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Abstract: 
 
In 2016, Democratic Candidate for President Hillary Clinton faced off against Republican 

Candidate Donald Trump in what was expected to be a lopsided victory for the Democrats. As 

the campaigns and researchers did a post-mortem on the results, they saw that white voters in 

key states of Wisconsin, Pennsylvania and Michigan weren’t as motivated to get to the polls for 

Candidate Hillary Clinton versus her opponent Donald Trump. I took a deep dive into trying try 

to find the reason that why labor union members could have broken from their traditional ranks 

of Democrats to vote for Donald Trump by examining some of the biggest social issues in the 

2016 general election. The data I am examining is the 2016 Cooperative Congressional Election 

Survey administered by YouGov. The CCES 2016 surveyed 64,400+ US citizens which was 

administered in two waves being the pre-election and post-election waves. I find that there is a 

small group of Democratic-identifying union members that break from the Democratic Party on 

major issues and I identify them as a part of those white voters who may have voted for Donald 

Trump over Hillary Clinton. Their defection may have resulted in Wisconsin, Michigan and 

Pennsylvania flipping from Democratic in 2012 to Republican in 2018.   
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Introduction 

Labor Unions have been a pivotal part of American democracy. They’ve lobbied and 

campaigned for collective bargaining, end of child labor, higher quality of representation, legal 

assistance for unlawful terminations and many other benefits for the working people. At the 

height of labor union membership, there were 17.1 million blue and white-collar workers 

participating in organized labor in the 1980s. Public opinion was over 50% in the 80s as this 

membership continue to rise in the face of the President Reagan’s right-to-work agenda. 

(Camobreco & Barnello, 2015) The membership started to decline with the great recession in 

2008 then for the first time in 20-years the public opinion of Labor Unions dipped below 50% in 

favor. (Camobreco & Barnello, 2015) Soon after the great recession, six states (Alabama with 

Constitutional Amendment, Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, West Virginia and Wisconsin) have 

passed right-To-work laws which have weakened the power of labor unions in those states.  

 To investigate this hypothesis, we will be looking into polling data from all around the 

nation of union members and households. We will be looking at their “temperature” on certain 

issues, party identification from 2016, labor union membership within certain states. The dataset 

I will be using is the Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCED) 2016 to gather the 

needed data to investigate my hypothesis.  
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Changes in Labor Union Demographics 

The landscape of Labor Union membership has changed from the 1950s to the 2000s. One of the 

biggest changes has been the makeup of the Unionized workforce. In 1983, 34% of Union 

members were employed by public sector industries. Throughout the next 25 years, that would 

grow to become 49% of the Union membership. This change would be backed up according to 

Camobreco & Barnello in The Changing Face of Unions and White Labor Support for the 

Democratic Party, “A similar pattern reveals itself when examining a longer period of time. 

Between 1973 and 2011, union membership in the private sector declined precipitously (from 

24.2% to 6.9%), but union membership among public sector workers actually increased from 

23% to 37%.” (Camobreco & Barnello, 2015). In 2019, public union membership made up 7.1 

million workers whereas the private unions workers made up 7.5 million. (2019, January 18) 

Also noted by (Schmitt & Warner, 2009, p. 01), Labor Union members are strongest in the 

Midwest and Northeast with 25% through 27% of the population in those regions being members 

of a labor union. Some of the lowest memberships are in states in the South and West. (Schmitt 

& Warner, 2009, p. 01) 

Another major change would come from the gender make-up of labor union membership. 

Not only does the membership shift from private sector to public sector dominate but there is 

also a shift from males making up the majority of the demographics of the membership to a 

female majority. In the 50s, only 15.2% of union members were female, 50 years later women 

make-up 43.5% of the total membership. From 1983 to 2008, the number of women who are 

union workers has increased from 35% to 45%. (Camobreco & Barnello, 2015) 

The third major shift of the union membership demographics is with level of education. 

Historically, membership with some college education has been very low, according to Table 1 
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in “The Changing Face of Unions and White Labor Support for the Democratic Party” by John 

F. Camobreco* and Michelle A. Barnello, in the 1950s only 9% of membership had some 

college. 50 years later that number has drastically risen to 57%. (Camobreco & Barnello, 2015) 

These three major changes are all related to each other. As white uneducated males chose 

not to join unions the number of colleges educated women has drastically increased especially in 

the public sector jobs. According to the educationcorner.com, the number of public-school 

teachers has increased by over 12% which is equivalent to 479,000 jobs, this is why are seeing 

such a drastic increase in public sector women in the unions. (2019) 

How these ties into the question is that it might help explain who broke ranks form the 

historic Democratic voting bloc. The theory is that it was private-sector, older white, uneducated, 

blue-collar union workers may have voted for the Republican candidate in 2016 which left 

public-sector, educated women who stuck with the democratic candidate.  

