the working paoe a much larger population than the
unemployed poor, because employment does not gearan escape from poverty, and because
the working poor arguably represent the most tygoar household. This study examines
working poverty across the U.S. states from 19920tt0 and state-level data on unionization
and other factors. Our study utilizes several arasgrategies and exploits variation between
states and within states over time. We examine ao#tative and a constant measure of poverty.
In addition to unionization, we consider demographeconomic performance, and social
policies. Further, we examine the effects of state! unionization net of household union
membership and for non-union households, and sizatselection into employment. We
ultimately demonstrate that state-level unionizai®a key institution shaping working poverty.

Indeed, unionization is the most important statelléfluence on individual working poverty.
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We find a similar demographic profile for workingyerty as previous research. Most
important are if the lead earner lacks a high sttlegree, has a college degree, or is employed
part-time, and whether the household contains pialgarners.

Beyond individual characteristics, economic perfance influences working poverty.
Though GDP PC fails to have a robust effect, waghpoverty increases when unemployment
and economic growth increase. The effects of gramthcounterintuitive as working poverty
should decline with economic expansion. It showdbted these effects are fairly robust for
both relative and constant measures of povertydedaote 17). Plausibly, growth exhibits a
positive effect because short-term economic expassn the 1990s and 2000s mainly occurred
through rising affluence for the top shares ofitttmme distribution and stagnation or decline
for the bottom half (Blank 2009). Also, recent egomnc expansions — for example, the post-
2001 period — that have featured rising produgtiaitd growth without significant declines in
unemployment (Freeman and Rodgers 2005) were fiestiee at reducing working poverty.
Therefore, the positive effects of growth may belpa byproduct of the period studied. Still,
unemployment appears to be the more important aispére business cycle.

State-level social policies also matter to workpoyerty. Though Ul maximum benefits
are not significant, constant working poverty iwéo in states with higher TANF/AFDC
maximum benefits. As social policy is also a kegtfee of a state’s institutional context, these
effects can be viewed as supportive of instituti@x@lanations of inequality (Brady 2009;
Brady et al. 2009; Korpi 1983; Lohmann 2009; Moke¢l. 2003).

Despite the relevance of policies and economicgperdnce, unionization has the largest
effect of the state-level variables. In the two-viidy models, a standard deviation increase in

unionization reduces the odds of working povertyalfgctor of 1.24-1.19. The effects of state-
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level unionization are robust even controlling fimusehold unionization or dropping union
households from the sample. In addition, the effe€tunionization on poverty among the
employed are not biased by a selection effect gol@ment or multiple earners. Finally, the
effects of unionization are actually larger andrem®re significant when we control for
unobserved state characteristics and generic tehglmainge in two-way FE models.

We proposed that our study could build on thresdiures, and our findings reinforce
those literatures. Consistent with the unionizagamings literature, and despite plausible
reasons for skepticism, we show that unions cldzehefit working poor households. Consistent
with the states as polities literature, U.S. statessalient settings for struggles and settlements
over the distribution of resources. The relativevpoof collective actors in states and the
institutions they enact matter net of nation-widmts, and may become even more
consequential with increasing devolution. Consistgth the comparative institutions literature,
we affirm that institutions and power relationsvibegn collective actors are fundamental causes
of inequalities (Brady et al. 2009). More specilizave endorse a broad version of power
resources theory, which contends that unionizatiatters to distribution independently of social
policy (Brady 2009; Korpi 1983; Volscho and Kell§I2).

There are a number of plausible reasons why statd-tinionization reduces working
poverty. Unions organize the distribution of resmsr by raising wages and benefits, and
regulate risks by enforcing safety regulations iaedeasing job security. They also allocate
opportunities by expanding and protecting qualitppyment (e.g. in the public sector), and
socialize normative expectations by encouragingtgGtiUnions reduce the likelihood of
poverty-inducing events like downward job mobilipgy cuts, and injuries. Further, unions

mitigate the consequences when such events ocalebgting the pay of other household
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members and by insuring against loss through theutative advantages of better pay before
such events. Though we control for maximum AFDC/TFA&hd Ul benefits, unionization likely
also increases other forms of public benefits.

