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Abstract

Using European Social Survey data, this paper analyzes the extent to which individual
autonomy and participation in decision-making at the workplace is linked empirically to
individual political behaviors in civil society. The results are consistent with the hypothesis of
“positive outward democratic spillover” from the workplace to the political arena, pointing to
the possibility of a learning effect. In contrast with much of the literature that is limited to
small samples in a single country, we analyze over 14,000 workers across 27 countries. The
results do not appear to be driven by specific countries, which suggests that this is a general
phenomenon across a variety of institutional contexts, although some features of a country’s
electoral system moderate some of the results.
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Scholars have long attempted to assess the extent to which individual participation in
political activities outside the workplace is shaped by employees’ experiences inside the
workplace, including involvement in labor union activities such as collective bargaining and
grievance resolution, as well as non-union, individual decision-making in all workplaces. We
focus on the latter. In particular, we assume that if individual-level participatory workplace
practices lead to the development of political skills and attitudes, then the workplace may
potentially serve as a breeding ground for pro-democratic attitudes and political behaviors
(Pateman 1970). Political scientists, work psychologists, and employment relations
researchers have used a variety of data and methods to explore this issue over the past several
decades.

If a causal link can be established in which voice practices in the workplace positively
influence participation in civil society, then this could be seen as a “positive outward
democratic spillover.” Understanding this spillover can help inform public policy on
employee participation (Budd and Zagelmeyer 2010) and contribute toward understanding
the ways in which a society can encourage more active political participation among its
citizenry. Indeed, the most optimistic of the existing scholarship implies that this spillover
may hold the key to shaping democratic societies (Greenberg 1986). Moreover, evaluations
of organizational management practices are typically directed inward, largely focusing on
how they affect organizations and work-related outcomes for individuals; a clearer
understanding of any “outward” links between workplace practices and political behaviors
can help to inform a fuller assessment of the effects of human resources systems beyond the
workplace.

Though the notion that workplace empowerment engenders political voice can have
strong conceptual and normative appeal, limitations and gaps exist in much of the research
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political participation are narrow in scope and may lack generalizability, particularly outside
the U.S. context. The majority of this research faces broad challenges on endogeneity
grounds, including problems of selection biases, general omitted variable biases, and reverse
causality. Several explorations into the issue are also significantly constrained by their use of
very small samples (Jian and Jeffres 2008). Further, from a theoretical perspective, the
current state of the field even lacks consensus on whether workplace empowerment is either
good or bad for democracy, and some studies have gone so far as to suggest that there may be
little to no link between workplace participation and political activity (Adman 2008).
Relatedly, the majority of studies have paid little to no attention to measuring the extent to
which different national institutional environments drive variations in the potential link
between workplace democracy and political participation, with prior studies highlighting the
need for more research that considers cross-national variation (Godard 2007). In sum, what
might at first be seen as a relatively clear question of the extent to which voice on the job
shapes voice in the political sphere has become increasingly clouded as scholars have raised a
number of methodological and theoretical concerns.

Our study fills several of these gaps confronting those interested in the link between
employee voice in the workplace and political participation in civil society. We draw on the
European Social Survey to explore a sample of more than 14,000 workers surveyed across 27
European countries from 2010-2011. We include several measures of both employee voice
and political behaviors. The cross-national aspects of the survey and its large size allow us to
analyze key questions regarding the extent to which findings of a link between workplace
voice and political engagement are driven by particular countries, which would imply that
this relationship is conditional upon specific institutional contexts. We uniquely draw from
the literature on comparative electoral systems to analyze the extent to which the workplace-
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variables to address the endogeneity concerns that challenge prior studies. In so doing, we are
able to contribute to both the political science and employment relations literatures
simultaneously and in novel ways.

The Workplace Determinants of Political Participation in Civil Society:
A Review of the Literature

There has long been a concern with the connections between the workplace and the
political arena. In the 1930s, for example, Senator Wagner partly justified the National Labor
Relations Act promoting collective bargaining on the basis that “Fascism begins in industry,
not in government. The seeds of communism are sown in industry, not in government. But let
men know the dignity of freedom and self-expression in their daily lives, and they will never
bow to tyranny in any quarter of their national life” (quoted in Keyserling 1960: 216). Much
of the theorizing in this field can be traced back historically to the work of Adam Smith and
Karl Marx, both of whom accentuated the idea that the organization of work affects
fundamental changes in “people’s minds” (Marx 2007: 529). Smith (1827: 327) similarly
argued that “the understandings of the greater part of men are necessarily formed by their
ordinary employments.” In short, these classic texts point to the assumption that our social
and political attitudes are determined in large part by our seminal experiences within the
workplace. In the more recent academic literature, two theories have come to dominate the
discourse regarding the effect of workplace democracy on individual political activities. In
both approaches, the ties between happenings in the workplace and political behaviors are
partly predicated on the notion that the two spheres are similar, such that attitudes and skills
are transferable from one realm to the other (Almond and Verba 1963).

The first theory comes from Pateman (1970), who argued that employee participation
(and autonomy in particular) carries into other contexts, especially with regards to political
activities. The spillover effect of workplace participation, in her view, comes from such
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individuals to participate in political activities outside the employment sphere. This theory
shares much in common with sociological approaches to identity formation and the
development of the self. For example, Montgomery’s (2000) concept of the “role-person
merger,” applied in this context, would argue that participatory workplaces create a self-
concept that is pro-democracy at its core. The second theory, originating in Verba et al.
(1995), grounds the spillover effect of workplace participation in the creation of skills that
can be transferred to the political arena (e.g., letter writing, attending and chairing meetings,
or giving speeches). The extent to which the differences between these two approaches are
superficial or substantive is still debated in the literature, with some scholars suggesting that
both approaches overlap considerably and that Verba et al.’s (1995) emphasis on skills is not
dissimilar to Pateman’s (1970) emphasis on certain types of employee involvement tools
(Adman 2008).

Pateman’s work, along with other similar studies conducted between the 1960s and
1990s (e.g., Dahl 1970; McMahon 1994) ushered in an era of nuanced empirical scholarship
into workplace spillover effects. One of the first major quantitative inquiries into Pateman’s
(1970) theory came from Elden (1981), who explored the association between workplace
autonomy and political participation at one non-union western U.S. plant. His study found
that feelings of political efficacy, personal potency, and social participation were positively
associated with job autonomy and beliefs regarding equity in decision-making at the plant.
Small-scale tests of Pateman’s hypothesis continued throughout the 1980s and into the early
1990s, and drew similar conclusions. For example, Peterson (1992) conducted a survey in
Hornell, New York, and, using stepwise regressions, uncovered a link between workplace
participation and both voting and protest activities. Burn and Konrad (1987) conducted a
similar survey in California, and found that certain political engagement acts (voting, writing
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Later, scholars suggested that Pateman’s theory might be further distilled to consider
different types of workplace participation. Sobel (1993) found that political participation is
affected by variations in the formality of workplace participation (also see Mason 1982).
Greenberg et al. (1996) determined that variations in enterprise-level characteristics moderate
the linkages between employment and political participation. Arrighi and Maume (1994)
argued that engagement in political activities was not related to routine choices regarding job
autonomy, but was instead related to involvement in strategic firm policy decisions. More
recently, Jian and Jeffres (2008) found evidence of “boundary spanning” whereby employee
involvement and community work participation were associated with political efficacy and
involvement.

Although informative, all of these results are limited with regards to their research
design choices. Specific concerns that manifest in several of these studies include a lack of
generalizability, coupled with very small sample sizes, as well as the potential for reverse
causality and response bias, all of which are addressed in the present study. These studies
also do little to overcome the limitations of their cross-sectional designs, and are highly U.S.-
centric, another set of limitations that are carefully considered in the present study.

The Verba et al. (1995) approach, and its related articles (e.g., Brady et al. 1995), are
advantaged by using a nationally representative sample of U.S. citizens, such as the Citizen
Participation Study. This approach is also more viable with regard to sample size, with over
2,000 responses. Further, scholars using the Verba et al. (1995) method are more cognizant of
the need to incorporate more robust methodologies into their cross-sectional studies (Brady et
al. 1995). The Verba et al. (1995) model of learned skills engendering political participation
has been refined within the U.S. context to consider differentiation by gender as well as
possible selection effects (Schlozman et al. 1999; Schur 2003). Scholars have also attempted
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other experiential fora for developing political skills, such as church activities (Ayala 2000).
Such studies bear a resemblance to Putnam’s (2000) framework on social capital.

Additionally, researchers have uncovered a link between variation in union
membership and political engagement—specifically, union members and activists are more
likely to vote and participate in political and other non-workplace civic activities than non-
union workers (Bok and Dunlop 1970; Bryson et al. 2013, 2014; Delaney et al. 1988;
Freeman 2003; Radcliff 2001; Rosenfeld 2010, 2014; Schur 2003; Zullo 2012), and labor
unions promote both political office-holding among members and worker-friendly legislative
policies (Sojourner 2013).

Although these more recent studies have overcome many of the methodological and
theoretical concerns confronting earlier work, limitations and gaps remain. First, a significant
concern with most prior research into the issue is that the scope remains generally limited to a
single country, often the United States. Second, aside from a few studies (e.g., Brady et al.
1995), most of this scholarship has not addressed problems related to endogeneity, such as
selection bias, omitted variable bias, and reverse causality. For example, whether citizens
who are already politically active pro-actively seek out the types of jobs that afford them a
voice at work should be an important concern. Third, although there is a general consensus
among most authors that employee participation is associated with political behaviors, the
variables used to measure these forms of engagement are inconsistent and sometimes depend
on whether the researcher intends to highlight autonomy, decision-making inputs, learned
skills, or some combination of these workplace variables in conjunction with political
participation.