 

Method and Analysis 

The data I am using is from the dataset 2016 Cooperative Congressional Election Study 

which is administered by YouGov.com and Harvard University. The survey had 64,600 

respondents who all responded over the internet. Those respondents were selected anonymously 

and randomly. The study targeted people using a matched random sample method to find the 

respondents from all over the United States. This data has variables on each of the 64,600 

respondents voted for US Representative, Senator to President then their stances and feeling 

thermometers on issues.   

I chose this dataset because it is very detailed in categorizing the respondents intro many 

different groups such as labor union members, party ID, industry class, income range, economic 
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class, etc. I found this dataset would help me break down the answer to my hypothesis in a 

specific as possible. With the level of detail in this dataset I will be able to make some very 

detailed arguments for or against my hypotheses.   

 

Hypothesis 

The question I am addressing is if union members may have voted for Republican 

candidate Trump over Democratic candidate Clinton in the 2016 election. My thesis is 

addressing Labor Union attitudes towards social issues and asking if there is this group of 

conservative labor union Democrats. There’s a theory that this group of conservative labor union 

Democrats that voted for Donald Trump over Hillary Clinton and this thesis is researching if that 

group even exists. My hypothesis uses social issues like abortion, gun control, healthcare and 

immigration to determine if this group exists. Then we use that information to see if those 

conservative labor union Democrats could have caused Wisconsin, Michigan and Pennsylvania 

to swing Republican in the 2016 general election.  

 

To get Table One, I used crosstabulation using the variable CC16_332a which is a 

question about allowing women to obtain abortions as a matter of choice and Pid3_V2 which 

identifies respondents on a three-point party scale of Democratic, Independent or Republican.  

Breaking down Table One, when talking about the issue of “Always allow a woman to 

obtain an abortion as a matter of choice By Three Party ID”. Of those who support it are 78.7% 

of Democrats, 55.6% of Independents and 34% of Republicans who agreed that women should 

be able to obtain an abortion by their choice. 21.3% of Democrats, 44.4% of Independents and 

66% of Republicans oppose allowing woman the choice to have an abortion. 
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 Looking at the Chi-Square test and Lambda results, the chi-square test came out to 

8408.378 with a Lambda which is .221. This shows that there is a no statistical significance 

between the question about women’s right to choose with Party ID which is not due to chance. 

Using Table 2 (below), we can break down these numbers down further by those who have union 

affiliation, used to have union affiliation or no union affiliation by Party.  

 

Looking at Table Two, I used a crosstabulation of the variables CC16_332a, Pid3_V2 

and Union. I broke down the respondent’s answers to the question “Always allow a woman to 

obtain an abortion by a matter of choice” by a 3 party ID and also by Union affiliation.  

Breaking down Table Two, of those who are union members and democratic, 84.6% 

support allowing woman to obtain abortion whereas 15.4% oppose. Republican identifying 

Union members 46.7% support a woman to have the choice for an abortion where 53.3% oppose 

it. Lastly of independent identifying union members, 58.9% support and 41.1% oppose. This 

Table shows you have Democrats very lopsided in support of a woman’s right to choose whereas 

Independents and Republicans split fairly down the middle on the issue.  

What this shows is that there are a select group of Democratic-identifying union members 

who hold a minority opinion that there should not be the right for a woman to get an abortion if 

she chooses to do so which goes against the overall stance of the Democratic party who have a 

more liberal stances that they have the right to choose. Looking at the Chi-Square test and 

Lambda results, you can see across the board there is a not statistical significance between the 

Question, Party ID and labor union variables. The Lambda show that there is a no statistical 

significance with former union, no union affiliation and then total but there is a statistical 

significance with those who answered yes.  
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Looking at healthcare, the big campaign promise by Candidate Trump and the 

Republican party was that if they take control of the government, they will promise to finally 

repeal the Affordable Healthcare Act, otherwise known as Obamacare. Table 3 was assembled 

through a crosstabulation using the variable CC16_351I, and Pid3_V2. CC16_351I asked 

respondents “Would repeal the Affordable Care Act of 2009?” which had all 64,600 respondents 

answer the question.  

Table Three shows that 30.2% support repealing the ACA whereas 69.8% of democratic-

identifying respondents oppose it. This shows how popular the ACA was within the democratic 

ranks. Looking at Republican respondents, 87.8% support the repeal of the ACA and 12.2% 

oppose it. Independents stated that nearly 60.7% support the repeal and 39.3% oppose the repeal 

of the ACA. This table shows how intense of an issue this was on the campaign trail. Looking at 

the Chi-Square test and Lambda results, the chi-square test coming to 13.861.034 with a Lambda 

which is .356. This shows that there is a no statistical significance with the Lambda but not the 

chi-square test between the question about women’s right to choose and Party ID. 

