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ABSTRACT

The labor and environmental movements have hadnplozated relationship with
periods of cooperation as well as conflict, buerdty there has been increasing collaboration at
the national level. Whether such a trend of coafpen can be sustained will partially depend on
grassroots-level connections between the two momgsnéHowever, there has been little
empirical research on the environmental attitudesyamn members, which is important for
understanding the potential for shared values betwamion members and environmental
activists. This thesis analyzes 1993, 2000, arid) ZBeneral Social Survey data to examine if
the environmental attitudes of people in union letwadds have changed given shifting labor-
environment relations and broader political-ecormeoainditions. | find that union membership
does not influence environmental concern in weakenomic times (1993 and 2010) but that it
has a positive effect on environmental concerrriongier economic times (2000). Thus, union
household are generally no less concerned aboenieonment than non-union households.
Therefore, strengthening connections between umiembers and environmental activists may

be a feasible strategy for invigorating both tHeolaand environmental movements.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The size and strength of the American labor movéras decreased over the past 40
years, union membership rates fell from nearly artgn of the workforce in 1973 to only 11.8%
in 2011 (Hirsch and Macpherson, 2012). Recentlg, @fithe remaining bastions of union
density, the public sector, is being threatenedtbgmpts to eliminate public employee collective
bargaining rights (Aronowitz 2011). Meanwhile, lghd climate change continues to accelerate
and political action on reducing greenhouse gassons appears doubtful for the near future
(McCright and Dunlap 2011). These political crises forcing both the labor and environmental
movements to look toward new strategies to achtiesie goals and to collaborate with one
another. Blue-green collaboration can help botlugscachieve goals they would not have won
on their own (Gottlieb 2001; Obach 2002), and ladmrolars have explored how social
movement unionism and coalition building can helatalize the U.S. labor movement
(Tattersall 2010).

Labor and environmental coalitions, however, feltallenges as the two movements
have a mixed relationship with periods of cooperatais well as conflict. Unions have at times
been advocates for the environment, but perceptbagobs versus the environment dichotomy
has been one of the main barriers to broader aadgsr union and environmentalist
collaboration (Zoller 2009). During the 1960s d®¥0s unions helped to pass major
environmental legislation and mobilized around éssaf clean air and toxics. Yet in the 1970s
and 1980s, during a period of deindustrializatiod waning union power, relations between
unions and environmentalists were generally tes$ieough there was cooperation in specific
places and industries (Gould, Lewis and Robertg2B6tabrook, Siqueira, and Machado 2000).

Collaboration on trade issues and toxics in theD&9particularly at the 1999 WTO protests in
1



Seattle, was then marred by disagreements ovétyibi climate protocol and a lack of
sustained coalitions (Gould, Lewis and Roberts 2004

Recently there has been an increase in labor-eameat collaboration. In the mid-
2000s, unions shifted their stance on climate caamgl began working with environmental
organizations, including forming the Blue Greenidkce (BGA) in 2004 with several large
environmental groups, to advance green job creatnohclimate change mitigation (Savage and
Soron 2011; Bird, Lawton, and Purnell 2010; Goldelyis, and Roberts 2004). Yet, conflict
over jobs and environmental protection continuesréate rifts, as seen by the recent
controversy over the proposed Keystone XL pipelivag led construction unions to leave the
BGA in January 2012 (Restuccia, 2012).

The success and sustainability of labor-environneeatitions likely depends on
grassroots connections between workers and enveptaiists that can overcome divisions and
the “jobs versus the environment” dichotomy that parsisted despite often contradictory
empirical evidence (Goodstein, 1999; Obach, 208Bared values and ideologies are important
for motivating people to participate in social mments and sustaining cross-movement
coalitions (Stern et al., 1999). Thus, learninguthunion members’ environmental attitudes can
enable assessment of their support for the godlseoénvironmental movement and the potential
for shared ideology. Yet, beyond national levelgoktatements and local case studies, there is
little information on what rank and file union meenb think about the environment and its'
relationship to the economy. Is the increasedgauenvironmental issues by union leadership
and national coalitions associated with rank aledconcerns about the environment? How have
changing economic and political conditions influedconcerns about the environment and the

economy?



This paper will assess whether union householdw shiferences in environmental
concern compared to non-union households and drumembers agree with the goals of
environmentalism. While the existing literature liged case studies, interviews and media
analysis to study specific coalitions and laboriemment relations at an organizational or
national level (Bonanno and Blome, 2001; ZollefQ2p | investigate environmental attitudes at
the individual level of union members by using gs@ of national survey data. | use the 1993,
2000 and 2010 General Social Survey (GSS) dataamime if the relationships between union
membership and the environment have shifted ipés¢ two decades given changing political-
economic contexts and labor-environment relatibespirically assess dominant assumptions
about union members supporting jobs over the enment. By exploring the environmental
concerns of union members across two decades) ealmine how the social bases of public
support for social movements shift over time giebanging socio-political contexts
(Klandermans, 2000; McCright and Dunlap, 2008).

The use of nationally representative data allowsfoanalysis of broader trends in
popular opinions and generalizations to union memhatlarge, beyond local contexts and
particular cases. My research builds on case sitndycomparative-historical research to look at
the generalized influence of union membership onrenmental attitudes at the national scale
and if public controversies around jobs and tharenment, as well as blue-green collaboration,
are reflected in the attitudes of union member® 3Jtady provides information useful for
national-level coalition building and politics aimights for activists, policymakers and social
movement organizations. My research can help gereiation of collective-action frames used to

mobilize union members around environmental issmésm actions by labor and



environmental leaders and provide insight to themtoal shared values and goals of trade

unionists and environmentalists.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Class, Labor and Environmental
Concern

My thesis draws from theory about environmentalogon, labor-environment relations
and the role of values and ideology in social moaet® to assess the environmental attitudes of
union members and the implications for cross-moveroealitions. Environmental concern is
commonly conceptualized in the literature as a riatteted construct that contains several
aspects that are relatively distinctive but likediated to one another (e.g., Dunlap and Jones
2002; Xiao and Dunlap 2007). The main aspects@aneern for specific environmental
problems, willingness to pay (WTP), perception @dreomic-environmental trade-offs, policy
support, environmental activism, general environt@eroncern and environmental worldviews.
In this paper | focus on three aspects on enviraniaheoncern: willingness to pay, perception of
economy-environment trade-offs, and concern foirenmental problems. | explore the ways in
which union membership as well as related factbrcoupation and class influence
environmental attitudes.

Union membership is theoretically relevant to emwimental concern because of the
impact union membership has on political attitualed activism as well as the relationships
between class and occupation with environmentat@ms. Unions could be an important
institution for developing environmental awarenessce, as Dietz et al. (1998) hypothesize, the
link between environmentalism and social structarght occur in communities of discourse that
shape core beliefs and in communities that userki'onment for production or recreation.
Unions create spaces for dialogue and consciousaesssg, which might lead union workers to

see the connections between corporate power, ¢éxipbm and environmental destruction.



Unions influence the political beliefs of their mieens and are a venue where politics are
regularly discussed (Leymon 2011; Lipset, Trow, @uleman 1956). Members participate in
democratically running the organization and inteveith fellow workers, a process that can raise
political consciousness and develop the skillscfeic participation (Verba, Schlozman, and
Brady 1995).