Furthermore, only a handful of articles have broached this issue outside the U.S.
context. Adman (2008) tested the two models within the Swedish context, using panel data.

His research, which overcomes many of the problems inherent to cross-sectional approaches,



challenges the prior literature in that it finds few, if any, associations between workplace
participation and political activities once panel conditions are applied. However, his work is
limited in that it focuses only on Sweden, and uses a short panel (spanning just two rounds).

Godard (2007) compared the extent to which political activities like voting and
donating to political or social causes were associated with variations in workplace
characteristics (e.g., empowerment, satisfaction, ‘high-performance’ work systems) in
Canada and England. He found several significant associations, though contrary to prior
studies, both job satisfaction and unionization were negatively related to voting. He also
uncovered a small amount of institutional difference between Canada and England.
Recognizing the need for a more nuanced account of the role institutional differences play in
shaping workplace and political engagement, Godard (2007: 784) concludes that researchers
need to assess more comprehensively the influence of cross-national variation.

We found three studies analyzing workplace and political engagement across similar
contexts to ours. Unlike the present study, which looks at individual employee voice, D’ Art
and Turner (2007) focus their research specifically on the relationship between union
membership and political participation in 15 European countries using the 2002/2003
European Social Survey. Though they find some evidence of differentiation in both political
activism and voting behavior depending on institutional context, they treat institutions as a
control and focus on country effects only to the extent that they might moderate unionization
outcomes. Similarly, Bryson et al. (2014) focus on union membership and voting across 29
countries using four waves of the European Social Survey, but do not consider cross-national
variation beyond including country effects as a control.

Perhaps the most comparable study to ours comes from Lopes et al. (2014), who
examine the relationship between employee autonomy and political engagement across 15
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work method and schedule autonomy, as well as work criteria autonomy, are similarly
associated with higher levels of political participation, and account for endogeneity by
including instrumental variables. Our study expands upon Lopes et al. in three key respects.
First, similar to D’ Art and Turner (2007), Lopes et al. (2014) treat institutional differences
largely as controls when assessing political participation, whereas we explicitly assess the
extent to which cross-national differences affect the findings. Second, a significant distinction
between our study and Lopes et al. comes from the choice of dependent variables. To
measure political participation, Lopes et al. are limited in that they test only the degree to
which a respondent participates in a voluntary/charitable activity or in a political/union
activity, which are, by design, considered unidimensional constructs. In contrast, our
approach examines ten distinct political activities, which constitute a majority of elements
identified by Verba et al. (1995: 279) and others as “major dimensions” of political activity.
These measures are more variegated indicators of political activity than those used by Lopes
et al. (2014). Third, our study examines the question of whether the relationship between
individual workplace participation and individual political behaviors is moderated by features
of the electoral system. More specifically, unlike Lopes et al. (2014), we ask whether
workplace democracy has a bigger impact on political behaviors depending on the type of
democracy in which a worker resides.

In conclusion, the present study makes an original contribution to the extant literature
by making advances in the areas of generalizability and causality. First, many earlier studies
on the effects of workplace participation on political spillovers use small and non-
generalizable samples. Moreover, the lion’s share of research in this area is grounded in the
U.S. context. It is important to ask whether the relationship between workplace democracy
and political behavior found in the literature is generalizable outside of the United States. So
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14,000 workers across 27 countries. Second, this multi-country sample allows us to test the
strength of this empirical relationship across different national contexts using consistent
measures and sampling methods. Third, while Adman (2008) is an exception, there is a need
to pay more attention to the robustness of the findings, and we analyze whether the evidence
supports a causal relationship between workplace and political participation. Fourth, whereas
related studies employ a limited set of dependent variables, all of our analyses are conducted
on ten dimensions of political participation. Lastly, we incorporate measures of comparative
electoral systems to analyze their importance in moderating the workplace-politic
relationship.

European Social Survey Data and Measures

We analyze data from the European Social Survey, Round 5 (hereafter ESS5), which
is a cross-national survey of individuals aged 15 and over living in private households. The
survey was funded by the European Commission and European Science Foundation, with
additional support from the national research councils. ESS5 includes extensive information
on indicators of social attitudes and behaviors. It was conducted in 2010-2011 across 27
European countries with an overall sample size in excess of 50,000 individuals, of which
approximately 20,000 are workers.* Based on the “principle of equivalence” (Jowell 1998),
ESS5 is nicely suited for cross-national, comparative studies (Jowell et al. 2007). The ESS5
research team employed rigorous and systematic methods to minimize nonresponse bias
(Stoop et al. 2010), leading to an overall average response rate of 60.8 percent. The team also
followed a translation strategy in order to minimize linguistic and semantic discrepancies

(European Social Survey 2010). The sample “was selected by strict random probability

! The countries represented in ESS5 are Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Lithuania,
the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Ukraine, and the United Kingdom.



sampling at every stage and the respondents [were] interviewed face-to-face” (European
Social Survey 2009: 13).
Political Participation Variables

ESS5 includes nine measures of individual political participation in which
respondents were asked: (i) did you vote in last national legislative election, (ii) have you
contacted a politician or government official, (iii) worked in a political party or action group,
(iv) wore or displayed a campaign badge or sticker, (v) signed a petition, (vi) took part in a
lawful public demonstration, (vii) boycotted certain products, as well as (viii) do you feel
closer to a particular political party, and (ix) are you a member of a political party. Except for
the first and last two items, the timeframe for these questions is within the previous 12
months of the survey. Because Pateman (1970) argues that workplace participation will
increase one’s interest in politics, we also analyze a tenth question in which respondents were
asked about their interest level in politics.
Individual Employee Participation Variable Construction

There are also four measures of individual employee participation. Respondents were
asked the extent to which they can: (i) decide how their own daily work is organized, (ii)
influence policy decisions about the organization, (iii) choose or change their own pace of
work, and (iv) decide the time they start and finish work. The first three are measured on an
11-point scale, with 0=no influence and 10=complete control. The fourth question is
measured on a 4-point scale with 1=not at all true and 4=very true. We primarily want to
analyze the impact of overall workplace participation so we use these measures to construct
an overall summary score of individual workplace voice. To assess construct validity, we
conducted factor analyses, none of which uncovered more than one factor—specifically, a
single unidimensional factor was found to have an eigenvalue over 1 using principal factor,

iterated principal factor, principal component, and maximum likelihood factor analysis, while
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all other possible factors have eigenvalues far below this cutoff. These results support the
unidimensionality of these four measures, and so to construct an overall summary score, we
converted the 11-point scales to a 4-point scale to match the fourth question, recoded each
variable to run from 0 to 3, and then aggregated the total. The overall summary score thus
ranges from 0 to 12.

By construction, our focus on these measures of individual workplace participation
limits our sample to ESS5 respondents whose main activity was working at the time of the
survey. Moreover, because most of the political participation measures are for the previous
12 months, we further restrict the sample to those who are not self-employed and who have
worked for their current employer for at least a year. Additional observations that lack
complete information on the variables analyzed are also dropped, which leaves an analysis
dataset with n=14,228. Sample statistics for the key dependent and independent variables are
presented in Table 1. The average within-country sample size is 527, with a range from 219
for Cyprus to 1,004 for Germany.

[Table 1 about here]

Having survived a methodologically rigorous survey design process and in the light of
hindsight gained from four previous rounds of European Social Surveys, the items in Table 1
are widely considered to be robust measures of the constructs they are meant to reflect. Each
of the dependent variables throws light on a dimension of democratic political participation.
Taken together, they provide a “big picture” overview of democratic engagement, broadly
conceived. Concomitantly, each of the measures underlying the key independent variable is
an indicator of employee participation in decision-making. On the whole, they reflect the
varying degrees of employee involvement in, and influence over (Strauss 2006: 779),
decision-making in the workplace. Recall from the literature review that scholarship

generally emphasizes two channels through which workplace participation spills over into the
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political arena—via the enhancement of skills and through creation of feelings of confidence
and agency. Due to the constraints of using secondary data, we do not have direct measures
of either the political efficacy or the skills that result from individual voice. So with respect to
this particular nuance, our method is more of a reduced form approach.

Control Variables

From the ESS5, we also selected a number of variables to include in the multivariate
analyses to account for other influences on political participation. These variables include
measures of union membership and workplace presence, measures of collective consultation
and influence, a measure of the extent to which voice mechanisms were an important driver
of self-selection into the worker’s job, as well as age, gender, years of education, urban
residence, children in the home, citizenship and ethnic minority status, whether the worker is
a supervisor, the type of employer (e.g., government or private), employer size, and the
worker’s major occupation and major industry. We report sample statistics and full results for
these variables in Appendix Table 1. We also include a correlation matrix for the key
variables of interest in Appendix Table 2.