Beyond such unobserved theoretical mechanismsgEaptovides some concrete
empirical evidence on how unionization reduces wayloverty. To do so, we examined the
effects of state-level unionization on the two pifial components of household income among
employed households: labor income and state trenéfereal 2010 dollars). Specifically, we
show the separate effects of unionization for thiggdon and top halves of the income distribution
as the bottom half is the group “at risk” of worgipoverty. Table 5 shows unionization
significantly increases labor income and statestiens in the bottom half of the distribution.
However, unionization is insignificant for both oammes in the top half of the distribution.
Therefore, unionization lifts households out of king poverty by raising the earnings and
transfers of households in the bottom half of tis#ridbution while having no effect on earnings
and transfers in the top half of the distribution.

[ TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE ]

A reasonable question is whether unionization benall segments of the working poor.
Unionization might only benefit traditionally unied or protected insiders like men, Whites,
and public sector or manufacturing workers. Sudugs are already less likely to be working
poor, and thus, unionization might fail to beneéttain disadvantaged groups. Online Appendix
Il summarizes analyses of the effects of ovetalleslevel unionization decomposed by
demographic groups and industries/sectors. Weuimdnization significantly reduces working
poverty among adult women and men, and among holdsetvith low-educated, African-

American and Latino lead earners. However, uniditumg effect for single mother households
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is only significant for constant working povertynidnization also significantly reduces working
poverty among households where the lead is emplioytee private, public (relative: p<.10,
constant: p<.05), manufacturing, and non-manufamsectors? Ultimately, unionization
appears to reduce working poverty for a broad wanédemographic groups and sectors.

From 1991 to 2010, working poverty declined modestithe average state and in the
U.S. (see Figure 2). This decline is perhaps ssirgyigiven earnings inequality grew
substantially over this period. As mentioned abdke,decline was most likely driven by
increased education and the expansion of the HBECause the decline in working poverty
coincided with declining unionization, one coulthctude that declining unionization was not
particularly problematic for working poverty. A neappropriate interpretation however is that
working poverty would have declined much more rhpidunionization had remained stable or
increased. Our counterfactual comparisons (seedé-gjusuggest the decline in unionization
increased working poverty. Net of all individuahdastate-level controls, declining unionization
from 1991 to 2010 increased the odds of workingepiywby a factor of 1.16-1.12. Therefore, the
decline of unionization hindered the decline in king poverty.

Our results suggest several policy implicationsstiinstitutions and laws affecting
unionization also effectively are social policies working poverty (Newman 1999). A political-
institutional environment discouraging unionizatisrthus likely to worsen working poverty.
Scholars have shown that legal permissiveness pboger opposition, cumbersome union
election rules, and broader political-economic gespresent barriers to labor mobilization
(Cornfield and Fletcher 2001; Jacobs and Dixon 20bpe and Jacobs 2009; Western 1997).
Our study implies that such factors have undesthéace increased working poverty. Second,

there have been a series of recent political effilartveaken public-sector unionization. Though
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these efforts are often justified in terms of eaqocompetitiveness and fiscal necessity, our
results suggest they may be counterproductivenyifeeonomic or job growth actually occurs
because of deunionization, the job growth is mikedy to be in low wage work. Even if
deunionization reduces public sector costs, thaltieg greater working poverty may lower tax
revenue as well. Third, because unionization isensatient than economic performance, states
will be much less effective in reducing working paty if they prioritize economic development
over, or by undercutting, unionization.

In addition to the points raised above, future aese can extend the present study in
several ways. First, because American poverty resdss devoted so much more attention to
joblessness, there is certainly a need for funtaeearch on working poverty. Second, scholars
can utilize this research design to examine vamaith working poverty across other spatial units
like cities and counties. Third, given the diffeces in working poverty across industries (see
Table 1), and because unionization scholars oftetysndustries, it would be valuable to more
deeply interrogate industry differences and indestwithin regions and states. While
appendices Il and IV show initial analyses actwsmd sectors, more fine-grained comparisons
would be useful.