However, relations between unions and environmistgadre commonly perceived as
being contentious because of conflicts over jolssugethe economy and class differences.
Workers in polluting industries have an economteriest in maintaining and growing the sector
since, as Marx explained, capitalists exploit woskaut workers depend on wage labor for their
livelihoods. Specific industries and firms couldoerience increased costs of production from
environmental regulation, and potentially decrems@loyment or move to locations with less
environmental regulation. In Schnaiberg's (198&dmill of production theory, labor
collaborates with capital and the state to demamdirued growth. Environmental destruction,
particularly occupational hazards and deterioratboommunity health, as well as economic
exploitation may lead workers to reject the tredtiéeology.

There are contradictory theoretical arguments fov bccupational experiences shape
understandings of the environment, but occupasamiimportant social structural and
institutional location that shapes people’s norexpectations, values and experiences (Oesterle
2001). Workers in blue-collar manual and manufaetuoccupations might perceive a greater
personal economic threat from environmental prazadhan white-collar workers (Kahn 2002;
Kazis and Grossman 1982). Post-materialism theositpthat middle-class white-collar
workers will be more concerned about the environrbegause they are less economically

threatened by environmental regulations and haltaralivalues associated with



environmentalism (Cotgrove and Duff 1980; Ingelli&®77; Novotny 2000). However, other
scholars have argued that blue-collar workers etigally more concerned about environmental
issues since they face more on-the-job exposuneatih and environmental hazards (Gordon
1998).

Union members' environmental attitudes are alsedlto class, which may influence
people's environmental consciousness and relaipitsihe environmental movement. Building
from Bourdieu’s concept of habitus and culturalitdpRose (1997) argues that different class
positions shape the construction of identities aldes, which influence concern about the
environment. Class and cultural differences haeated tensions between the labor and
environmental movements. The mainstream enviroteherovement largely comprises white
middle-class professionals, although alternatiwtohies have highlighted the environmental
activism of working class and minority communit{€ottlieb 2001; Montrie 2000; Novotny
2000). Still, mainstream environmental groups hageorically focused on preservation and
conservation, which often overlooks the economaxdseof working class communities,
particularly maintaining jobs, and their environrtedrtoncerns about public health and
industrial hazards (Zoller 2009). Environmentalargations tend to be more deliberative, reach
decisions through discussion and consensus andrhanadly driven politics, while unions are
more hierarchical, and structured, and motivatechbyerial issues (Zoller 2009). According to
Rose (1997), middle-class movements are motivagaddals and seek to make change through
consciousness raising, while working-class movemergpond to immediate conditions and
opposition to authority.

Income and wealth may also shape people's attitioteegds the environment.

According to the affluence hypothesis, people arecerned about the environment once they



have met their material needs and thus poorer pewifiiplace less priority on the environment
(Diekman and Franzen 1999). On the other handr@mmental justice theory contests
assumptions about upper-class environmentalisnaaserts that working class and minority
communities are disproportionately exposed to emvirental hazards (e.g. Atlas 2002;

Davidson & Anderton 2000; Grant, Trautner, Down&yl hiebaud 2010), which leads to greater
awareness and concern about environmental consli(Buttel and Flinn 1978). The objective
problems hypothesis posits that environmental aoniseshaped by people's direct experience of
environmental conditions and exposure to ecolodiaabrds- an argument used to account for
environmentalism in the Global South (Brechin 1999)

The environmental attitudes of union members atelatermined solely by their social
position but shaped by ideology, union and sociav@ment organizations' tactics, and political
and economic conditions. Workers would benefit ftoamsforming relations of production to be
more ecologically and socially sustainable and g¢&la from increasing profits and economic
growth. Yet, dominant ideology leads workers tanapro-environmental policies for job loss,
rather than management cost-cutting strategieshenidroader power relations that lead to the
exploitation of nature and labor (Freudenberg, Wi|s& O'Leary 1998). Capitalist hegemonic
ideology and job blackmail by corporations havecexhated division between workers and
environmentalists (Bullard 1990). Divide and conusteategies have separated these two
powerful social movements and the jobs verse the@rmment rhetoric is particularly effective
during periods of poor economic conditions and higemployment (Foster 1993; Gottlieb
1992). Corporations help create this ideologgulgh issue management strategies, which are

reinforced by media portrayals of a jobs verseett@nomy dichotomy (Zoller 2009).



Social Movements

Social movement scholars have called for a renda@gs on ideology and emphasized
the important role of values, beliefs and cultureniotivating mobilization and sustaining
movement participation (Stern, et al. 1999; Zal@®0 Thus, in this paper | use survey data
about attitudes and opinions to explore the impéblue-green coalitions on their members and
the potential to mobilize union members aroundetm&gronment. Public support is an important
resource for social movements to mobilize andagti{Burstein 1998; Giugni 1998; Stern el al.
1999). People who agree with the goals of a moveasrenpresumably adherents who could be
mobilized under the right conditions (McAdam et18B8). McCright and Dunlap (2008) find
that sympathetic values and a coherent ideologyngsiasocial movement participants are
important for sustaining action. Therefore, undarding union members' attitudes is important
for assessing their possible support for the gofaike environmental movement and
engagement in environmentalism activism. Concebpositathe environment could be a potential
shared value between the two movements- therdferdegree of union members’ support for
environmentalism is key for understanding ideolabalignment between the two movements
and possibilities for collective action (McCrightdaDunlap 2008).

Values and opinions are important for informingiabmovement strategies and
communications because the framing of issues @atea meaningful and emotional rational
for action when frames are connected to peopldisf®@nd define a problem and potential
solutions (Snow and Benford 1988). Framing issnasdys that connect to core beliefs can
spark and sustain action. In turn, strong coalgimly on shared values, personal connections
and participation at the grassroots level sinceelibgwng common consciousness and goals
depends not only leadership but also rank andrfilelvement (Bonanno & Blome, 2001).

Recruiting people and sustaining engagement witlo@ement or coalition is easier if people
9



have similar beliefs (Mix 2011). Thus, my investiga can provide insight into the
environmental issues that are meaningful to uniemtrers that can inform how union activists
and environmental organizations develop strategiiomframes and communicate about the
environment.

My focus on attitudes is not meant to assert thaias movements are entirely, or even
predominantly, driven by attitudes or values. @i, social and economic structures, as well as
resources, play important roles, and values neéeé tinderstood within structures of power and
in relation to people's unique interpretations anderstandings. Some resource mobilization
theorists have argued that agreement on values isacessary for mobilization, but that publics
must simply become sympathizers with the movenmMoCarthy and Zald, 1977). Thus, the
lack of alignment on environmental values betwdmnlabor and environmental movements
does not preclude the possibility of joint collgetiaction, but would likely make mobilization

and strategic framing more challenging.
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CHAPTER 3

LITERATURE REVIEW

Labor Environment Relations

Relationships between unions and environmentdisie been mixed with periods of
collaboration as well as conflict. Union approactethe environment are not monolithic, as
different unions, leaders and rank and file actsvigave taken varied positions and changed over
time. Yet, the “environment versus economy” rhetailominates much national discourse on the
relationship between the labor and environmentaleneents and conflicts in particular areas
and industries have received heightened media alittcal attention (Adkin 1998; Dewey 1998;
Estabrook, Siqueira, and Machado 2000). Many pditis, business leaders, and media
commentators use rhetoric of “jobs versus the enwent,” which positions protecting the
environment as hurting economic prosperity andgservation (Matthews 2010). However,
empirical research finds limited evidence of negajob and economic impacts of
environmental regulation (Goodstein 1999; Jaffale1995; Smulders et al. 2011). Some
economists, environmentalists, and policymakersathat environmental regulation can
actually create jobs, especially in green manufatguand pollution reduction (Renner and
Peterson 2000).