Our ability to control for whether voice mechanisms might influence job choice is
particularly advantageous in our efforts to mitigate the endogeneity problems present in most
similar studies of the drivers of political engagement. In ESS5, respondents were directly
asked how important it would be, in choosing a job, that the job enabled the respondent to use
his or her own initiative (scaled from 1-5, with 1 being not important at all and 5 being very
important). We use this variable as one proxy for the possibility that workers who might
value engagement (either at work or in society writ large) might self-select into jobs that
promote voice. This assumes that respondents can separate out what they desire in a job and
what their current job consists of. Later in this article, we also use instrumental variables to

address endogeneity issues.
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Baseline Results across 27 European Countries

Table 2 summarizes the baseline results in which three probit models are estimated
for each of the key ten dependent variable measures of political participation and
engagement. Each cell in Table 2 reports the marginal effect and standard error for the
individual voice score (the full results are reported in an online appendix). The marginal
effects are calculated as the average of each observation’s predicted probability change from
a one-unit increase in the individual voice score, based on each observation’s actual values
for the variables included in that specification. Column 1 starts with probit models without
any control variables, and all of the estimates are positive and statistically significant at a 1%
level. But these models fail to control for other observable factors that might also shape
political participation. In column 2, we report the results for the individual voice score
variable when we add all of the control variables described above and listed in Appendix
Table 1, except for country effects. As expected, when we control for observable
demographic and job characteristics, the coefficient estimates in column 2 are appreciably
smaller than in column 1, but all except participating in demonstrations are positive and
statistically significant at a 1% level. We explicitly assess the importance of country effects
by adding country fixed effects, which account for national-level differences in economic and
political systems, culture, and other institutional features, in column 3. Some of the
coefficients are smaller than in column 2, but the differences are not as great as when adding
the demographic and job controls. In this baseline specification, the predicted effect of
individual voice on political participation and engagement is positive and statistically
significant at (at least) a 5% level. We also re-estimated the baseline results, omitting
managers because they are likely to have a greater say in workplace decision-making. The

pattern of results is largely unchanged, which suggests that managers are not driving the

13



results, and to avoid a loss of more 4,000 observations, managers were subsequently retained
in the analyses.
[Table 2 about here]

The coefficients reported in Table 2 indicate the average predicted change of the
probability of engaging in each of the political behaviors that is associated with a one-unit
increase in the individual voice score. This can be difficult to interpret because the scores
range from 0 to 12, and, as shown in Table 1, the average rates of participation vary widely
across the different forms of participation. So column 1 in Table 3 reports the implied
percentage change in the predicted rate of political activity if the individual voice score goes
from its minimum of zero to its maximum of 12 based on the coefficients with full controls
(column 3 in Table 2).? The thought experiment that underlies this calculation is estimating
the predicted effect on political participation that would accompany switching an individual’s
workplace from no individual voice to the maximum amount. As an example, consider the
first row in Table 3 (voted in the last national legislative election). When moving from a
workplace with no individual voice to one with maximum voice, the predicted probability of
voting increases by 4.3 percentage points. Relative to the predicted probability of voting of
when voice equals zero (0.772), this means that going from a workplace with no voice to one
with maximum voice is predicted to increase voting by 5.6 percent. Because the base rate for
voting is high, the effect of a large increase in the individual voice score is small; though to
put this in context, door-to-door canvassing has been found to only increase the likelihood of

voting by 2.5 percentage points in the United States, and perhaps by less than a percentage

% This change is calculated by (a) calculating the average predicted probability of the relevant
political activity across all individuals using the actual values of each variable except
restricting individual voice equal to 0, (b) repeating this calculation for individual voice equal
to 12, and (c) calculating the percentage change represented by the percentage increase
between the first and second predicted probabilities relative to the first probability as a
starting point (that is, 100*(b-a)/a).
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point in Europe (Bhatti et al., forthcoming). Note that the remaining effects are more sizable,
ranging from an 11 percent increase in the probability of feeling closer to a particular party to
a 129 percent increase in the probability of working in a political party or action group. As
another thought experiment, consider instead increasing the individual voice score from zero
to the mean level of voice (5.152). The implied percent changes are reported in column 2, and
the effect sizes remain quite sizable (e.g., a 22 percent increase in the probability of signing a
petition).

It should also be pointed out, as another thought experiment, that if we reverse-coded
the individual voice variables, then all of the voice estimates would be significantly negative.
In other words, dictatorial work—a lack of employee participation and voice—is strongly
associated with reduced levels of political participation. This finding harkens back to the
concerns of Adam Smith, Karl Marx, and others with mind-numbing and alienating work
resulting from the division of labor and loss of employee autonomy, while also running
parallel to research in social psychology on the spillover effects of the organization of work
on parenting behaviors. For example, Greenberger et al. (1994) and Grimm-Thomas and
Perry-Jenkins (1994) found that working in jobs that offer little discretion or control is
associated with authoritarian parenting at home.

To benchmark the effect size of individual voice, we start by noting that it is fairly
well accepted that unions have the strong potential to increase political participation among
their members (Radcliff 2001; Rosenfeld 2010, 2014; Sojourner 2013). So we can compare
the estimates for individual voice in Table 2 to the influence of union membership that is
included, but not reported, as a control variable in columns 2-3. Columns 3 and 4 in Table 3
report the strongest results, which are for whether the respondent is currently a union
member. To be comparable to the individual voice effect, column 3 converts the coefficients

from the probit models reported in column 3 of Table 2 (so the full set of control variables,
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including country effects, are included, too) into the implied percent change in the predicted
probability of a particular form of political participation if a worker changes from not being a
union member to being a union member. This is intended to be compared to column 1 of
Table 3; as an alternative, column 4 presents the percent change resulting from going from 0
to the mean value of union membership, similar to the calculation presented in column 2 for
individual voice. The union member variable is also positive and statistically significant in all
of the models except interest in politics, whereas the presence of a union in the workplace
(not reported in Table 3) is significantly related to political participation for five of the
political participation dimensions. So, as one would expect based on previous research, trade
unions are related to individual political engagement. But the key result is that in comparing
columns 1 and 3 (analogously, columns 2 and 4) in Table 3, the effect of individual voice
appears just as strong as the effect of union membership, except in the case of participating in
demonstrations.®

[Table 3 about here]

Lastly, the previous literature hypothesizes that face-to-face participation and
influence over organizational policies are more important for influencing political
participation than are forms of individual voice relating to job autonomy and day-to-day work
(Arrighi and Maume 1994; Greenberg et al. 1996). To explore this, we used the individual
voice questions in the ESS5 to construct a job autonomy measure (using the questions on
influencing daily work organization, one’s own pace of work, and one’s own starting and
ending time) distinct from the measure of influence over organizational policy decision. For
comparability, these two measures were converted to range from 0 to 3 following a procedure

similar to that described above for constructing the overall voice score. In models with full

¥ We do not find any consistent pattern of interactions between individual voice and various
collective voice mechanisms so the individual and collective voice relationships with political
participation appear distinct (results available upon request).
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controls as in the last column of Table 2, we find a statistically significant difference between
the coefficients on these two measures for only one of the political participation measures
(signed a petition). This lack of a significant difference in the effects of these two types of
individual voice is similar to Adman’s (2008) cross-sectional results. Owing to this lack of a
consistent difference and the factor analysis results that support the unidimensionality of the
voice measures, we focus on the singular voice score in the remaining analyses.”

Are the Results Driven by Reverse Causality or Endogeneity?

Bryson et al. (2013) clearly lay out the multiple causal paths that might explain an
empirical relationship between union membership and political behaviors. The same logic
applies to the nexus between workplace voice and political participation in civil society. The
theorizing in the literature in which individual voice mechanisms create skills and agency that
spill over into the political arena implies a straightforward causal relationship from the
workplace to civil society. But a reverse causality relationship is also possible, such that
workers gain skills and agency through political participation, which then leads to a desire for
greater autonomy and voice in the workplace. As a third possibility, workers might vary on
their predisposition towards voice and agency, and workers with higher levels of this desire
then might seek out workplaces with voice and simultaneously seek out opportunities for
political engagement.

Do the results suggest that the estimated relationship is a causal one from the
workplace to the political arena? First, our empirical results show a strong association
between workplace voice and political participation after accounting for respondents’ own
assessment of whether they valued voice when choosing a job. Ideally, this can control for a
predisposition towards voice. Yet even with this control, there remain alternative causal

mechanisms that might indicate that our results do not necessarily reveal a causal relationship

% The results of these additional specifications are available on request.
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from the workplace to the political sphere. It is therefore important to explicitly investigate
the possibility of reverse causality or endogeneity. A standard approach in this type of
situation is the use of instrumental variables (V). To do this, we need instruments that are
correlated with individual employee voice but not political participation. We use two
variables from the European Social Survey dataset: 1) how easy or difficult is it for a
worker’s immediate boss to know how much effort they put into their work (O=extremely
difficult to 10=extremely easy), and 2) how easy or difficult is it for a worker’s employer to
replace them if they left (O=extremely difficult to 10=extremely easy). We posit that these
could be related to employee involvement and voice structures, but it is hard to see why they
would affect the extent to which one participates in the political arena. Specifically, first, if
effort is difficult to observe, the employee’s job is likely complex, and this increased
complexity should be associated with greater levels of autonomy and discretion. Second, if
employees are easy to replace, then the organization may be more oriented toward a “take it
or leave it” approach to their work, which would be associated with reduced autonomy and
discretion. The first-stage regression results are reported in an online appendix. An F-test for
the instruments in the first-stage regression yields an F-statistic of 85.704, which is well
above the conventional threshold of 10 in the weak instruments test, so this evidence does not
suggest that we have problems with weak instruments.

Because instrumental variables is a regression-based method, column 1 of Table 4
first reports the results of estimating the baseline models using ordinary least squares (OLS)
instead of probit models. Only the estimated coefficient and standard error for the individual
voice score are reported, but the models include a full set of controls including country
effects as described earlier in the paper. As expected, these OLS estimates are very similar to
those reported in Table 2. So next we estimated instrumental variables models using the

difficulty of observing work effort and of being replaced as instruments, and column 2 in
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Table 4 reports the coefficient and standard error for the individual voice score. For each of
the ten measures of political participation, the instrumental variables estimate is larger than
the OLS coefficient, which suggests that the OLS estimates are not an artifact of reverse
causality or endogeneity. Although the IV estimate is not statistically significant in several
cases, this reflects larger standard errors when estimated using instruments, which is typically
the case with 1V estimation; the lack of statistical significance does not stem from a smaller
IV coefficient compared to the relevant OLS estimates.