 

Using crosstabulation for Table Four, I used the same variables as Table Three but added 

in layering using the variable union. So, using the variables CC16_351I, Pid3_V2 and union I 

came up with a table that breaks down the respondents into the categories of union members, 

formers membership and no-membership based on the issue of Repealing the ACA and their 

party identification. This will help prove or disprove my hypothesis because of being able to 

separate that group of “blue dog” Democrats who voted for Trump over HRC.  
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 Table Four shows some interesting points that directly pertain to my hypothesis. There 

are 34% of Democratic-identifying Union Members who are for the repeal of the ACA. 66% of 

those who responded that they are in a labor union and identify as a Democrat are opposed to the 

Repeal of the ACA. 24.1% of Democrats who were formally union members also supported the 

repeal of the ACA. Look at those against, 66% of union members oppose the repeal of the ACA 

which again shows that there is this minority group of Democrats who will vote against the party 

of key issues like healthcare but still identify as Democrats.  

 Taking a look at Republicans and Independents, 83.3% of Republicans and 60.8% of 

Independents who are members of a labor union support the repeal of the ACA. Looking at 

former labor union members, 89.9% of Republicans support and 10.1% oppose then 63.1% of 

independents support and 39.9% oppose. Looking at the Chi-Square test and Lambda results, this 

shows that there is a statistical significance between the question about women’s right to choose 

and Party ID. The Chi-Squares show that there is no statistical significance.  

 

Table Five shows all the respondent’s stance on Gun Control, looking specifically at 

Universal Background Checks with party ID. The table was assembled through a crosstabulation 

using the variable CC16_330a, and Pid3_V2. CC16_331_8 asked respondents “On the issue of 

gun regulation, do you support or oppose each of the following proposals?” with the option 

“Background checks for all sales, including at gun shows and over the Internet”. Looking at the 

responses; 64,385 respondents answered the question and only 215 skipped the question.  

Breaking down the table, of those who support background checks on all gun’s sales are 

96.6% of Democrats, 83.9% of Republicans and 86.4% of independents. Looking at those who 

oppose are 3.4% of Democrats, 16.1% of Republicans and 13.6% of Independents. We will be 
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using this to show the bigger breakdown of union membership on these stances. Looking at the 

Chi-Square test and Lambda results, the chi-square test came out to 2127.815 with a Lambda 

which is .000. This shows that there is a statistical significance between the question about 

firearm background checks choose and Party ID. 

 
Table Six shows all the respondent’s stance on Gun Control, looking specifically at 

Universal Background Checks with party ID and union membership. The table was assembled 

through a crosstabulation using the variable CC16_330a and Pid3_V2 with a layering of the 

Union variable. CC16_331_8 asked respondents “On the issue of gun regulation, do you support 

or oppose each of the following proposals?” with the option “Background checks for all sales, 

including at gun shows and over the Internet”. Looking at the responses; 64,385 respondents 

answered the question and only 215 skipped the question.  

The biggest statistic this graph shows is the 3.5% of democratic-identifying union 

members opposed to a stance that 96.6% of democratic-identifying respondents support. What’s 

even more surprising is that even 81.5% of Republican-identifying and 83% of independent 

respondents also support this gun control stance. This continues to support my theory of this 

group of labor union member Democrats are a minority faction of the party. Looking at the Chi-

Square test, we got the results of yes are 254.199, former are 630.829, no is 1311.897 and the 

total is 2135.159. The Lambda results, all came out to .000. This shows that there is a statistical 

significance between the question about union member, firearm background checks and Party 

ID. 
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Table 7 was assembled through a crosstabulation using the variable CC16_331_8, and 

Pid3_V2. CC16_331_8 asked respondents “What do you think the U.S. Government should do 

about Immigration?”. With this variable being the option “Immigration – Ban Muslims from 

immigration to the U.S.” which had 13,269 respondents answer the question. 

The table shows that 8.3% of Democratic-identifying respondents support the Muslim 

ban as a way to address immigration but 91.7% oppose it. Looking at Republicans, 43.3% 

support the ban of Muslims whereas 56.7% oppose it. Lastly, 27.6% of Independents support 

compared to the 72.4% who oppose it. Looking at the Chi-Square test and Lambda results, the 

chi-square test came out to 1305.236 with a Lambda which is .000. This shows that there is a 

statistical significance between the question about banning Muslim immigration and Party ID. 