Unions also have a long history of environmentalérd collaboration with
environmental organizations around issues of toxiolution, health and safety, and
international trade (Bonanno & Blome 2001). P&B06) claims that pollution has been very
important in broader American working class poéitiBlue-collar unions have historically been
active on issues of pollution and workplace hazélréspold 2007). Worker environmentalism

can be traced to the roots of the labor movemetitarearly industrial factories of the late 1800s
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and workers’ awareness of unhealthy working coadgiand the disruption of nature and rural
lifestyles by industrialization (Gottlieb 1992).

Organized labor was instrumental in helping passdavironmental legislation in the
1960s and 1970s, such as the Clean Water Act &.1Buring this period environmentalists
also showed support for workers’ issues. For exentipe Sierra Club supported the Oil
Chemical and Atomic Workers (OCAW) in their 1978lst against Shell Oil over health and
safety demands (Montrie 2000). Yet in the late0s9&nd 1980s, deindustrialization, a
conservative political climate, and attacks on arpad labor contributed to more contentious
relationships (Gould, Lewis and Roberts 2004). iEervmentalists failed to support labor on
several key issues, such as working conditionanmiing, and unions shrank away from
environmental actions. Many of the national-lewadldions broke apart, although there were a
few successful local efforts around specific isqi@sach 2002).

Periods of intense dispute in the 1980s and d&®@s, particularly in the Northwest
timber industry that pitted workers against spottedss, captured the national discourse (Foster,
1993). Yet in the mid 1990s unions and environ@alésts began to renew their social movement
strategies to push back against conservatism ampom@de-backed attacks on labor rights and the
environment (Gould, et al., 2004). The anti-globation movement brought them together,
symbolized by the 1999 WTO protests in SeattlethrdTeamsters and Turtles” slogan (Gould
et al., 2004). However splits emerged around theruopposition to the 1997 Kyoto climate
agreement, although environmental organizationsadoly did little to gain union support, and a
lasting coalition was not sustained (Gould et2004; AFL-CIO 1998).

Since the early 2000s there has been a renewead &flabor-environment coalitions and

framing of the environment as an economic and sp@éce issue. The growth of the
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environmental justice movement that analyzes catpguower, race and class, as well as the
focus by some unions on broader social issuesasegeopportunities for collaboration and
overcomes past differences in culture and classdthy 2000; Zoller 2009). Green jobs have
become popular political rhetoric that links enwineental sustainability with job creation and
attempts to overcome the dichotomy between the@mwient and the economy. Union
environmentalism is part of broader turn towardsaainionism, and unions that have promoted
social unionism have been more effective at ovenegnobs verse the environment conflicts
(Siegmann 1985).

The AFL-CIO and major unions have shifted theiligyostances to support action on
climate change, particularly international framekgand national legislation to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, and have mobilized acdinmate change as a social and economic
justice issue (AFL-CIO 2009). In 2004 the Blue Grédliance (BGA) was formed between
leading mainstream environmental organizationduding the Sierra Club and the Natural
Resources Defense Council, and several large unimiading the U.S. Steelworkers and the
Service Employees International Union (Savage andr52011). Environmental organizations
in the BGA have also taken steps to support unbiyredopting some of their key demands,
including stronger union organizing laws (Obach400

Yet, labor-environment coalitions are fragile adtnue to face divisions over jobs.
Coalitions have stumbled over workers’ concerns énaironmental regulation will cost jobs
and assistance, including alternative employmedtteaining, are rarely provided for workers
displaced by environmental protections (Montrie @Q0&nvironmentalists have not been
consistent defenders of social and economic justicé have been slow to recognize the socio-

economic impacts of environmental regulation (Siagm1985).The recent dispute over the
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Keystone pipeline is indicative of these ongoingsions. The Laborers Union (LIUNA),
Teamsters and other construction unions suppdntegipeline because it would create jobs for
their members while other unions and environmengénizations opposed the project due to
the environmental hazards and subsequent greengassamissions. This led LIUNA to leave

the BGA (Restuccia 2012).

Values and Framing in Cross-Movement
Coalitions

Collaboration may benefit both workers and envirentalists, as coalitions can help
both groups achieve goals they could not accomplysivorking alone (Gottlieb 2001; Obach
2004a). Coalition building has received increasteintion from scholars and activists interested
in strategies for revitalizing organized labor &odnd coalitions to be effective in building
worker power (Tattersall 2010). However, theseneblue-green coalitions will not be long
lasting and sustainable without grassroots commmtsnand agreement on fundamental issues
and values (Gordon 1998).

Creating shared identities, values and personafioelships is particularly important for
cross-movement coalition formation and can helpawae tensions between trade unionists and
environmentalists (Mayer 2009; Mayer, Brown, andréllo-Frosch 2010). Fine's (2011)
research on union-community coalitions found thacessful efforts require commitment, deep
connections and mutual self-interest. Mayer, Brand Morello-Frosch (2010) found that blue-
green coalitions need a shared collective ideatity collective action frames that mobilize
members. Frames and rhetoric can bridge differenipgs and create a sense of shared interest as
well as create new meanings and collective idestéiround the environment (Novotny 2000).
Frames of public and occupational health and catpaaccountability have been useful for

forming local blue-green alliances especially ambigsues of specific hazards and toxics
14



(Edwards 2011, Estabrook et al. 2000; Mayer 2008yvever, little of the existing literature

examines rank and file union members' attitudesiath@ environment (Siegmann 1985).

Environmental Concern and Union
Membership

Empirical research on the social, demographic,poiitical predictors of environmental
concern finds that age, education, political idggleand gender are quite robust predictors
(Jones and Dunlap 1992; Xiao and McCright 2007)lenhcome, race religious beliefs, and
place of residence are much less consistent (dmeBunlap 1992; Diamantopoulos et al. 2003;
Dietz, Stern, & Guagnano 1998; Gelissen 2007). Yyeoymore educated and more liberal
people and women have shown greater concern.t8glktereotype of young liberal
environmentalists is likely an overstatement (S&884). People of color and women have
shown stronger pro-environmental attitudes, padrtyifor local environmental problems, but
less so for measures that include economic costslélp & Scarce 1991; Mohai 1990; Mohai
and Bryan 1998; Klineberg 1998; Wall 1995). Dietale (1998) found that employment in
extractive industries only negatively affected supor spending on the environment, not other
measures of environmental concern, and that emmaoym polluting industries was not
significant. The significant predictors vary by athmeasure of environmental concern is being
used, but the three facets | focus on, willingrtegsay, perceptions of economic-environment
trade-offs and concerns about specific environmegmtdblems appear to be influenced by
similar factors (lvanova and Tranter 2008; Mos@081).

Environmental problems have become increasinglsrpedd and contested political
issues, and attitudes about the environment appder based more upon political ideologies

rather than scientific evidence. Partisan dividastever support for pro-environment policies
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as well as attitudes towards and involvement withénvironmental movement (McCright and
Dunlap 2011; Dunlap, Xiao and McCright 2001).