Column 3 reports the p-values for the Hausman-Wu test of endogeneity, and column 4
reports the p-values from a Sargan overidentification test. For most of the measures of
political participation, the Hausman-Wu test p-values are large, which again suggests that
endogeneity is not a problem. The only small p-value is for contacted a politician or
government official, and in this case the IV estimate is statistically significant. In two of the
cases, however, the small p-values for the Sargan tests suggest that our instruments are not
valid in those specifications. Turning to the interested in politics measure, the IV estimate of
individual voice is positive and statistically significant, indicating that, after accounting for
potential endogeneity, individual voice appears to positively influence a worker’s level of
political interest.

[Table 4 about here]

Our conclusion is that endogeneity issues do not seem to heavily affect our results,
which is supported by similar studies of this type (see Lopes et al. 2014). The most
conservative interpretation might be that there are some effects of endogeneity on attitudes
and behaviors toward parties and politics more generally. But, for many of the staples of
democratic participation (voting, contacting government officials, showing support for a
candidate, signing a petition), accounting for reverse causality and endogeneity using

instrumental variables still generates a positive and significant effect of individual employee
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voice consistent with an apparent causal mechanism leading from the workplace to the
political arena. It should be noted that, regardless of which way the causal arrow flows, the
results still strongly suggest that workplace participation and political participation are
mutually reinforcing. This finding is important in and of itself.

Are the Results Driven by Particular Countries?

As noted above, most of the previous literature is limited to single-country studies,
and the lion’s share involves the United States. This begs the question as to whether a
positive association between individual employee voice and political behavior is driven by
particular institutional environments of specific countries. A real advantage of the ESS5 data
we are using is the breadth of 27 countries represented, countries that include diverse political
systems, varieties of capitalism, and other differences such as cultural norms. The broad
geopolitical scope of the ESS dataset offers an opportunity to examine the extent to which
our findings change as a result of variations in the characteristics embedded within
respondents’ national political economies.

The baseline results presented in Table 2 measure the average effect across the
countries and political systems represented in the data. In this section, we want to answer the
question of whether this average result is misleadingly driven by a small number of countries,
or is it robust across a broader set. For starters, recall that our baseline results include a full
set of fixed country effects. So the baseline results already account for national differences in
electoral systems, varieties of capitalism, and cultural contexts. In the next section we will
explore interaction effects to see if the strength of the influence of voice on political
participation varies in different contexts. In this section we first address whether the
relationship between workplace and political participation is apparent across a range of
countries. If so, then we believe it is appropriate to infer that this phenomenon is not limited

to a specific institutional context.
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Unfortunately, while we have a robust sample size across 27 countries, the within-
country sample sizes are too small for separate country-by-country statistical models.
Alternatively, we allow for the individual voice effect to vary by country within a pooled
model. Less than fifteen percent of the country interactions across the ten dependent variables
are statistically different from zero. All of the others are insignificant, which is consistent
with imprecise estimates due to small within-country sample sizes.

Additionally, we can ask how many countries have an estimated voice effect on
political participation that is different from the average effect across the sample. To do this,
we add an interaction effect between voice and each country one at time—that is, for each
dependent variable, one model includes only a Great Britain interaction, another includes
only a Spain interaction, and so forth. A statistically significant interaction indicates a
country-specific voice-political participation relationship that is different from the overall
effect size. Of the 270 probit models (10 dependent variables and 27 countries), 12 percent
have a statistically significant country interaction while only one specification has a main
voice effect that is not positive and statistically significant at a five percent level.®> Half of the
significant interactions involve three of the 10 dependent variables: feeling close to a
particular party, contacting a politician, and signing a petition. Twenty of the 27 countries
have zero or one significant interactions across the 10 dependent variables; another four have
two and the remaining three have four significant interactions.

Of the 32 significant interactions, 20 are positive indicating a voice-political
participation relationship that is stronger than average. Among these, we could not discern

any clear patterns, such as consistently high or low levels of voice or political participation,

® This one specification is when taking part in a demonstration is the dependent variable and
Spain is the single country interaction. The estimated non-Spain average marginal effect is
0.0016 with a p-value of 0.061, compared to 0.0021 with a p-value of 0.012 in the baseline
model without a country interaction.
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or a similar country-type. Of the 12 negative interactions, only five are large enough to yield
an overall country-specific relationship that is negative and statistically significant. That is,
less than two percent of the country-political activity combinations have a statistically
significant negative relationship, and these are evenly spread across five countries. Based on
this, we are confident inferring that results in Table 2 are not being driven by a small number
of countries. While there are small cases where the results are weakened, overall the
relationship between workplace and political participation appears to hold across a wide
variety of European countries with diverse institutional environments. This is an important
result because it shows that the models are generally robust cross-nationally.

Does Individual Voice Lead to Greater Political Engagement in Certain Electoral
Systems?

The previous sections suggest that the main effects of individual voice on political
engagement are robust to country controls, into which national-level economic, political, and
cultural differences are subsumed. But what about the extent to which individual voice
matters differently across different contexts? Two typologies of national contexts that could
have been used to identify cross-country differences are Hall and Soskice’s (2001) varieties
of capitalism (VOC) framework and/or Hofstede’s (2001) cultural dimensions framework.
Given that the behaviors we are analyzing are political in nature (e.g., voting, working for
campaigns), we believe that a more suitable framework for addressing national differences in
this phenomenon is one that more squarely identifies distinctions in political systems, rather
than in economic or cultural systems. With that said, we nevertheless interacted country
levels of Hofstede’s power distance with individual voice, and also interacted individual
voice with two alternative VOC classifications, one based on geography and another based on

Schneider and Paunescu’s (2012) expansion. We find that the electoral systems measures,
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described next, more effectively capture spillover variations than either of these approaches.®
Given the muted empirical effects and the lack of any clear theoretical basis for preferring
either VOC or culture as national political economy typologies, our focus in the remainder of
this section is on comparative electoral systems.

To address the question of whether individual workplace voice makes a bigger
difference in the likelihood of political participation in certain types of political systems, we
need to identify measures that speak to how politics function differently across nations. Such
differences emerge from the political science literature on comparative electoral systems. An
electoral system determines “the means by which votes are translated into seats in the process
of electing politicians into office” (Farrell 2001: 4). Note that, unlike the VOC literature that
classifies countries into groupings of different types, the comparative electoral approach uses
specific measures of electoral system differences.

Three central features tend to define much of the work differentiating one electoral
system from another (Lijphart 1994; Karp and Banducci 2008). The first is a country’s level
of disproportionality, which indicates the extent to which the number of votes a party
receives in a given election translates into actual seats within the resulting legislature. Perfect
proportionality means that each party’s share of legislative seats exactly equals its vote share,
and disproportionality measures deviations from this baseline. A country with high
disproportionality has a legislative body that is not very representative of the actual votes
cast; this is expected to discourage minor parties from engaging with the political system,
which reduces political efficacy among a population and may yield declining political

participation (Almond and Verba 1963; Norris 2004; Karp and Banducci 2008).

® None of the ten power distance interactions is statistically significant at the 5% level. When
using a geographical VOC classification, only 10% of the interactions are significant at the
5% level, and when using the modified Schneider and Paunescu (2012) classification, only
25% of the interactions are significant at the 5% level, with no clear patterns emerging across
or within VOC classifications. These results are available upon request.
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Consequently, the effect of individual voice on political engagement might be weaker when
disproportionality is higher.

The second method scholars use to differentiate electoral systems is the level of
multipartism, or the number of political parties within a country (Lijphart 1994; Karp and
Banducci 2008). As the number of parties in a country grows, several effects can occur. The
first is that greater numbers of parties can better mobilize individuals into political activities
like voting, which would suggest positive effects on political activities emanating from
multipartism (Ladner and Miller 1997; Karp and Banducci 2008). Additionally, as the
number of parties within an electoral system grows, each party should, in theory, differentiate
itself from the others and provide a wider variety of ideological choices for the electorate,
which may boost engagement and political activities among the population (Katz 1980).
Conversely, in countries where political elites determine governance structures, multipartism
may hurt political efficacy as coalition governments become more likely (Karp and Banducci
2008). So spillovers from the workplace into the political arena are likely to be stronger when
there are more parties.

A third dimension for comparing democratic electoral systems is the age of a
country’s democracy, which is typically measured as whether a political system pre-dates the
break-up of the Soviet Union (Karp and Banducci 2007), and we also include a measure
identifying countries that were, until the latter portion of the twentieth century, governed by
fascist regimes (i.e., Spain, Portugal, and Greece). Scholars have found evidence that the
institutionalization of parties is often weaker in new democracies, which may yield lower
engagement and concerns over trust and legitimacy by the electorate (Letki 2004; Abbott and
Sapsford 2006). There is reason, therefore, to expect that differences in spillover effects will

emerge not only as a result of disproportionality and multipartism, but also in response to
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whether a country is an old or new democracy. We explicitly posit that voice effects will be
more muted in new democracies than in old democracies.

We use standard measures to create variables for each country’s disproportionality,
multipartism, and old or new democracy status. Our measure of disproportionality comes
from Gallagher’s (1991) disproportionality index. This index records the difference between
vote share and number of seats for each party, sums the squares of the differences divided by
two, and takes the square root of the resulting value. Though many measures have been
proposed (Karpov 2008), the Gallagher index is widely used and generally viewed as the
most useful measure of disproportionality (Lijphart 1994). For each country, we take the
disproportionality index result for the closest available year preceding our survey data (i.e.,
prior to 2011). Our measure of multipartism consists of the effective number of parties at the
electoral level in a given country over the same time period as above, using a formula
originally derived by Laakso and Taagepera (1979).” Lastly, we group countries into old and
new democracies, where new democracies in the European context correlate either with
former fascist or former Soviet Bloc states that embraced democracy in the last quarter of the
20™ century. This is again a common approach to identifying old versus new democracies
within the political science literature, particularly with regard to former Soviet countries
(Mainwaring 1999; Karp and Banducci 2007).