We conclude by underlining one final implicationtbis study. Most of American
poverty research continues to concentrate solethetJ.S. In turn, the field has evolved rather
separately and without a full dialogue with intdfomal poverty research. One consequence is
that American poverty research has tended to netilegnstitutions that have been widely
studied in the comparative literature. Instead, Acag poverty research has tended to focus on
joblessness, and economic performance as the kegxtoal factor shaping poverty. By

embracing the comparative literature on institugiand power resources, this study shows the
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applicability of recent international poverty resgaand demonstrates the salience of political
and labor market institutions. Even while studyihg U.S., poverty scholars can learn much
from international research on labor markets, idiuand poverty. Whereas we show
institutions shape working poverty, scholars shaxplore how other, more well-studied aspects
of America’s very high poverty — single mother pdygjobless poverty, concentrated inner city

poverty — are also shaped by institutions and paelations between collective actors.
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Table 1. Multi-Level Logit Models of Working Poverty on Inddual- and State-Level Variables in 51 States in
2010 (N=162,564): Standardized Odds Ratios foreStatel Variables and Odds Ratios for Individuaisle

Variables (Z-Scores).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Unionization .882** .892**
(-2.78) (-3.05)
GDP PC .940*
(-2.16)
Economic Growth 1.142%**
(4.20)
Unemployment 1.109**
(2.80)
Single Mother 2.095%** 2.095*** 2.096***
(28.71) (28.71) (28.73)
Single Father 1.371%* 1.371%* 1.373%**
(8.14) (8.15) (8.20)
Female Head No Children 1.773*** 1.774%** 1.776***
(14.46) (14.46) (14.50)
Male Head No Children 1.511%** 1.511%** 1.513**
(10.09) (10.10) (10.13)
# of Children in HH 1.351%** 1.351%* 1.351%**
(36.55) (36.56) (36.56)
Child Under 5 1.375%** 1.375%* 1.375%**
(13.412) (13.40) (13.41)
Over 65 in HH 631 631 631
(-11.04) (-11.03) (-11.04)
Less Than H.S. 2.844%* 2.843*** 2.843***
(41.01) (41.00) (41.00)
College or More .305%** 305+ 305+
(-39.23) (-39.24) (-39.26)
African-American 1.657*** 1.654*** 1.655*%**
(16.55) (16.51) (16.52)
Latino 2.036*** 2.035%** 2.033***
(27.33) (27.33) (27.30)
Other Race 1.771%** 1.775%* 1.783%**
(15.93) (16.02) (16.18)
Under 25 2.722%** 2.721%** 2.724%*
(26.25) (26.24) (26.27)
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Table 1 Continued...

25-34 1.029 1.029 1.029
(1.00) (.98) (:99)
35-44 .824*** .824*** .824x*x
(-7.04) (-7.04) (-7.04)
55-64 .800*** .800*** .800***
(-5.91) (-5.91) (-5.91)
Multiple Earners .198*** .198*** .198***
(-79.56) (-79.55) (-79.54)
Public Sector .B40*** .639*** .640***
(-11.88) (-11.90) (-11.86)
Part-Time 4.831** 4.832** 4.830***
(77.46) (77.47) (77.45)
Agriculture 1.289*** 1.289*** 1.290%***
(3.70) (3.69) (3.71)
Construction .969 .969 .970
(-.82) (-.82) (--79)
Wholesale & 1.614*** 1.614*** 1.615%**
Retail Trade (16.07) (16.08) (16.11)
Transportation .750%** .750%** 751
(-5.77) (-5.75) (-5.74)
FIRE 1.112* 1.112* 1.113*
(2.92) (2.93) (2.95)
Administration 1.101* 1.102** 1.102**
(2.80) (2.82) (2.84)
Other Services 1.758*** 1.758*** 1.759%**
(13.43) (13.43) (13.45)
*** p< .001 ** p< .01 * p< .05

Notes: Constants not shown. References: Marriegleptl.S. degree/Some College, White, No Child Uride
Lead Earner 45-54, No Over 65 Member, Single-EaritérPrivate, Full-Time, and Manufacturing Sectodds

ratios between .999 and 1.0 rounded to .999, add bdtween 1.0 and 1.001 rounded to 1.001.
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Table 2. Two-Way Fixed Effects Logit Model of Working Povgon Individual- and State-
Level Variables in 51 States 1991-2010 (N=957,18%ndardized Odds Ratios and (Z-Scores).