Scholars also find that at the population levelirmmmental attitudes are shaped by
larger economic trends. Pro-environmental beliat$ @olicy support are lower during weaker
economic times than during stronger ones (EllRégens, and Seldon 1995; Elliott, Seldon, and
Regens 1997;Guber 2003; Kahn and Kotchen 2011)nBtance, Scruggs and Benegal (2012)
find that decreases in public concern about clirchenge are related to economic insecurity
created by recessions and poor labor market conditi

Despite the attention given to conflicts betweemkeos and environmentalists and case
studies on labor-environment coalitions, therdtiite Irecent empirical research on the
environmental attitudes of individual union workegsegmann’s (1985) analysis of a 1980
survey of AFL-CIO members, found that union membwesgge largely supportive of
environmental protection. Siegmann (1985) speeslttat changing distribution of organized
labor towards greater representation of publicserdice sector members may increase
possibilities for union’s pro-environmental actiphewever, dwindling numbers in industrial
unions, who have historically supported environrakeptotection, could also dampen union
environmentalism. Obach (2002) used a 1997-198&yg.of state-level labor leaders and found
that leaders had mostly positive views of theiatiehships with environmentalists. Union
leaders were also concerned about environmentasssut they did believe that in some
instances environmental protection could harm wastk&xcept for respondents from unions in
the timber industry, the surveyed labor leadersdidperceive potential job loss from

environmental regulations as the reason for pdmrk@nvironmental relations. Rather, labor
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leaders’ perception of poor labor-environmentahtiehs were related to Republican control of
state government and labor’s cooperation with itrgy®©bach 2002).

Case studies have found several important faatoliesoor-environment relations.

Mayer’s (2009) examination of three local and regidevel coalitions found that organizational
and individual identities, concerns about healtid a favorable political opportunity structure
account for successful labor-environment relatioAdkin’s (1998) assessment of labor-
environmental coalitions in Canada highlights thg@artance of leadership and rank and file
attitudes that are shaped by political economitofacas well as by political ideology and
organizational culture. Focusing on the organizati dynamics of state-level blue-green
coalitions in U.S. states, Obach (2004a) finds ghedmplex interaction of structural conditions
and organizational characteristics help explaiotamvironmental relations, particularly the
political context and union collaboration with mgeanent.

Environmental awareness and attitudes vary betlezglers and rank and file members.
Obach (2004a) contends that while cultural andl@goal cleavages between union leaders and
environmentalist leaders are limited, the sametifices between rank and file members of both
groups are likely greater. Bonanno and Blome’'93@ase study of the California timber
industry reveals collaboration between union lesd&d environmental leaders but continued
tension and perceived opposing interests betwedaaad-file members of both groups. Still,
Watson (1990) claims that enlightened union leadensbined with favorable economic factors
can create pro-environmental consciousness amamgkers, even in the timber industry where
jobs are directly threatened by environmental ragoh. Watson (1990) concludes that workers
need greater exposure to ecological issues andledge/to have a broader understanding of the

environment.
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

In order to understand if union membership hashlnence on workers’ environmental
concern, | will explore the differences in willingss to pay, perceptions of economy-
environment trade-offs, and concern for environraleptoblems between union and nonunion
households. | focus on specific attitudes abogitetivironment rather than abstract values about
nature, society and technology. Industrial, ad sater pollution impact human health and
safety, particularly in the workplace, and thereforight be relevant to union members' concern
about health and safety. Assessing WTP and ecoremviconment trade-offs is particularly
relevant because workers are often assumed to guppaeconomy over the environment and
conflicts between unions and environmentalists Hesen over jobs (Adkin 1998).

The existing literature does not provide a clegrdilgesis regarding the environmental
concern of union members compared to non-membaeselis some limited evidence that
unions and labor leaders have generally pro-enmorial attitudes and policies. Also, increased
awareness of workplace hazards and active participan advocating for safer workplaces
could contribute to a greater awareness of envissriat problems among union members
(Nelkin & Brown, 1984). The industrial practicesttharm workers are also a health hazard to
communities (Zoller, 2009) and workers sometimestkeir workplace as part of the wider
environment (Dowie 1995). However, there is notugioresearch to generalize to rank and file
members. Therefore, | provide an exploratory assest of the direct effect of union
membership on individuals' environmental attitudes.

However, given the trend of politicalization of thevironment, it is possible that union
members are more pro-environment than nonmemlérgn members are more likely to vote

for and support Democrats and more liberal candgl@iEreeman, 2003; Juravich & Shergold,
18



1988). Union political campaigns have been effectiivmobilizing members to vote and shaping
their political views (Delaney, 1988) and therefargons might also be successful in raising
their members' environmental awareness. Thusedsadf environmental attitudes amongst
union members are mediated by political ideology party identity.

Changing union composition across the two decafleg/study might affect
environmental attitudes. Research has found tleaitpact of unionization on political
participation and attitudes varies by occupatioth @amployment type (Rosenfeld 2010) (Zullo
2008). Thus, | control for type of occupation imer to account for the declining union rates in
the private and industrial sectors. Private seatoon membership has dropped from 24.2% in
1973 to 6.9% in 2011, while public sector memberstas increased from 23% in 1973 to 37%
in 2011- surpassing private-sector unionizatiorrgeh and Macpherson 2012). During the time
frame of my study, private sector union rates deszd from 11.1% in 1993 to 6.9% in 2011 and
public sector union rates dropped only 0.7% (Hiraod Macpherson 2012). In 2011, union
density was highest amongst professionals (34%igattnal services industry (33.3%) and
public administration (32.7%), (Hirsch and Macploer2012b).

| also compare data from different years to seledfeffect of union membership has
shifted given changing labor-environment relatiand political-economic contexts. The
environmental concern literature points to the ingnace of context and political-economic
structures in effecting attitudes. Research on-gheen coalitions has also shown that political
climate and economic conditions have an impactbor-environment relations and attitudes.
Thus, | assess how support for the goals of enmirtalism shift over time and how economic
changes influence perceptions of trade-offs betwleem®nvironment and the economy,

willingness to pay for environmental protection awahcern about pollution.
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CHAPTER 5

METHODS
Data

| use 1993, 2000 and 2010 General Social Surv&s|@ata and each year includes the
International Social Survey Program (ISSP) modul¢he environment that contains many
survey items related to environmental concernsS & national in-person interview that has
been conducted since 1972 and uses full-probalkditypling of U.S. households and a two-
stage sub-sampling design for nonresponses (Natipiaion Research Center). The data set
provides detailed demographic information as welindormation about union membership and
political beliefs. GSS data has regularly been usede environmental concern literature (e.qg.,
Jones and Dunlap, 1992). Due to the split-sam@edenly a portion of the total sample
answered both sets of questions on union membeasitiphe environment, so for 1993
(N=1557), 2000 (N=857), and 2010 (N=763). Fortehathe sample split is random, thus this
sub-sample is still nationally representative, iwth weaker statistical power due to smaller

sample size.

Variables

My dependent variables are the three measuresvobamental concernsge table L
Two measures are composite indexes, environmertghlgms and willingness to pay, while the
third measure, economic-environment trade-offss wse survey question. All responses have
been recoded so that a higher score representsegpmmenvironmental response.

Concern for environmental problems is an index nfeata four items asking
respondents how dangerous for the environment {godution caused by cars, pesticides and

chemicals used in farming, air pollution causedralustry, and pollution of the country’s rivers,
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lakes, and streams. Unfortunately, climate chasg®i included because wording on the survey
guestionnaire changed across different years. Adexiis reliable as the PCA factor loadings for
the four items across the three years ranged bat@d®& and 0.54 and Cronbach’s Alpha ranged
between 0.74 and 0.80. Perception of environmenir@mic trade-offs is measured by one
survey item that asks respondents if we worry toehmabout the future of the environment, not
enough about the prices and jobs today. Willingtegsmy combines three questions asking
respondents to indicate if they would be willingoimy much higher prices, pay much higher
taxes, and accept cuts in their standard of limngrotect the environment. The PCA factor
loadings for these three items across the threes yaaged between 0.55 and 0.60 and
Cronbach’s Alpha ranged between 0.81 and 0.84.