We find that two of the three measures of comparative electoral systems significantly
moderate voice effects across several of the participation measures (see Table 5). Although
we find no moderation by disproportionality, the results indicate that voice effects on political

participation generally become more muted as the number of parties within an electoral

" The disproportionality index and effective number of parties data for each country is
available at the following website:
http://www.tcd.ie/Political_Science/staff/michael_gallagher/EISystems/Docts/Electionindices
.pdf (last accessed June 15, 2017).
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system grows. This holds true with regard to actions like contacting politicians, wearing
badges, signing petitions, and boycotting certain products. Table 5 provides the coefficients
and standard errors for the interaction terms, which allow us to determine whether the
interactions as a whole are statistically significant, while Figure 1 graphs the marginal effects
for the statistically significant interactions found within Table 5 as voice moves from 0 to 12
across three- and seven-party systems. These marginal effects correspond to about one
standard deviation above and below the mean number of parties in our sample. Where fewer
parties are present within a country, high levels of workplace voice facilitate greater
likelihoods of each of these behaviors than do lower levels of voice. However, as more
parties are present within a country’s political system, the different effects of voice on
participation diminish. The only exception to this trend comes from considering interest in
politics, wherein larger numbers of parties, combined with higher levels of voice, correspond
with increased political interest. The rationale underlying this interaction is unclear and
deserves further scrutiny. Perhaps the political complexity associated with a greater number
of parties creates more conflict and gridlock, thus resulting in diminished perceptions of the
efficacy of government, or perhaps citizens feel their interests are adequately represented
with more numerous, focused parties compared to situations with fewer parties.®

[Table 5 about here]

We also find that four of our results are moderated according to whether the country
is considered an old or new democracy. Figure 2 graphs the marginal effects for the
statistically significant interactions found within Table 5 across old and new democracies as
voice moves from 0 to 12. We find mixed evidence that the effects of voice on a number of

political activities are stronger within old democracies and are weaker in new democracies.

® For space considerations, this result is not shown graphically within Figure 1 but is
available upon request.
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Acts such as wearing badges, signing petitions, and being closer to a particular party are more
likely to occur when employees receive higher levels of voice and also belong to old
democracies as opposed to new (at least post-Soviet) democracies. Yet working in a political
party is more positively affected by higher workplace voice levels within both post-Soviet
and post-fascist new democracies, as is signing petitions if the new democracy was formed
within a previously fascist country. The rationale underlying these interactions is unclear.
One possibility is that new democracies lack sufficiently robust institutions, norms, and
agentic feelings that inspire and facilitate individual participation. Further research on these
findings is indicated.

[Figures 1 and 2 about here]

Conclusions

For decades, scholars and others have argued that the workplace, when structured
appropriately, can serve as a training ground for democratic attitudes and behaviors by
fostering a sense of agency as well as transferable skills. In other words, there are reasons to
expect that what happens at work, does not stay at work. This can be seen in a positive
frame—greater workplace involvement is likely to be associated with greater political
engagement—or in a negative frame—dictatorial and authoritarian workplace practices are
likely to be related to reduced political participation in the democratic arena. But while there
has been empirical research testing these relationships, there are still several gaps in this
literature.

Using a sample of over 14,000 European workers, we find that employees with
greater levels of individual autonomy and voice at work are indeed significantly more likely
to engage in a broad array of pro-democratic behaviors. This relationship appears just as
strong as the commonly accepted relationship between trade unions and political

participation, and appears to be a distinct relationship apart from this collective voice sphere.
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Moreover, we find these results in arguably the broadest and most robust analyses of diverse
countries to date. We further show that the results do not appear to be driven by a small
number of specific countries, and are moderated by some aspects of a country’s electoral
system, namely the number of parties within the system and whether the country represents
an old or a new democracy. As such, the relationship between workplace democracy and
political democracy is one that both holds across diverse countries, and hence across diverse
institutional environments, but is also shaped in part by certain institutional considerations.
This is a unique result that moves the literature on the political spillovers of organizational
democracy forward in an important way.

Our analyses recognize that democratic engagement in civil society might precede
workplace democracy both temporally and causally. We account for respondent self-
identification that voice is important in job selection, and we also use instrumental variables
estimation to rigorously investigate the possibility of reverse causality and endogeneity. The
results suggest that endogeneity is not a major issue, implying the existence of a “positive
outward democratic spillover.” This, in turn, implies that the importance of organizational
practices extends beyond the workplace, and public policy interventions might be warranted
to prevent dictatorial work regimes that dampen political engagement. And even if there are
sources of endogeneity that we failed to account for, our findings are still important. If
causality runs from the political arena to the workplace, then a participatory workplace
should be seen as an important outlet for individuals valuing political involvement. In
particular, workplace participation can prevent individuals from getting frustrated or losing
their deliberative skills, thus reducing the likelihood that they withdraw from the political
arena. So regardless of which way the causal arrow points, the workplace-political

engagement nexus is an important one that deserves greater attention.
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While the present study makes novel empirical and methodological contributions to
the extant literature, it also reveals the need for a more comprehensive development of the
theoretical linkages between the fields of political science and work and employment
relations. Most previous attempts to theoretically link these two fields of study have met at
the crossroads of political economy (e.g., Hall and Soskice 2001). However, it seems clear
from the present study that the organization of work has potentially serious non-economic
implications beyond the workplace. The results of this research should provide value for
scholars seeking to advance the understanding of the inter-relationship between organizations
and society. More specifically, the present study can serve as a stepping stone towards an
integrated theory on how the organization of work can structure the behavior of individuals in
civil society. We encourage theoretical development along these lines.

There are also empirical and methodological directions for future research stemming
from this paper. Most obviously, while we have responded to Godard’s (2007) call for more
analyses of cross-national variations, our study is limited to greater Europe. Whether or not
these results would hold in non-Western societies, especially ones that are characterized by
authoritarian governments, is a question that deserves further scholarly attention. We would
like to end this paper with a call for even more methodological pluralism than we have shown
here. The key question at the heart of the present study and its predecessors is whether or not
one can “learn” about democracy through the workplace and then carry those skills and
attitudes outward into the political spaces of society. Further insights into causal directions
and specific channels could be obtained with complementary qualitative fieldwork. Thus, in

spite of all the research on this topic, there is still more to learn.
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Table 1: Key Variable Definitions and Descriptive Statistics

Std
Variable (ESS question number)  Scale Mean Dev
Dependent Variables (measures of political participation)
Voted in last national legislative ~ 0=no, 1=yes 0.787 0.409
election (B11)
Contacted politician or 0=no, 1=yes within last 0.156 0.363
government official (B13) 12 months
Worked in a political party or 0=no, 1=yes within last 0.041 0.199
action group (B14) 12 months
Wore or displayed a campaign 0=no, 1=yes within last 0.080 0.272
badge/sticker (B16) 12 months
Signed a petition (B17) 0=no, 1=yes within last 0.241 0.427
12 months
Took part in a lawful public 0=no, 1=yes within last 0.071 0.257
demonstration (B18) 12 months yes
Boycotted certain products (B19)  0=no, 1=yes within last 0.170 0.375
12 months
Feel closer to a particular political 0=no, 1=yes 0.476 0.499
party (B20a)
A member of a political party 0=no, 1=yes 0.044 0.206
(B21)
Very or quite interested in politics 0=no, 1=yes 0.476 0.499
(B1)
Key Measures of Individual Employee Voice
Decide how own daily work is 0=no influence to 6.215 3.265
organized (F27) 10=complete control
Influence policy decisions about ~ 0=no influence to 3.862 3.226
organization (F28) 10=complete control
Choose or change own pace of 0=no influence to 5.715 3.348
work (F28a) 10=complete control
Decide the time they start and 1=not at all true; 2=a 1.809 1.042
finish work (G31) little true; 3=quite true;
4=very true
Individual voice score (sum of 0=min to 12=max 5.152 3.221

four questions above, with 11-
point scales first converted to 4)

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals whose
main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for employer > 1 year

[n=14,228].
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Table 2: Probit Results of the
Effect of Individual Workplace Voice on Political Participation

Individual Voice Score Results?

Controls Except  Full Controls with
No Controls  Country Effects Country Effects

1) (2) (3)

Voted in last national 0.016** 0.005** 0.004**
legislative election (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Contacted politician 0.018** 0.008** 0.008**
or government (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
official
Worked in a political 0.005** 0.003** 0.003**
party or action group (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Wore or displayed a 0.010** 0.006** 0.003**
campaign badge (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
/sticker
Signed a petition 0.021** 0.012** 0.007**

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Took part in a lawful 0.004** 0.001 0.002*
public demonstration (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Boycotted certain 0.018** 0.010** 0.004**
products (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Feel closer to a 0.023** 0.011** 0.004*
particular political (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
party
Member of a political 0.005** 0.002** 0.002**
party (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Very or quite 0.032** 0.012** 0.006**
interested in politics (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals

whose main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for employer > 1

year [n=14,228]

Notes: * Columns 1-3 report the marginal effect and standard error for the
individual voice score from a probit model for each dependent variable.
The control variables are those listed in Appendix Table 1 plus country,
industry, and occupational effects. Models are estimated using ESS5
design weights.