Relative Constant
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Unionization .780*** .805*** .820*** .844***
(-4.61) (-4.46) (-3.76) (-3.67)
GDP PC 1.017 1.017
(.33) (.36)
Economic Growth 1.042** 1.041**
(3.04) (2.90)
Unemployment Rate 1.095%** 1.099%***
(4.09) (4.26)
TANF/AFDC Maximum 921 .917*
(-1.85) (-2.23)
Ul Maximum .960 .960
(-1.68) (-1.71)
*** n< 001

Notes: Constants not shown. All models controlificiividual-level variables in Table 1 and
fixed effects for state and year (not shown).
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Table 3. Replication Analysis of LIS and Current Populatiurvey in 51 States 2004-2010, Controlling fo©Oanitting Unionized Households:
Standardized Odds Ratios for State-Level Uniororaéind Odds Ratios for Unionized HH and (Z-Scores).

LIS Relative CPS Relative LIS Constant CPS Constant
Stae-Level .804** 770% T74* 748+ .80+ 1 22%* 727 .69¢&x*
Unionization (-2.69) (-2.46) (-2.43) (-2.64) (-2.67) (-3.00) (-2.97) (-3.20)
Unionized HF B17rxx 51 5x*
(-4.92) (-4.86)

Sampl Employec Employec Non-Union | Employec Employec Non-Union

Employed Employed
N 505,48t 129,69. 116,21 505,48t 129,69. 116,21
¥*p<.001 **p<.01 * p< .05

Notes: All models control for individual-level asthte-level variables included in Table 2 modeds@ 4 (not shown).
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Table 4. Selection Models of Employment and Multiple Eamen Individual- and State-Level Variables in 5at&¢: Odds Ratios and (Z-
scores).

Multi-Level Logit of Two-Way Fixed Effects Logit| Multi-Level Logit of Multiple | Two-Way Fixed Effects Logit
Employment in 2010 of Employment 1991-2010 Earners in 2010 of Multiple Earners 1991-
2010
Unionizatior .99¢ 1.00: 1.02( 1.02( 1.015* 1.019** .99¢ .99t
(-.06) (.32) (1.62) (1.67) (2.02) (3.29) (--60) (--83)
Economic 991 1.00¢ .98¢ .99¢
Growth (--42) (.81) (--76) (-1.22)
GDP P( 1.001 1.001 1.001 .99¢
(1.08) (.03) (1.20) (--42)
Unemploymer .925%** .954** 910%** 974**
(-3.63) (-3.29) (-5.99) (-3.29)
TANF/AFDC .999*** .99¢
Maximum (-4.05) (-1.94)
Ul Maximurr 1.001 1.001*
(1.13) (2.16)
N 181,55( 1,050,34 141,84. 830,43(
¥**p<. 001  **p<.0l * p<.05

Notes: The samples for the employment models arg hédded by working-aged adults. The samples éomilitiple earners models are
employed HHs headed by working-aged adults withtiplalworking aged-adults present. The models foltiple earners contain the individual-
level variables from Table 1 (and the two-way FBg) definition, the models for employment omit nipi earners, part-time employment, and
the industry dummies (because the LIS data onlyadas information on current employment). Becausesoy limited variation, we also omit

over 65 in HH from the employment models. Oddratietween .999 and 1.0 rounded to .999, and astdebn 1.0 and 1.001 rounded to 1.001.

42



Table5. Two-Way Fixed Effects OLS Models of Household Labwome, Household State Transfers and HousehatdR&te on
Individual- and State-Level Variables in 51 Stet891-2010: Coefficients and (T-Scores).

Dependent Variable Unionization Coefficient
Below Median Equivalized Income (N=433,224)
Real HH Labor Income in 2010 dollars (equivalized) 89.608***
(7.47)
Real HH Transfers in 2010 dollars (equivalized) 233.865***
(15.15)
At/Above Median Equivalized Income (N=523,881)
Real HH Labor Income in 2010 Dollars (logged & elized) -.001
(-1.35)
Real HH Transfers in 2010 Dollars (logged & equixed) .0003
(.22)
*¥*p<.001 **p<.01 *p< .05

Notes: Each cell represents a separate model. @dets control for individual-level variables in Tald, state-level variables in
Table 2, and fixed effects for state and year ghatvn). The dependent variables are not loggeaeimélow median samples as the
unlogged versions are not skewed.
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Online Appendix |I. Descriptive Statistics and Sources for Tablesdn@4 and Online
Appendix II: Means and Standard Deviations in Pdreses.