The primary independent variable is union membershhich is measured by a question
asking whether the respondent or their spouse geltmna union. | combine both respondents
who are union members and whose spouses are merabexgproach is consistent with the
literature on political activity of union househsl{Radcliff, 2001).

| also use ten additional control variables for dgmaphic, socio-economic and political
factors. "Blue-collar" measures occupation usifigSS variable that is based upon a series of
guestions about work duties and occupation and¢htsgorized using the 1980 U.S. Census
Bureau occupational codes. The blue-collar vagialds coded to equal one if the respondents'
major occupational category was farming, forestfistdng; precision production, craft and
repair; operators, fabricators and laborers; amigdequal to zero for all others (managerial and
professional specialty; technical, sales and adstnative support; and service). “Employed” is a
dummy variable that distinguishes those respondehtsare employed (part- or full-time) from

all others. “Age” is measured in years. “Non-whiand “female” are dummy variables
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distinguishing non-whites from whites and femalesf males. “Family income” is measured in
adjusted real dollars. “Education” is the respant@ehighest year of school completed.
“Political ideology” is a 7-point scale (extremalgnservative to extremely liberal) and “party
identification” is a 7-point scale (strong Repubhcto strong Democrat). “City size” is
measured in 1000s of people in the respondentss@freesidence. Missing data on age,
household income, education, political ideologytyalentification, and city size have been
recoded into the sample means or medians whereabplg. Missing data for occupation (blue-

collar) were left out.

Analysis

| first conduct bivariate analysis to compare levai environmental concern for
respondents in union households and non-union holdefor all eight individual survey items
that measure environmental concern for the thraesyé assess if union households’ attitudes
have fluctuated over time by comparing the perggdaf respondents who had pro-
environmental responses. Then | create multivefitS regression models that incorporate
control variables and assess if union membershigacaount for differences in environmental
concern independently of other factors. To accéompotential mediating effects of political
ideology, | apply a step-wise regression technigu@st test a regression predicting each of the
dependent index measures using only union memipeasiti demographic controls including
gender, age, race, and residence. | then addcpbldeology and party affiliation followed by
income, employment and education variables inteethetion. This can enable the comparison
of union membership’s effects before and afterathdition of these potentially mediating
variables. For each of the three measures | r@parate test for each year and then compare the

three years using standardized regression coeftecie All analyses are conducted using STATA
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12.0. I tested all of models for potential multioatarity using the Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF) and found no evidence of this problem. Theam VIF values for the three years are well

below 2.5—the standard rule of thumb for excessiuticollinearity (Allison 1998).
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Table 1. Variables in the Study

Variable GSSName Description Coding Mean SD
DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Concern about Specific Environmental Problems
car pollution carsgen air pollution caused by (ndt at all); 2 (not very); 3.55 0.87
carsis __ dangerous for the 3 (somewhat); 4 {very
environment 5 (extremely)
chemical pollution  chemgen pesticides and chemicsdsi 1 (not at all); 2 (not very); 3.51 0.88
in farming is __ dangerous 3 (somewhat); 4 (very)
for the environment 5 (extremely)
industrial pollution  indusgen air pollution caudsedindustry 1 (not at all); 2 (not very); 3.89 0.84
is __ dangerous for 3 (somewhat); 4 (very);
the environment 5 (extremely)
water pollution watergen pollution of country’s &ns, 1 (not at all); 2 (not very); 2.01 0.90
lakes, and streamsis __ 3 (somewhat); 4 (very);
dangerous for the environment 5 (extremely)
Per ceived Environment-Economic Trade-offs
perceived trade-offs grnecon we worry too much aboel 1 (strongly agree); 2 (agree); 3.99 0.88
future of the environment, and not 3 (neither agrer disagree);
enough about the prices and 4 (disagreetréngly disagree)
jobs today
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Willingnessto Pay or Sacrifice

prices

taxes

living standard

grnprice

grntaxes

grnsol

pay much higher prices in order
to protect the environment?

pay much higher taxes in order
to protect the environment?

accept cuts in your staddd
living to protect the environment?

INDEPENDENT AND CONTROL VARIABLES

union household

blue-collar

employed

age

non-white

union

occ80

wrkstat

age

race

respondent or spouse belongs
to a union

respondent’s 1980 census
occupation code

labor force status

age of respondent

race of respondent

25

1 (not at all willing);

2 (not very willing);
3 (neither willing nor unwilling);
4 (fairly willing); 5 (very willing)

(notlat all willing);
2 (not very wl;

3 (neither willing nor unwilling);
4 (fairly willing); 5 (very willing)

1 (not at all willing);
2 (not very inid));

3 (neither willing nor unwilling);
4 (fairly willing); 5 (very willing)

0 (not member)

1 (self or spouse a member)

el¥ige/white-collar)
1 (manual/blue-collar)

0 (not ey
1 (employed)

age in years

0 (white)
1 (nonwhite)

3.22 1.11
2.85 1.19
2.79 1.18

84.8 (0) 0.36
15.2 (1)
76.0 (0) 0.43
25.0 (1)
39.4 (0) 0.49
60.6 (1)
546.4  17.49
80.7 (0) 0.39
19.3 (1)



female

family income

education

political ideology

party identification

city size

sex

realinc

educ

polviews

partyid

size

respondent’s sex

total family income

0 (male) @.9
1 (female) 57.1 (1)

adjeg increasing values 31481
in real dollars

highest year of school completedear gf school 13.21

think of self as libé@
conservative

political party idefitation

size of place

1 (extremely conservative); 3.86
2 (conservative);

3 (slightly conservative); 4 (moderate);

5 (slightly liberal); 6 (liberal);

7 (extremely liberal)

1 (strong Republican); 4.14
2 (not strong Republican);

3 (independent, near Republican);

4 (independent); 5 (independent,

near Democrat); 6 (not strong Demaocrat);
7 (strong Democrat)

population inA®0 375.0

0.49

28817

3.01

1.38

2.05

1277.6
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CHAPTER 6

RESULTS

Based upon results from the bivariate analysisofted in table 2), there were few
differences between union and nonunion househoiamgst the survey items related to
environmental concern across the three years, tBlte was some limited evidence that union
members have greater concerns about the environpeatitularly willingness to pay. While
there was only a statistically significant diffecerbetween union and non-union respondents for
three of the measures, in each instance union holdsereported greater concern for the
environment. For two measures of willingness to, payon households were more concerned
about the environment- in 1993 44.2% of union hbokis were willing to pay higher taxes
compared to 37.2% of non-union households and @® 20larger percentage of union
households (48.7%) than non-union households (3BwEEe willing to pay higher prices. In
2010, 67.7% of union households reported that pofiwof rivers, lake and streams was very or
extremely dangerous for the environment comparé®bi8% of non-union households. These
results problematize assumptions about union werkarng more about jobs and economic
growth than the economy.