Statistically significant at the * 0.05 or ** 0.01 level.
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Table 3: Comparing the Effect of Individual and

Collective Workplace Voice on Political Participation®

Percent Change in DV
Predicted Probability in
Response to Changes in
the Individual Voice

Percent Change in DV
Predicted Probability in
Response to Changes in

Individual Union

Score Membership

Oto12 0 to mean Otol 0 to mean
Dependent Variable (1) (@) (3) 4)
Voted in last national 5.6% 2.5% 4.7% 3.2%
legislative election
Contacted politician or 84.2% 40.0% 22.2% 14.3%
government official
Worked in a political 129.6% 59.0% 78.8% 47.5%
party or action group
Wore or displayed a 70.0% 34.2% 47.0% 29.3%
campaign badge/sticker
Signed a petition 44.3% 22.4% 31.3% 19.8%
Took part in a lawful 43.3% 22.9% 85.7% 50.7%
public demonstration
Boycotted certain 37.5% 19.3% 14.4% 9.6%
products
Feel closer to a 11.0% 6.1% 6.2% 4.2%
particular political party
Member of a political 84.9% 41.9% 62.2% 39.5%
party
Very or quite interested 17.0% 9.1% 3.6% 2.3%

in politics

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals
whose main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for employer >

1 year [n=14,228].

Notes: ® Columns 1 and 2 are calculated from the marginal effects reported in
column 3 of Table 2. Columns 3 and 4 are calculated from unreported
marginal effects for the individual union membership variable that is
included in the probit models that yield the results reported in column 3

of Table 2.
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Table 4: Instrumental Variables Estimates of the
Effect of Individual Workplace Voice on Political Participation®

Hausman- Sargan
Wu test overid test
OLS v p-value p-value

Dependent Variable 1) (2) (3) 4)
Voted in last national 0.004* 0.020 0.706 0.209
legislative election (0.001) (0.011)
Contacted politician or 0.007* 0.022* 0.044 0.243
government official (0.001) (0.010)
Worked in a political 0.003* 0.004 0.662 0.709
party or action group (0.001) (0.006)
Wore or displayed a 0.003* 0.014 0.376 0.575
campaign badge/sticker (0.001) (0.008)
Signed a petition 0.006* 0.017 0.570 0.224

(0.001) (0.012)
Took part in a lawful 0.002* 0.011 0.293 0.169
public demonstration (0.001) (0.007)
Boycotted certain 0.003* 0.017 0.306 0.001
products (0.001) (0.010)
Feel closer to a 0.004* 0.015 0.371 0.002
particular political party (0.002) (0.014)
Member of a political 0.002* 0.002 0.677 0.148
party (0.001) (0.006)
Very or quite interested 0.006* 0.030* 0.257 0.168
in politics (0.002) (0.013)

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals
whose main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for employer >
1 year (n=14,228).

Notes: ® Column 1 reports the OLS coefficient and standard error for the
individual voice score. Column 2 reports the IV estimates using
difficulty of observing work effort and of being replaced as instruments.
The control variables are those listed in Appendix Table 1 plus country,
industry, and occupational effects. Models are estimated using ESS5
design weights. Columns 3 and 4 report the p-values for the Hausman-
Wu test of endogeneity and the Sargan overidentification test. These are
calculated from unweighted instrumental variables regressions using the
same specifications.

Statistically significant at the * 0.05 level.
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Table 5: Moderating Effects of Comparative Electoral Systems Measure on Voice Outcomes®

Voted Contacted ~ Worked Wore Signed Public Boycotted Closeto ~ Member Interested
Politician in Party Badge Petition ~ Demonst.  Products Party of a Party in Politics
Voice 0.019 0.079** -0.029 0.122** 0.086** 0.052" 0.075** 0.029 0.039 -0.011
Index (0.021) (0.021) (0.033) (0.027) (0.020) (0.031) (0.019) (0.018) (0.029) (0.019)
Disproportionality -0.022** 0.007 -0.013 0.006 0.027** 0.042** 0.009 -0.025** -0.005 -0.028**
(0.007) (0.008) (0.012) (0.010) (0.007) (0.011) (0.008) (0.006) (0.012) (0.007)
Number of -0.012 0.042* -0.030 0.046* 0.096** 0.070* 0.010 -0.028" 0.030 -0.068**
Parties (0.017) (0.019) (0.034) (0.023) (0.017) (0.028) (0.018) (0.016) (0.028) (0.017)
New Dem. 0.044 -0.095 -0.029 0.053 -0.339**  0.554**  -0.397**  -0.223** -0.111 -0.408**
(Post-Fascist) (0.091) (0.112) (0.157) (0.127) (0.097) (0.114) (0.103) (0.084) (0.163) (0.085)
New Dem. -0.265** -0.031 -0.081 -0.143 -0.334**  -0.308**  -0.678** -0.093" -0.002 -0.223**
(Post-Soviet) (0.060) (0.070) (0.1207) (0.089) (0.062) (0.095) (0.071) (0.053) (0.098) (0.055)
Voice * -0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.000 -0.003 0.001
Disproportionality (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
Voice * -0.001 -0.008* 0.007 -0.014**  -0.009** -0.007 -0.009** -0.001 -0.002 0.006*
Number of Parties (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002)
Voice * New Dem. 0.014 0.009 0.073** -0.009 0.037* 0.009 -0.002 0.000 0.020 -0.007
(Post-Fascist) (0.017) (0.018) (0.023) (0.020) (0.016) (0.019) (0.018) (0.015) (0.025) (0.015)
Voice * New Dem. 0.007 -0.004 0.044** -0.025" -0.030** -0.003 0.001 -0.015" 0.019 -0.010
(Post-Soviet) (0.010) (0.011) (0.016) (0.014) (0.010) (0.015) (0.011) (0.009) (0.015) (0.009)
Full Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals whose main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for
employer > 1 year (n=14,228).

Notes:  Each column reports unstandardized coefficients and standard errors from probit models for each dependent variable. The control
variables are those listed in Appendix Table 1 plus country, industry, and occupational effects. Models are estimated using ESS5 design weights.
Statistically significant at the *.10 * 0.05 or ** 0.01 level.
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Figure 1: Statistically Significant Moderating Effects of Multipartism on Voice Outcomes
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Figure 2: Statistically Significant Moderating Effects of Old vs.
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Appendix Table 1: Control Variable Definitions and Descriptive Statistics

Std
Variable (ESS question number)  Scale Mean Dev
Current member of a trade union ~ 0=no, 1=yes 0.322 0.467
(F39)
Previous but not current member  0=no, 1=yes 0.160 0.367
of a trade union (F39)
Union/union members in the 0=no, 1=yes 0.783 0.412
workplace (G44)
Regular meetings b/w employer 0=no, 1=yes 0.575 0.494
and employee reps (G42)
Influence of discussions on 1=no or not much to 4=a 1.766 0.880
working conditions (G43) great deal
Influence of trade unions on 1=no or not much to 4=a 1.608 0.792
working conditions (G44) great deal
Importance in choosing job: job 1=not important or notat  0.090 0.286
enabled own initiative (G65) all important
Importance in choosing job: job 2=neither important nor 0.122 0.328
enabled own initiative (G65) unimportant
Importance in choosing job: job 3=important 0.540 0.498
enabled own initiative (G65)
Importance in choosing job: job 4=very important 0.249 0.432
enabled own initiative (G65)
Citizen of country (C26) 0=no, 1=yes 0.982 0.134
Belong to minority ethnic group 0=no, 1=yes 0.046 0.210
in country (C32)
Female gender (F2) 0=no, 1=yes 0.509 0.499
Children living in the home (F12) 0=no, 1=yes 0.526 0.499
Urban residence (F14) 0=no, 1=yes 0.236 0.425
Suburban residence (F14) 0=no, 1=yes 0.121 0.326
Town or small city residence 0=no, 1=yes 0.309 0.462
(F14)
Age of respondent (Calculated) min=16; max=70 42.737  11.228
Years of full-time education min=0; max=30 13.800  3.546
completed (F16)
Responsible for supervising other  0=no, 1=yes 0.303 0.460
employees (F25)
Central or local government 0=no, 1=yes 0.127 0.333
employer (F32)
Other public sector employer 0=no, 1=yes 0.172 0.377
(F32)
State-owned enterprise employer  0=no, 1=yes 0.079 0.270
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(F32)

Private employer (F32) 0=no, 1=yes 0.599 0.490
Establishment size under 10 (F24) 0=no, 1=yes 0.220 0.414
Establishment size 10 to 24 (F24)  0=no, 1=yes 0.196 0.398
Establishment size 25 to 99 (F24) 0=no, 1=yes 0.268 0.443
Establishment size 100 to 499 0=no, 1=yes 0.179 0.383
(F24)

Establishment size 500 or more 0=no, 1=yes 0.137 0.343
(F24)

Level of disproportionality min=0.73; max=15.1 5.893 4.045
Number of parties min=2.82; max=10.04 5.148 1.692
New democracy (post-fascist) 0=no, 1=yes 0.103 0.304
New democracy (post-Soviet) 0=no, 1=yes 0.357 0.479
How easy for boss to know how 1=extremely difficult to 7.167 2.369
much effort put into work 10=extremely easy

How easy to replace you if you 1=extremely difficult to 5.886 2.705
left 10=extremely easy

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals whose
main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for employer > 1 year
(n=14,228). For information on industry, occupation, and country indicators, refer
to the online appendix.
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Appendix Table 2: Correlation Matrix for Key Variables

Voted Contacted Worked Wore Signed Public  Boycotted Closeto Member Interested  Voice
Politician  in Party Badge Petition Demo Products 1 Party ofaParty inPolitics Index