2010 1991-2010 Sources
Relative 113 116 LIS http://www.lisdatacenter.or
Poverty (.317) (.321)
Constant -- 125 LIS
Poverty (.331)

Unionization 11.980 13.486 Hirsch and Macpherson (201
(5.762) (6.422)  http://www.unionstats.com/

GDP PC 48464.03 43479.48 BEA http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.h
(15117.40) (13696.04)
Economic 3.000 3.066 BEA http://www.bea.gov/regional/index.h
Growth (1.836) (2.661)
Unemployment 9.145 5.969 BLS http://www.bls.gov/lau/tables.ht
Rate (.2.106) (2.152)
TANF/AFDC - 534.874  House of Representativ
Maximum (214.005) http://www.gpoaccess.gov/wmprints/green/index.html
Urban Institute
http://anfdata.urban.org/wrd/WRDWelcome.cfm
Ul Maximum -- 392.067 DOL http://www.ows.doleta.gov/unemploy/statelaws
(85.639)
Single Mom .105 .093 LIS
HH (.306) (.291)
Single Dad HH .046 .042 LIS
(.209) (.200)
Female Head .070 .068 LIS
No Kid HH (.255) (.252)
Male Head No .069 .069 LIS
Kid HH (.253) (.253)
# of Childrenin  1.443 1.428 LIS
HH (1.350) (1.357)
Child Under 5 276 275 LIS
(.447) (.446)
Over 65 in HH .070 .064 LIS
(.254) (.244)
Less Than H.S. .100 119 LIS
(.300) (.323)
College or .353 .306 LIS
More (.478) (.461)
African- .103 .097 LIS
American (.305) (.296)
Latino 181 .163 LIS
(.385) (.369)
Other Race .091 .067 LIS
(.288) (.249)
Under 25 .047 .058 LIS

(.211) (.233)
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Online
Appendix |
continued...
25-34

35-44

55-64
Multiple
Earners
Public Sector
Part-Time
Agriculture
Construction
Wholesale &
Retail Trade
Transportation
FIRE

Administration

Other Services

219
(.413)
317
(.465)
140
(.347)
668
(.471)
159
(.366)
180
(.384)
017
(.128)
.080
(.271)
173
(.379)
.058
(.234)
146
(.354)
258
(.437)
.056
(.230)

162,564

241
(.428)
338
(.473)
110
(.313)
694
(.461)
160
(.366)
192
(.395)
021
(.142)
.083
(.276)
157
(.363)
064
(.245)
132
(.339)
231
(421)
048
(.213)

957,105

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS

LIS
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Online Appendix I1: Sensitivity Analyses of Unionization Effects wietoverty Defined at
Various Percents of Median: Two-Way Fixed Effectgit Models in 51 States 1991-2010
(N=957,105).

Poverty Line Unionization Odds Ratios & Z-Scores
% of Median Relative Constant
10% .954 .946
(-1.61) (-1.92)
20% 973 .963
(-1.32) (-1.84)
30% .981 973*
(-1.55) (-2.32)
40% .983 977
(-1.85) (-2.60)
60% 976 *** .978**
(-3.50) (-3.12)
70% .978 ** 977
(-3.47) (-3.35)
80% 969 *** Q7 2%**
(-4.91) (-4.44)
90% 970 *** 97 3***
(-4.96) (-4.14)
**n< 001 **p<.01 *p< .05

Notes: Each cell represents a separate model. @deis control for individual- and state-level
variables in Table 2 (models 2 and 4) and fixedaff for state and year (not shown).
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Online Appendix | I1. Decomposition of State-Level Unionization EffebisDemographic
Groups and Sectors: Two-Way Fixed Effects Logit Eledn 51 States 1991-2010.