Additionally, the measures were fairly consistesrbas the three years and
environmental concerns appeared to remain stakdepéfor the perception of the danger to the
environment posed by pesticides and chemicals insedming. Concern for pesticides and
chemicals increased from 1993 to 2010 for both mui(8%.4% to 67.7%) and non-union
households (37.8% to 56.8%). This is likely theuteof growing concern about food safety and
organics and possibly wider awareness about thadtamf chemicals on environmental and

human health.
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It is also interesting to note that larger percgesaof people report being willing to pay
higher prices rather than taxes or cuts in livitamdards to protect the environment. For
example in 2010, 50.5% of union members were farlyery willing to pay higher prices but
only 34.4% were fairly or very willing to pay hightaxes. Willingness to pay taxes amongst
union households decreased by nearly 10% from 1®9810, but was not statistically different
from non-union households. The lower support feesas likely a reflection of politicalization
of taxes and anti-tax sentiments as well as indafidtic and consumerist ideology. These
attitudes could create challenges for environmeyahlties that rely on taxation, such as a
carbon emissions tax, to raise revenue for envierial programs and incentivize

environmental behaviors.

Multivariate Analysis

Results from the OLS (reported in tables 3,4 anal€) show that union membership did
not generally have an influence on environmentateon. In all but one of the nine models,
after controlling for occupation, political beliefsocial economic status indicators and other
demographic factors, union membership did not lzasttistically significant impact on
environmental concern. Thus, being in a union @irfgaa spouse in a union, did not appear to
shape respondent’'s concern about environmentadigpnsbwillingness to pay for environmental
protection, or perception of trade-offs betweendheironment and economic growth. The
context of political economic conditions and lalemvironment relations does not appear to have
a strong effect either, as there was little chaaxgess the three years of the study.

However, in 2000, during a strong economy, unionsetolds were on average more
willing to pay and accept costs to protect the emment, with an effect size comparable to that

of race, gender, and education. During weak econtimies, 1993 and 2010, union households
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were not less concerned about the environmentgvitia stronger economic context, 2000,
union households had similar levels of concerngpkthat union membership predicted greater
WTP.

Political ideology and party did not mediate thiatienship between union membership
and environmental concern. Introducing the politi@@iables into the model did not influence
the relationship between union membership and enmental concern. In all three years, union
membership was not a significant predictor of emwinental problems and perceptions of
economic trade-offs without controls and the intrcitbn of political variables did not change
the relationship. In 1993 and 2010, union membpnsias not significant in any of the models
for WTP. For WTP in 2000, union membership wadtp@sand significant without controls
and remained so when political variables were addé¢dde model. The magnitude of union
membership's effect actually increased with thatemtdof control variables, thus belonging to a
union predicts greater WTP beyond the effect oitigal beliefs and other demographic factors.

The literature has conflicting arguments aboutréhationship between occupation and
environmental concern and my results revealee Idifference in the environmental attitudes of
blue and white-collar workers. Therefore, my aselyghowed that environmental attitudes are
not influenced by broad differences in people'supations and their subsequent relationships to
natural resources in later years. Blue-collar wiskie 1993 were more worried about an
overemphasis on the environment over jobs anddbeany than were white-collar workers;
occupation had a similar magnitude impact to pritbeliefs variables and household income.
However, occupation became insignificant in subsatyears and was not significant for WTP
in any year. This provides only very limited suppbat blue-collar/manual workers are more

worried about jobs versus the environment.
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Caution in interpreting these results should bedats the measure of occupation is
rather crude and groups occupations into two laegegories that does not capture the diversity
and patrticularity of workplace experiences. Usiatjonally representative data, | was not able
to explore specific industries, such as mining twatld have an impact on ideas about the
environment, due to the small sample sizes of iddal occupations.

As anticipated by the literature, environmentalagn has become more politicized as
more liberal people and stronger Democrats areverage more likely to have pro-
environmental beliefs (e.g., Dunlap, Xiao, and Mg@r 2001; McCright and Dunlap 2011).
Political ideology was significant and positive fdl three measures and in all three years and
was one the strongest predictors, increasing @mgth over time. Political party affiliation was
positive and significant for the three measures383 and 2010, but not 2000, and increased in
magnitude from 1993 to 2010.

Also consistent with the literature, younger, weiait and more educated respondents
tend to have more pro-environment attitudes, baeir@ationship depends on the measure of
environmental concern (e.g., Xiao and McCright 209unter et al. 2004). Younger people
were less concerned about environment-economie-néfd in 1993 and 2000 and more
concerned about environmental problems in 1993ingawmore education was associated with
less concern about environment-economic tradehoi#d three years as well as greater WTP in
1993 and 2000. Respondents with higher family ineovare less worried about an
overemphasis on the future of the environment taagy’s jobs in all three years and more
WTP in 1993. However, income was not statisticaignificant for concern about environmental
problems. Women tend to express stronger concathspecific environmental problems than

do men, but are more or less similar to men in ngergral environmental beliefs (e.g., Hunter
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et al., 2004). The results for these control \@es provide evidence of construct validity for my
environmental concern indicators.

Results regarding the efforts of other socio-derapigic factors are generally
inconsistent, which is not uncommon in the literat(e.g., Klineberg et al, 1998). Compared to
being unemployed, full- or part-time employmentreéased worry about an overemphasis on the
future environment over today’s jobs, but only 012; employment status had no statistically
significant effect on any other environmental candadicator across the time period of the
study. Across the three years, White respondeeats \ess worried about an overemphasis on
the environment over jobs and had greater WTP ion®000 than non-White respondents, but
this relationship was not consistent for other meas Findings regarding the effects of city
size were inconsistent- it was only a significaatiable in 1993.

Environmental attitudes are complex constructsthednodels only explain a modest amount of
variation, which is consistent with previous resbarFor WTP, the adjusted R-squared of the
three years ranged from 5.2% to 8.1%, which isumabmmon in the literature; models of
environmental concern rarely account for more tha4b of variation (e.g., Klineberg, et al.,
1998). The r-squared for the environmental proklemodel ranged from a low of 2.3% in 2000
to a high of 13.6% in 2010. The model for envir@mtieconomic trade-offs were consistently
the strongest and accounted for between 15% andoi&¥iation. The models were also able
to explain more of the variation in 2010, whiclpatially the result of the increased influence of

political variables.
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Table 2: Environmental Concern of Respondents in Uniondébiolds and Non-Union Households in 1993, 20002810

1993
Non-Union  Union

2000
Non-Union  Union

2010
Non-Union nldn

Concern about Specific Environmental Problems

% “very” or “extremely” dangerous for the environme

Air pollution caused by cars 47.5 47.1
Pesticides and chemicals used in farming 37.8 4 36
Air pollution caused by industry 64.9 65.3
Pollution of country’s rivers, lakes, and streams 69.4 69.8

Per ceived Environment-Economic Trade-offs
% “disagree” or “strongly disagree”

We worry too much about the future of the environtme 41 45.5
and not enough about the prices and jobs today

Willingnessto Pay or Sacrifice

% “fairly” or “very” willing to protect the environment

Pay much higher prices 49.2 50.0
Pay much higher taxes 37.2 44 2%
Accept cuts in your standard of living 31.8 34.3
Sample size 1304 242

44.4 49.3
44.5 47.3
&H7. 73.0
72.9 79.7
41.5 48.7
38.6 48.7*
28.4 38.1
26.2 30.4
705 148

44.5 46.2
56.8 67.7*
68.4 65.6
70.0 68.8
38.1 39.8
47.2 50.5
32.8 34.4
35.1 38.7
667 93