Voted 1
Contacted 0.120 1
Politician
Worked in 0.075 0.287 1
Party
Wore 0.083 0.207 0.272 1
Badge
Signed 0.112 0.215 0.139 0.264 1
Petition
Public 0.071 0.145 0.193 0.278 0.275 1
Demonstration
Boycotted 0.092 0.165 0.083 0.186 0.311 0.201 1
Products
Close to 0.279 0.141 0.149 0.137 0.141 0.092 0.133 1
One Party
Member of 0.086 0.198 0.516 0.185 0.082 0.091 0.034 0.179 1
a Party
Interested 0.225 0.178 0.142 0.117 0.165 0.103 0.172 0.278 0.128 1
in Politics
Voice 0.119 0.161 0.085 0.114 0.161 0.048 0.146 0.150 0.070 0.204 1
Index

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals whose main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for

employer > 1 year [n=14,228].
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Appendix Table 1: Control Variable Definitions and Descriptive Statistics

Std
Variable (ESS question number)  Scale Mean Dev
Current member of a trade union ~ 0=no, 1=yes 0.322 0.467
(F39)
Previous but not current member  0=no, 1=yes 0.160 0.367
of a trade union (F39)
Union/union members in the 0=no, 1=yes 0.783 0.412
workplace (G44)
Regular meetings b/w employer 0=no, 1=yes 0.575 0.494
and employee reps (G42)
Influence of discussions on 1=no or not much to 4=a 1.766 0.880
working conditions (G43) great deal
Influence of trade unions on 1=no or not much to 4=a 1.608 0.792
working conditions (G44) great deal
Importance in choosing job: job 1=not important or notat  0.090 0.286
enabled own initiative (G65) all important
Importance in choosing job: job 2=neither important nor 0.122 0.328
enabled own initiative (G65) unimportant
Importance in choosing job: job 3=important 0.540 0.498
enabled own initiative (G65)
Importance in choosing job: job 4=very important 0.249 0.432
enabled own initiative (G65)
Citizen of country (C26) 0=no, 1=yes 0.982 0.134
Belong to minority ethnic group 0=no, 1=yes 0.046 0.210
in country (C32)
Female gender (F2) 0=no, 1=yes 0.509 0.499
Children living in the home (F12) 0=no, 1=yes 0.526 0.499
Urban residence (F14) 0=no, 1=yes 0.236 0.425
Suburban residence (F14) 0=no, 1=yes 0.121 0.326
Town or small city residence 0=no, 1=yes 0.309 0.462
(F14)
Age of respondent (Calculated) min=16; max=70 42.737  11.228
Years of full-time education min=0; max=30 13.800  3.546
completed (F16)
Responsible for supervising other  0=no, 1=yes 0.303 0.460
employees (F25)
Central or local government 0=no, 1=yes 0.127 0.333
employer (F32)
Other public sector employer 0=no, 1=yes 0.172 0.377
(F32)
State-owned enterprise employer  0=no, 1=yes 0.079 0.270
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(F32)

Private employer (F32)
Establishment size under 10 (F24)
Establishment size 10 to 24 (F24)
Establishment size 25 to 99 (F24)

Establishment size 100 to 499
(F24)

Establishment size 500 or more
(F24)

Level of disproportionality
Number of parties

Old democracy
New democracy (post-fascist)

New democracy (post-Soviet)

How easy for boss to know how
much effort put into work

How easy to replace you if you
left

Major occupation: legislators,
senior officials, mgrs (F33-F34a)

Major occupation: professionals
(F33-F34a)

Major occupation: technicians &
assoc professionals (F33-F34a)

Major occupation: clerks (F33-
F34a)

Major occupation: service & shop
& market sales (F33-F34a)

Major occupation: skilled
agriculture and fish (F33-F34a)

Major occupation: craft and
related trade (F33-F34a)

Major occupation: plant and
machine operators (F33-F34a)

Major occupation: elementary
occupations (F33-F34a)

Major industry: agriculture,
forestry, fishing (F31)

Major industry: mining and
quarrying (F31)

Major industry: manufacturing
(F31)

0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes

0=no, 1=yes

min=0.73; max=15.1
min=2.82; max=10.04

0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes

0=no, 1=yes

1=extremely difficult to
10=extremely easy

1=extremely difficult to
10=extremely easy

0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes
0=no, 1=yes

0=no, 1=yes

0.599
0.220
0.196
0.268
0.179

0.137

5.893
5.148

0.540
0.103

0.357
7.167

5.886

0.076

0.201

0.184

0.109

0.146

0.007

0.111

0.085

0.078

0.018

0.007

0.166

0.490
0.414
0.398
0.443
0.383

0.343

4.045
1.692

0.498
0.304

0.479
2.369

2.705

0.265

0.401

0.387

0.312

0.353

0.086

0.314

0.279

0.268

0.131

0.086

0.372



Major industry: electricity, gas, 0=no, 1=yes 0.011 0.105
steam, a/c supply (F31)

Major industry: water supply; 0=no, 1=yes 0.008 0.087
waste management (F31)

Major industry: construction 0=no, 1=yes 0.061 0.239
(F31)

Major industry: wholesale/retail 0=no, 1=yes 0.113 0.317
trade (F31)

Major industry: transportation and 0=no, 1=yes 0.064 0.246
storage (F31)

Major industry: accommodation 0=no, 1=yes 0.032 0.177
and food service (F31)

Major industry: information and 0=no, 1=yes 0.034 0.182
communication (F31)

Major industry: financial and 0=no, 1=yes 0.035 0.183
insurance (F31)

Major industry: real estate 0=no, 1=yes 0.007 0.081
activities (F31)

Major industry: professional, 0=no, 1=yes 0.052 0.223
scientific, technical (F31)

Major industry: administrative 0=no, 1=yes 0.044 0.204
and support service (F31)

Major industry: public admin, 0=no, 1=yes 0.072 0.259
defence, social security (F31)

Major industry: education (F31) 0=no, 1=yes 0.112 0.315
Major industry: human health and  0=no, 1=yes 0.119 0.324
social work (F31)

Major industry: arts, 0=no, 1=yes 0.018 0.132
entertainment, recreation (F31)

Major industry: activities of 0=no, 1=yes 0.005 0.146
households (F31)

Major industry: extraterritorial 0=no, 1=yes 0.001 0.012
organizations (F31)

Country: United Kingdom 0=no, 1=yes 0.054 0.226
Country: Ireland 0=no, 1=yes 0.041 0.198
Country: Belgium 0=no, 1=yes 0.043 0.202
Country: Netherlands 0=no, 1=yes 0.043 0.202
Country: Switzerland 0=no, 1=yes 0.033 0.177
Country: Germany 0=no, 1=yes 0.071 0.256
Country: Denmark 0=no, 1=yes 0.042 0.201
Country: Norway 0=no, 1=yes 0.049 0.217
Country: Sweden 0=no, 1=yes 0.039 0.194
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Country: France 0=no, 1=yes 0.041 0.199
Country: Spain 0=no, 1=yes 0.036 0.186
Country: Portugal 0=no, 1=yes 0.033 0.179
Country: Greece 0=no, 1=yes 0.034 0.182
Country: Cyprus 0=no, 1=yes 0.015 0.123
Country: Israel 0=no, 1=yes 0.028 0.164
Country: Czech Republic 0=no, 1=yes 0.052 0.222
Country: Slovakia 0=no, 1=yes 0.030 0.171
Country: Hungary 0=no, 1=yes 0.032 0.175
Country: Croatia 0=no, 1=yes 0.021 0.143
Country: Slovenia 0=no, 1=yes 0.025 0.156
Country: Bulgaria 0=no, 1=yes 0.037 0.189
Country: Ukraine 0=no, 1=yes 0.020 0.139
Country: Russia 0=no, 1=yes 0.048 0.214
Country: Poland 0=no, 1=yes 0.031 0.174
Country: Lithuania 0=no, 1=yes 0.018 0.133
Country: Estonia 0=no, 1=yes 0.042 0.201
Country: Finland 0=no, 1=yes 0.042 0.202

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals whose
main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for employer > 1 year

(n=14,228).



Appendix Table 2:

Correlation Matrix for Key Variables

Voted  Contacted Worked Wore Signed Public  Boycotted Closeto Member Interested  Voice
Politician  in Party Badge Petition Demo Products 1 Party ofaParty inPolitics Index

Voted 1
Contacted 0.120 1
Politician
Worked in 0.075 0.287 1
Party
Wore 0.083 0.207 0.272 1
Badge
Signed 0.112 0.215 0.139 0.264 1
Petition
Public 0.071 0.145 0.193 0.278 0.275 1
Demonstration
Boycotted 0.092 0.165 0.083 0.186 0.311 0.201 1
Products
Close to 0.279 0.141 0.149 0.137 0.141 0.092 0.133 1
One Party
Member of 0.086 0.198 0.516 0.185 0.082 0.091 0.034 0.179 1
a Party
Interested 0.225 0.178 0.142 0.117 0.165 0.103 0.172 0.278 0.128 1
in Politics
Voice 0.119 0.161 0.085 0.114 0.161 0.048 0.146 0.150 0.070 0.204 1
Index

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals whose main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for

employer > 1 year [n=14,228].
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Appendix Table 3: Full Probit Regression Results?