Unionization Odds Ratios & Z-Scores N

Demographic Groups Relative Constant

Adult Female Individuals .960*** 967*** 323,963
(-5.04) (-4.25)

Adult Male Individuals .963*** 972%* 311,675
(-4.35) (-3.43)

Single Mother HHs 976 967* 89,113
(-1.48) (-2.03)

Low-Educated Lead HHs 937*** 944%** 113,603
(-3.98) (-3.48)

African-American Lead HHs .950** .935%** 92,548
(-2.58) (-3.74)

Latino Lead HHs .939%** 94 3+ 155,779
(-4.03) (-3.65)

Industries

Private Sector .965*** 975** 804,440
(-4.12) (-3.14)

Public Sector .955 .942* 154,105
(-1.82) (-2.47)

Private Non-Manufacturing .968*** Q77+ 356,723
(-3.93) (-2.81)

Private Manufacturing .959* .961* 200,416
(-2.36) (-2.36)

**n<.001 **p<.01 *p< .05

Notes: Each cell represents a separate model. @dkts control for individual- and state-level
variables in Table 2 (models 2 and 4) and fixedaf for state and year (not shown), with the
exception that some control variables are omittedddinition in some models (e.g. the sample
of single mother households omits the controlofber family structures).
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Online Appendix I V. Decomposition of Sector-Specific State-Level Umeation Effects and
Sector-Specific Samples: Two-Way Fixed Effects Lddpdels in 51 States 1991-2010.

Sector-Specific Unionization N
Odds Ratios & Z-Scores
Relative Constant
Private Sector .963*** 972 804,440
(-4.21) (-3.23)
Public Sector .995 .998 154,105
(-.53) (-.19)
Private Non-Manufacturing 977 .984 356,723
(-1.70) (-1.23)
Private Manufacturing 978** .980** 87,262
(-3.14) (-3.27)
***p<.001 **p<.01 *p< .05

Notes: Each cell represents a separate model. @deis control for individual- and state-level
variables in Table 2 (models 2 and 4) and fixeda for state and year (not shown), with the
exception that some control variables are omittedddinition in some models (e.g. the sample
of manufacturing leads omits the controls for otihdustries)
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ENDNOTES

Y In our sample below, about three-quarters of wayldged poor households contain a worker.
% The subject index of Blank and colleagues (2006)king and Pooincludes only one

mention of unions (p.374), which discusses theidieg receipt of unemployment insurance.
Wilson (1996: 28) briefly acknowledges decliningamzation for less-skilled workers. Blank
(1997) only mentions unions (p.67) while notingiealogy and globalization contributed to the
decline of union jobs. Cancian and Danziger (2008htion teacher unions and unions’ historic
resistance to healthcare reform. The only othertimers Blank’s (2009: 77) brief discussion of
how the decline of unions is worse among lessezkivorkers. There is no reference to
unionization or labor unions in the extensive ineerf Danziger and Haveman (2001), Danziger
and colleagues (1994), Jencks and Peterson (1&9ih)O’Connor’s (2001) history of American
poverty research.

% The decline was even more rapid in countriesAilkstralia, Germany, and New Zealand which
fell from ~50 percent in the 1970s to ~20 percgn2®@11. Still, unionization remained relatively
stable near 30 percent in other liberal market ecoes like Canada and the United Kingdom
(Visser 2011).

* This reflects an older argument in the labor miaskgmentation literature that unionization
unites workers and raises earnings of non-memksoslpn 1972).

> The 1991 dataset has more than 155,000 casethe@94-2010 datasets all have more than
128,000. By contrast, the preceding 1986 dataskides fewer than 32,000. Because large
states are a substantial share of the sample98&dataset might not be representative for

midsized and smaller states.
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® Online Appendix Il displays sensitivity analysesying the thresholds from 10 to 90 percent
of the median (with 1991-2010 models). The numlbenaployed households below the lower
thresholds is very small in many state-years. Aasalt, unionization becomes less significant at
the lower thresholds. Still, unionization is alwanegatively signed, often near significant, and
becomes significant above 40 percent for relatik 20 percent for constant.

’ In other analyses, we lagged unionization one.y&#e results were consistent, in part because
unionization correlates >.98 with the value in pneceding year.

8 The maximum AFDC/TANF plus food stamp benefitsiddae preferable. However, the state-
level correlation between the two measures is >which suggests little loss of information.

°In 2010, the z-score is -.33. For 1991-2010, tkeare for relative poverty is 1.24 and for
constant is .95. We suspect the lack of signifieangartly because there is little interstate
variation in minimum wages. The coefficient of \aion for the minimum wage in 2010 is only
.05. By contrast, the coefficient of variation torionization is .49, and all other state-level
variables are greater than .23.