* p<0.05 (Pearsons Chi-square). In these analysissjng data is excluded in the variable “uniondehold” (missing N=11, 4, and 3, for 1993, 200@ 2010).
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Table 3. Standardized Coefficients from Multivariate Linéegression Models Predicting Concern about Spderfvironmental Problems,
Perceived Environment-Economic Trade-offs, and Whess to Pay or Sacrifice 1893

1993 Problems Trade-offs WTP

Predictor 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Union 0.017 -0.007 -0.005 0.045 0.031 0.018 .04D 0.020 0.017
Political ideology 0.112* 0.086* 0.160* 0.058* 0.177* 0.180*
Party identification 0.096* 0.119* -0.030 0.r19 0.061* 0.087*
Blue-collar -0.006 -0.077 -0.048
Employed -0.034 0.028 -0.032
Age -0.109* -0.144* -0.029
Non-White -0.042 -0.152* -0.036
Female 0.120* -0.016 -0.029
Family income -0.032 0.069* 0.054*
Education 0.042 0.171* 0.108*
City size 0.060* -0.083* -0.060*
Adjusted R-squared 0.056 0.152 0.073
Sample size 1481 1481 1481
Mean Variance Inflation Factor 1.25

*= p<0.05. The somewhat smaller sample sizesigtéble (compared to those in Table 2) are dubaaxclusion of missing values in the “blue-cdliariable. For

the “union household” variable, | recoded missiafpyes (see Ns in Table 2 note) as non-union holdgh&or all others variables, missing values weoaded into
appropriate medians or means.
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Table 4. Standardized Coefficients from Multivariate Linéegression Models Predicting Concern about Spderfvironmental Problems,
Perceived Environment-Economic Trade-offs, and Whess to Pay or Sacrifice 2000

2000 Problems Trade-offs WTP

Predictor 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Union 0.047 0.051 0.064 0.023 0.033 0.046 66©:00.075* 0.090*
Political ideology 0.111* 0.112* 0.131* 0.106* 0.151* 0.138*
Party identification 0.054 0.032 -0.063 0.040 -0.014 0.039
Blue-collar -0.026 -0.028 -0.064
Employed -0.004 -0.061 -0.046
Age 0.006 -0.152* -0.070
Non-White 0.021 -0.193* -0.089*
Female 0.062 -0.073* -0.095*
Family income -0.070 0.074* 0.021
Education 0.051 0.176* 0.093*
City size 0.030 -0.013 0.011
Adjusted R-squared 0.023 0.120 0.052
Sample size 811 811 811
Mean Variance Inflation Factor 1.21

*= p<0.05. The somewhat smaller sample sizesigtéble (compared to those in Table 2) are dubaa@xclusion of missing values in the
“blue-collar” variable. For the “union householiriable, | recoded missing values (see Ns in Tabiete) as non-union households. For all
others variables, missing values were recodedappropriate medians or means.
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Table 5: Standardized Coefficients from Multivariate Linéegression Models Predicting Concern about Spderfvironmental Problems,
Perceived Environment-Economic Trade-offs, and Whess to Pay or Sacrifice 2010

2010 Problems Trade-offs WTP
Predictor 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Union 0.023 0.03 0.040 0.005 0.004 -0.020 018. -0.009 -0.037
Political ideology 0.182* 0.203* 0.257* 0.223* 0.169* 0.160*
Party identification 0.198* 0.193* 0.033 0.1r18 0.135* 0.144*
Blue-collar 0.008 -0.061 -0.056
Employed 0.044 0.089* 0.036
Age -0.018 -0.063 -0.023
Non-White -0.024 -0.173* 0.018
Female 0.118* 0.023 0.010
Family income -0.064 0.082* 0.047
Education -0.043 0.132* 0.072
City size 0.029 0.053 0.012
Adjusted R-squared 0.136 0.179 0.082
Sample size 686 686 686
Mean Variance Inflation Factor 1.24

*=p<0.05. The somewhat smaller sample sizesimt#ble (compared to those in Table 2) are dubde@xclusion of missing values in the
“pblue-collar” variable. For the “union householdiriable, | recoded missing values (see Ns in Tablete) as non-union households. For all
others variables, missing values were recodedappropriate medians or means.
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CHAPTER 7

DISCUSSION

Based on these three years of GSS data, thermswdScient evidence to reject the null
hypothesis that union membership is unrelated Wir@mmental attitudes. This analysis found
that union membership did not influence attitudesud the environment and that people in
union households had similar environmental attisuclampared to people in non-union
households. The lack of change from 1993 to 20§@ests that economic context and labor-
environment relations did not have a strong effectinion members' environmental concerns.
Thus, changes in rank and file union attitudes td&/éhe environment did not drive conflict or
collaboration between unions and environmentalidtsvever, it is also important to note that
union households were more willing to pay in 20@0@aeasure of environmental concern that
working class and union members are often assumeakré less about.

My results challenge common portrayals of union ters as narrowly concerned about
their jobs and as hostile to protecting the enviment. Highly visible public conflicts over the
protection of spotted owls in the early 1990s,tf@e general and strong “jobs vs. the
environment” discourse, and a relatively weak econdid not lead to lower environmental
concern among union members relative to other peiopl993. Similarly, a widespread
economic recession and the political challengastons in the late 2000s did not translate into
weaker environmental concern among union membe2810. In all three years, about half of
union members were willing to pay higher pricestf@ environment, although higher taxes
were certainly less popular, only about 1/3 suppaying more taxes.

Surprisingly, the one measure for which union mens\esre more pro-environment was
the willingness to pay for environmental protecti®he prosperous economic conditions of the

late 1990s and early 2000s may have contributéldetgreater willingness to pay of union
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respondents compared to non-union respondentd0i@, 20oviding limited evidence that people
in union households have stronger pro-environmeaitaides than non-union households during
a strong economy. The growing economy and religtioer unemployment of that time likely
allowed unions to focus on issues beyond finarstadility (such as protection of environmental
guality) and accept costs to protect the envirortmehile non-union households may have
continued to be concerned about the economy. gigogreater WTP among unionists in 2000
may be attributable to earlier collaboration bemve®rkers and environmentalists to protest the
1999 WTO meetings and free trade and the symbdkarhsters and turtles” slogan that sparked
hopes for blue-green collaboration (Peck, 2006)iolks also shifted during that time towards
more progressive policies (Gould et al. 2004). Pbgthe visual imagery and stories of unions
and environmentalists marching together in theetdras well as environmentalists coming out in
support of a key economic issue was more powesfuhion members then high-level policy
decisions and international meetings that occurreéde late 2000s. The greater WTP of union
respondents in 2000 is likely due to the interactdprosperous economic conditions and
greater labor-environmental collaboration of timeetiperiod.

However, growing blue-green coalitions and collaton around green jobs and climate
change since the mid 2000s was not related toaease in union members’ environmentalism
in 2010. Overall, the analysis does not providdewce that the pro-environmental policies of
national unions and their subsequent educatiomaotdlization efforts have had a widespread
impact on rank and file union members.

The results raise issues about the influence anson their members' attitudes and
broader political and social beliefs. The socatiian processes and political education programs

in unions that contribute to higher political peiiation and stronger support of Democrats do
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not appear to have had a similar impact on concavost the environment (Freeman 2003).