Contacted Worked Wore Signed Public Boycotted Close to Member  Interested
Voted e . - Demon- One . o
Politician  in Party Badge Petition . Products of a Party in Politics
stration Party
o _ 0.014**  0.036** 0.036** 0.026** 0.027** 0.018*  0.021** 0.011* 0.027** 0.018**
Individual voice score (0.005) (0.006) (0.009) (0.007)  (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.005)
Current member of atrade  0-149**  0.145**  0.310**  0.226** 0.242** 0.378**  0.106* 0.078* 0.256** 0.050
union (0.042) (0.041) (0.057)  (0.048) (0.037)  (0.050) (0.042) (0.034) (0.057) (0.035)
Previous but not current 0.072 0.047 0.186** 0.046 0.202**  0.142*  0.123** 0.046 0.166** 0.042
member of a trade union (0.043) (0.045) (0.065)  (0.059) (0.043) (0.063) (0.046) (0.037) (0.063) (0.038)
Union/union members in 0.066 0.128** 0.098 0.178** 0.161** 0.055 0.221** 0.077* 0.042 0.063
the workplace (0.037) (0.044) (0.069) (0.061) (0.042) (0.063) (0.047) (0.035) (0.065) (0.036)
Regular meetings b/w 0.029 0.010 0.002 0.047 0.037 0.090 0.052 0.063 -0.023 -0.033
employer and employee (0.045) (0.046) (0.067)  (0.056) (0.042) (0.060) (0.045) (0.038) (0.064) (0.039)
reps
Influence of discussions 0.060* 0.018 0.021 0.045 0.004 -0.029 -0.025 0.016 -0.007 0.023
on working conditions (0.026) (0.025) (0.035) (0.029) (0.023)  (0.033) (0.025) (0.021) (0.035) (0.022)
Influence of trade unions -0.013 -0.002 -0.012 0.031 0.008 0.059* -0.025 0.005 -0.024 -0.012
on working conditions (0.021) (0.022) (0.032) (0.025) (0.020)  (0.027) (0.022) (0.018) (0.031) (0.019)
Importance on initiative 0.014 -0.242**  -0.252* -0.159 -0.116 -0.190* -0.212** -0.152**  -0.199* -0.205**
in choosing job: not impt (0.058) (0.068) (0.108)  (0.086)  (0.061)  (0.089) (0.071) (0.052) (0.098) (0.054)
Importance on initiative 0.017 -0.252**  -0.269** -0.187** -0.154** -0.151* -0.152** -0.150**  -0.154 -0.208
in choosing job: neither (0.051) (0.058) (0.086) (0.071) (0.053) (0.073) (0.078) (0.045) (0.084) (0.046)
impt nor unimpt
Importance on initiative 0.044 -0.144** -0.169** -0.089*  -0.028  -0.096*  -0.078* -0.025 -0.110* -0.124**
0.035 0.037 0.050 0.041 0.032 0.045 0.034 0.029 0.049 0.030
in choosing job: important ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Citizen of country 1.656**  0.446** 0.262 0.588**  0.449** 0.147 0.067 0.429** 0.324 0.081
(0.113) (0.131) (0.197) (0.189) (0.125) (0.187) (0.124) (0.095) (0.194) (0.094)

Belong to minority ethnic
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group

Female gender

Children living at home

Urban residence

Suburban residence

Town or small city
residence

Age of respondent

Years of full-time
education completed

Responsible for
supervising other
employees

Central or local
government employer

Other public sector
employer

State-owned enterprise
employer

Private employer

Establishment size under
10

-0.031
(0.068)

-0.020
(0.033)

0.067*
(0.028)

-0.090*
(0.041)

-0.045
(0.049)

-0.053
(0.035)

0.019%*
(0.001)

0.034**
(0.005)

-0.013
(0.036)

0.083
(0.108)

0.030
(0.105)

-0.020
(0.108)

-0.060
(0.096)

-0.016
(0.042)

0.240**
(0.072)

-0.179%*
(0.033)

0.051
(0.029)

-0.329%*
(0.044)

-0.251**
(0.049)

-0.113%*
(0.036)

0.009%*
(0.001)

0.032**
(0.005)

0.123**
(0.034)

0.032
(0.100)

-0.116
(0.099)

-0.107
(0.107)

-0.163
(0.092)

-0.066
(0.046)

0.245*
(0.098)

-0.294%*
(0.051)

-0.025
(0.043)

-0.196%*
(0.064)

-0.156*
(0.073)

-0.068
(0.055)

0.004*
(0.002)

0.020*
(0.008)

0.088
(0.051)

-0.125
(0.142)

-0.114
(0.138)

-0.119
(0.143)

-0.279*
(0.130)

0.040
(0.069)

0.246%*
(0.091)

0.021
(0.043)

-0.057
(0.036)

0.027
(0.054)

0.046
(0.056)

-0.023
(0.045)

-0.001
(0.002)

0.017%*
(0.006)

0.100%
(0.042)
-0.257*
(0.120)

-0.178
(0.117)

-0.096
(0.125)

-0.197
(0.108)

0.006
(0.057)
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-0.035
(0.072)

0.031
(0.031)

0.039
(0.027)

0.106%*
(0.039)

0.187**
(0.044)

0.024
(0.033)

-0.002
(0.001)

0.030%*
(0.005)

0.074*
(0.032)

-0.041
(0.099)

-0.024
(0.098)

-0.061
(0.103)

-0.046
(0.091)

-0.065
(0.043)

0.239%*
(0.087)

-0.190%*
(0.043)

-0.058
(0.038)

0.194**
(0.054)

0.142*
(0.062)

0.125*
(0.050)

-0.003
(0.002)

0.027%*
(0.007)

0.056
(0.044)

-0.050
(0.141)

0.008
(0.138)

-0.048
(0.146)

-0.085
(0.129)

0.105
(0.063)

0.166*
(0.082)

-0.011
(0.034)

-0.015
(0.029)

0.133**
(0.043)

0.142%*
(0.049)

0.014
(0.037)

0.004%*
(0.001)

0.045%*
(0.005)

0.090%*
(0.034)

-0.101
(0.104)

-0.079
(0.102)

-0.127
(0.111)

-0.160
(0.096)

-0.038
(0.047)

0.118
(0.061)

-0.154**
(0.028)

0.002
(0.024)

0.055
(0.035)

0.028
(0.041)

0.009
(0.030)

0.013**
(0.001)

0.022%*
(0.004)

0.035
(0.029)

-0.130
(0.089)

-0.134
(0.087)

-0.163
(0.091)

-0.113
(0.081)

-0.044
(0.038)

0.189*
(0.095)

-0.308**
(0.049)

-0.022
(0.042)

-0.273%*
(0.062)

-0.197**
(0.071)

-0.141**
(0.054)

0.010%*
(0.002)

0.016*
(0.008)

0.096
(0.050)

-0.126
(0.138)

-0.184
(0.136)

-0.132
(0.141)

-0.198
(0.129)

-0.010
(0.067)

0.073
(0.063)

-0.396**
(0.029)

0.050*
(0.025)

0.068
(0.036)

0.091*
(0.042)

0.073*
(0.031)

0.019%*
(0.001)

0.048%*
(0.005)

0.097**
(0.030)

0.006
(0.088)

0.060
(0.087)

-0.083
(0.090)

-0.055
(0.080)

0.058
(0.039)



0.011 -0.050 -0.046 -0.091 -0.080* 0.070 -0.042 -0.001 -0.011 0.057

Establishment size 10 to
(0.041) (0.044) (0.066) (0.054) (0.041) (0.060) (0.045) (0.036) (0.064) (0.037)

24

Establishment size 25 to 0.014 -0.044 -0.117 -0.027 -0.030 0.013 -0.061 -0.042 -0.048 0.091*
99 (0.048) (0.049) (0.075)  (0.061)  (0.046)  (0.066) (0.051) (0.041) (0.072) (0.043)
Establishment size 100 to 0.007 -0.113* -0.120 -0.049 -0.068 0.109 -0.087 -0.003 -0.059 0.103*
499 (0.054) (0.055) (0.086) (0.068)  (0.051)  (0.070) (0.056) (0.046) (0.082) (0.048)
Major occupation effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Major industry effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals whose main activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked

for employer > 1 year (n=14,228).
Notes:  Each column reports average marginal effects and standard errors from probit models for each dependent variable.

Statistically significant at the * 0.05 or ** 0.01 level.



Appendix Table 4: First-Stage Instrumental Variable Regression Results

Index of Individual VVoice

How difficult/easy for immediate boss to
know how much effort put into work

How difficult/easy for employer to replace
you if you left

Current member of a trade union

Previous but not current member of a trade
union

Union/union members in the workplace
Regular meetings occur between employer
and employee representatives

Influence of discussions on working
conditions

Influence of trade unions on working
conditions

Importance on initiative in choosing job: no
or not much

Importance on initiative in choosing job: not

important or unimportant

Importance on initiative in choosing job:
important

Citizen of country

Belong to minority ethnic group

Female

Children living at home

A-10

0.028%*
(0.011)

-0.124**
(0.010)

-0.314**
(0.067)

0.014
(0.073)

0.055
(0.071)

-0.180*
(0.076)

0.459**
(0.043)

0.062
(0.035)

-1.008%*
(0.102)

-1.063**
(0.090)

-0.551%*
(0.059)

0.313
(0.164)

-0.653**
(0.119)

-0.217*
(0.054)

0.172%*
(0.047)



Urban residence 0.058

(0.069)
Suburban residence -0.019
(0.080)
Town or small city residence -0.028
(0.058)
Age of respondent 0.017**
(0.002)
Years of full-time education completed 0.061**
(0.009)
Responsible for supervising other employees 1.282**
(0.058)
Central or local government employer -0.386*
(0.179)
Other public sector employer -0.379*
(0.178)
State-owned enterprise employer -0.403*
(0.184)
Private employer -0.040
(0.163)
Establishment size under 10 0.745**
(0.092)
Establishment size 10 to 24 0.270**
(0.087)
Establishment size 25 to 99 0.137
(0.080)
Establishment size 100 to 499 0.112
(0.083)
Occupation, industry, and country effects Yes

Source: European Social Survey, Round 5 (2010/11), sample of individuals whose main
activity in the last 7 days was working, and worked for employer > 1 year (n=14,228).
Statistically significant at the * 0.05 or ** 0.01 level.
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