19 This variable is lagged one year. For Nebraskayseel the Democratic proportion of
congressional representatives as a proxy for thepaotisan state legislature. For D.C., we
imputed Democratic control of the governor andestagjislature.

" The correlation with relative working poverty i94 in 2010, and -.01 in 1991-2010. In 2010,
Democratic control has a z-score of 1.01. For 18910, Democratic control has a z-score of .05
for relative and -.22 for constant.

2 There may be concern that the 2010 time pointrsdeuthe Great Recession. However, in
analyses available upon request, we replicatedrthgs-sectional analysis for each of the seven

years and the results were consistent.
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13 Specifically, we estimate xtlogit in Stata witheadive quadrature and 30 integration points
(Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008).

14 Standardized odds multiply the coefficient by stendard deviation of the independent
variable and then exponentiate. We interpret thgnitade of odds less than one in terms of
inverse odds (-1/odds).

151n 2010, state-level unionization correlates .6(hWANF maximum benefit and .50 with Ul
maximum, while TANF maximum and Ul maximum correlad4.

16 As a robustness check, we dropped one year mtea #icross the 14 models, unionization was
always significantly negative for both relative azahstant poverty. We also dropped one state at
a time, and unionization was always significantgative across the 102 models for relative and
constant poverty.

1" Economic growth remains significantly positivenié drop any of the 51 states and remains
fairly robustly significant if we drop any years{p5 dropping any of 1994-2007; p<.10 for
relative dropping 1991; p=.15 for constant drop@di®§1; p=.10 for constant dropping 2010).
Economic growth is robustly significant if we ren@o&DP PC. Economic growth is only near
significant if both unemployment and GDP PC or upkryment are dropped in the 1991-2010
models. Yet, it remains significant under all cdiwgtis in the 2010 models. Economic growth is
only modestly correlated with other state-leveliatles (r < .30).

18 Across the 51 states, the mean TANF/AFDC maximelirfrom $610.96 in 1991 to $437.21

in 2010 (in real 2010 dollars).

19We can approximate the LIS measure of househaolthie for 2004 to 2010, and find similar
levels of working poverty with the CPS as with tHi8. However, we are unable to exactly

recreate the LIS income measure because of srffaltefices in the calculation of taxes and the
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inclusion of some near-cash transfers. Furtheauieethe LIS cleans and creates a new set of
standardized variables, we cannot exactly replidaendividual-level controls. As a result, the
effects of independent variables are somewhatrdifte Prior to the 2004 CPS, we are simply
unable to make the data comparable.

0 Some may suspect a spurious correlation betweienization and poverty because states
with large public sectors might have higher uniaticn and lower poverty. However, this is
unlikely for several reasons. First, the modelsm@driior public employment at the individual-
level and the effects of state-level unionizatiom @et of this individual control. Therefore,
public employment would have to have a contexttfateon non-public sector workers, and
this contextual effect would have to cancel outuhmnization effect. Second, the models
control for two key social policies and state fixedtects, and we also tested minimum wages
and Democratic party control of state governmens. inlikely that public sector size has a
direct effect on working poverty net of all thesate characteristics. Third, public employment is
better thought of as a mechanism between unionizaind working poverty, as unionization
likely increases public employment and boosts antepts the compensation of public
employees. Finally, even if large public sectovpded services that boost the capability of the
poor and near poor, this would most likely manitesbugh greater employment. Because we
already control for part-time employment, and uigation has no effect on employment or
multiple earners, this probably cannot explaindfiect of unionization on working poverty.

2L An alternative approach would examine pre-fisoime or pre-fisc working poverty. We
prefer this approach because labor income (i.@irggs) and transfers are more concrete and
precise. In other analyses, we also found congistsnlts for the unionization effects in the

entire distribution, and below the"§®d", and 78 percentile of the median equivalized income.
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22 As a further step, Online Appendix IV summarizealgses decomposing both unionization
and the sample by major industry/sectors (e.g.ipgklctor unionization predicting public sector
working poverty). Online Appendix IV should be reaih caution as the cell sizes are often
quite small (e.g. D.C. had zero unionization in ofanturing in 2007 and 2010). Still, Online
Appendix IV shows that sector-specific unionizathas a significant negative effect in the
private and manufacturing sectors, however theceffare not significant in the public and non-

manufacturing sectors.
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