How relevant are unions in people’s lives and drytbontinue to be meaningful organizations
that can mobilize and influence their members? é&i@x, caution is needed in interpreting the
findings because only a few unions in the BGA hiagelabor-environment efforts and the three-
year GSS dataset is not be able to capture thecinop#hese specific unions on their members.
My analysis does not provide an assessment of uaiics and coalition building efforts, rather

| have shown that at the national level the atégidf union members do not appear to have been
impacted by leadership policies

In order to raise environmental awareness amohgstmembers, unions will likely
need to continue expanding outreach and educdftiorise Likewise, environmental groups will
need to raise awareness amongst their memberswabdtihg class and labor issues. Grassroots
connections and interactions between union menaretenvironmental activists are needed
since the direct experience of working together emeating personal relationships are important
for developing positive labor-environment relatipasd likely more powerful than newsletters
and meetings about environmental topics. Forgitagiomships also requires confronting local
disputes and tensions over environmental regulaéiod the economic concerns of workers at
the community level. The recent blue-green coalgiwill likely prove unsustainable, much like
past attempts, without grassroots connections anmdritments (Gordon, 1998).

Since environmental concern amongst unionists didliffer from nonunion workers in
my data, they might be as likely to share concanbvalues with the environmental movement
as the general public. Thus, union members cootentially be mobilized to participate in the
environmental movement and be a source of movep@titipants who need to be mobilized

under the right conditions (McAdam et al. 1988)id#is have historically supported
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environmental protections and workers have advddatelimiting environmental hazards in
their workplaces and their communities (Dewey 1988)vironmental organizations should
continue to reach out to union members who ares® $ympathetic to their goals than the wider
population and build relationships with unions.rwironment actions by unions may also
resonate with their membership, particularly whexmied around environmental problems such
as industrial air pollution and contamination ofteravays. In my study, union members shared a
concern with the environmental movement about thgswndustry and modern society degrades
the environment. Framing environmental initiatiessraising taxes is likely to be an ineffective
approach and thus policies should be discussed o#iirer language and terminology. Yet,
outside groups and the media often frame enviromahenotection as a tax with economic costs.
Union members appear to be fairly willing to pagher prices, thus arguments that
environmental policies will raise prices on consug@ods do not appear to be that effective.
More broadly, my results also contest notions eféhvironment being an elite concern
and show that environmentalism is not an uppesdasl white phenomenon. Neither income
nor employment status were robust predictors ofrenmental concern. Being employed was
not consistently associated with greater envirortale@oncern, even for measures of willingness
to pay or being worried about environment-econamaide-offs. Whites and people with higher
income were less worried about a focus on the enment hurting the economy, but race and
income did not have the same effect for other ntegsof environmental concern. Nonwhites
and people with different income levels were equedincerned about environmental problems,
particularly pollution, and were equally willing tmntribute financially to environmental

protection.
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Mobilization around environmental issues and fogginalitions with environmental
activists could be part of a broader strategy ebmmevitalization, particularly because concern
for the environment does not appear to be an eixellysvealthy, white or male concern. As
unions organize in service sectors and industhiasdre increasingly female in a so-called
knowledge economy, pro-environment positions ang-gireen collaboration might be effective.
After all, women, younger, and higher-educated pebpve consistently shown greater concern
for the environment and could be more receptivert@nizing around environmental issues, and
supportive of building coalitions with environmelmts. The face of organized labor is likely to
continue changing and reflect different demographitd industries, particularly public sector
and service jobs. As younger generations movetir@avorkforce, they are likely to have more
pro-environmental attitudes and different expergsnwith environmentalism than older workers.
Pro-environmental policies and coalitions couldhahions attract younger workers and remain
relevant to this younger generation.

Yet, the politicalization of the environment alsases issues for unions. While union
members are more liberal and more likely to suppernocrats (Beachler 2009; Rogers and
Teixeira 2000), environmental issues might notdrenected to the reasons they vote for
Democrats which are based more on economic isBoesinions representing workers who are
more conservative, strong environmental stanceftbig interpreted as partisan and outside of
the union's political scope. Economic issues amitems about workplace justice and fairness
might attract people from a broad political spectybut environmental issues might be

increasingly interpreted as partisan or ideologcaicerns.
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSION

Curious about growing collaboration between th@tand environmental movements as
well as ongoing tensions over jobs verse envirortalgmotection, | examined whether union
households differ from nonunion households in teaironmental concern. | also examined if
the relationship between union membership and enmientalism had changed since 1993 and
if shifting labor-environment relations and charggpolitical and economic conditions impacted
environmental attitudes. The results suggestuthi&in membership did not have much influence
on attitudes about the environment and union haldstwere not more or less pro-environment
than non-union households in the period of 1993320hus, recent labor-environment
coalitions have not influenced the attitudes okrand file members nor have changing political
climates and economic conditions. On the othedhanion members are not less concerned
about the environment and increased collaboratswéen unions and environmental activists
could be a useful strategy for invigorating boté tlbor and environmental movements.

The relationships between union membership, ocaupahd environmental concern are
complex and often ambiguous, as are many prediofaavironmental concern, but these are
salient issues that need further research. Uratetistg the environmental attitudes of union
members and factors that influence environmentalidées is important for invigorating both the
labor and environmental movements and exploringgions of tension between jobs and the
environment. Thus, further research is needed ptoex relationships between union
membership, occupation and environmental concern.

My research had several limitations and thus | reeemmendations for future research.
Due to the split-sample design of GSS, the final@as in all three years, and particularly for

2000 (N=811) and 2010 (N=686), are relatively sm&lich small samples are less than ideal for
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a study on union membership because nationallynumiembership rates have fallen to about
12%. Thus, future studies should seek out eitharger sample or use a disproportionate
stratified design to ensure enough union membettsaiinal sample. This national level data
also does not allow for a detailed analysis of pation and | reduced occupation to a
dichotomous measure that overlooks much of the cechimteractions between work and the
environment. Larger data sets might also allowtiore detailed analysis of occupation but
further conceptualization of the relationship besw@ccupation and environmental concern is
also needed.

The GSS data did not provide information on whabvamespondents or their spouses
belonged to. | also did not include measures odmussupport and involvement. Unions have
very different histories, political programs ancagtgies, which could be related to the
environmental and political attitudes of their mard€ Unions such as the United Steelworkers
and the Service Employees International Union (SHiave been active on environmental
issues, while others have not been involved ancedwame opposed some environmental
policies. Unions represent workers in particuatustries and occupations that have unique
relationships to natural resource use and expdswrrvironmental and occupational hazards, as
well as potential job threats from environmentaitpction. Targeted surveys of union members
could account for specific union membership anddly explore the environmental attitudes of
union members and their support for blue-greenittaas and environmental policies.

My study looked at measures of environmental candaut other research on
environmental activism, behavior and policy suppdrinion members would also be pertinent
and useful for examining coalitions and environmagpblitics. Also, the GSS survey questions

about the environment and the economy are not maduse they are difficult to interpret and
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double-barreled. Thus, | only selected one suitegw, but this is not a robust or complete
measure of how people view the relationship betvwasfronmental protection and the
economy. Future research should develop a more redrapsive multi-item measure of how
people view the relationship between environmegntadection and the economy.

Researching environmentalists’ attitudes towardsnsand economic issues would also
be useful for understanding coalitions and ideaalgcompatibility between the two movements.
Blue-green coalitions require commitment and supfpom both unionists and
environmentalists, thus research should explore v groups perceive of each other and how
membership shapes understandings of nature, s@ridtthe economy.

Finally, qualitative research is also needed tomoment this quantitative analysis in order to
understand how the environment is meaningful tomembers and environmentalists and
particular experiences and conditions shape aftgaehd social mobilization. Interviews can
help explore more nuanced relationships betweemnumembership, work and environmental

attitudes and the ways people articulate and utatetghese issues.
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