 

Table Eight shows all the respondent’s stance on immigration, looking specifically at a 

Muslim Ban as a way to dealing with US immigration. The table is made with a party ID and 

union membership variables for the way to identify respondents. The table was assembled 

through a crosstabulation using the variable CC16_331_8 and Pid3_V2 with a layering of the 

Union variable. CC16_331_8 asked respondents “On the issue of gun regulation, do you support 

or oppose each of the following proposals?” with the option “Background checks for all sales, 

including at gun shows and over the Internet”. Looking at the responses; 12,335 respondents 

answered the question with the rest respondents not asked or not responding to the question.  

 

Breaking down Table Eight, of those respondents who identified as democratic and a 

union member 6.8% of those respondents support a Muslim ban as a way of dealing with US 

immigration. 93.2% of those same democratic-identifying union respondents oppose the idea. 



Sauser 12 

Looking at Republican-identifying union member, 42.1% support the stance while 57.9% 

oppose. Finally, Independents, 34.3% support and 65.7% oppose the US banning Muslims to 

deal with immigration Looking at the Chi-Square test and Lambda results, the chi-square test 

came out to no statistical significance between the question about whether to ban Muslim 

immigration to the US and Party ID. 

 

Addressing Table 9, I want to show the overall union membership within the three states 

that I am concentrating on with this thesis. I used the variables Union, InputState_WIMICHPA 

and PiD3_V2. Shown in Table 9, you can see that all three of these states have high percentage 

of current and former union members within their state. Another thing shown that isn’t much of a 

surprise is that Democrats make up a majority of the union members or former members. 

Looking at the Chi-Square test and Lambda results, the chi-square test came out to yes being 

12.715, former being 44.160, No being 79.725 and total being 99.742 with the Lambdas varying 

between .000 and .005 in the same order. This shows that there is a statistical significance in 

these groups of current, former and union affiliation.  

 
Table 10 shows the overall support and opposition to the question “Always allow a 

woman to obtain an abortion as a matter of choice By Three Party ID” which is variable 

CC16_332a. The table was made up using a cross-crosstabulation of variables CC16_332a, 

PiD3_V2 and InputState_WIMICHPA. The table is also filtered to only include current and 

former labor union members respondents. Shown in Table 10, as shown Wisconsin, Michigan 

and Pennsylvania have the same amounts of those who support or are against of the general 

population who was surveyed. The general population though is slightly more in support of 

having a women’s right to choose than against it.  Looking at the Chi-Square test and Lambda 
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results, the chi-square test came out to .282 for Wisconsin, .302 for Michigan, .275 for 

Pennsylvania, .229 for other states/territories /235 for total. The Lambda across the board are no 

significances when comparing the question about abortion in Wisconsin, Pennsylvania and 

Michigan with party ID. 

 
Table 11 shows the overall support and opposition to the question “Repeal the ACA” 

which is variable CC16_351I. The table was made up using a cross-crosstabulation of variables 

CC16_351I, PiD3_V2 and InputState_WIMICHPA. The table is also filtered to only include 

current and former labor union members. This is showing in Table 11, as shown Wisconsin, 

Michigan and Pennsylvania have the same amounts of those who support or are against of the 

general population who was surveyed. The general population though is slightly more in support 

repeal than against it. Looking at the Chi-Square test and Lambda results, the chi-square test 

came out to 33.557 for Wisconsin, 55.931 for Michigan, 54.282 for Pennsylvania, 602.796 for 

other states/territories and 736.584 for total. The Lambda across the board are not significant 

when comparing the question with party ID of union members in Wisconsin, Pennsylvania and 

Michigan. 

 

Table 12 shows the overall support and opposition to the question “If you support 

background checks for all firearm sales, including at gun shows and over the counter?” which is 

variable CC16_330a. The table was made up using a cross-crosstabulation of variables 

CC16_330a, PiD3_V2 and InputState_WIMICHPA. The table is also filtered to only include 

current and former labor union members. This survey response with the Wisconsin, Michigan 

and Pennsylvania variable shows that the general population in those states heavily support 

background checks as a gun control policy. Beside Wisconsin with 11.9%, Michigan and 
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Pennsylvania fall under 10% opposition for background checks. Looking at the Chi-Square test 

and Lambda results, the chi-square test came out to 12.448 for Wisconsin, 11.043 for Michigan, 

11.045 for Pennsylvania, 222.205 for other states/territories and 253.223 for total. Across all 

group’s lambda is .000. This shows that there is not a statistical difference between the question 

and the variables included. 

 

Discussion & Conclusion 

 Overall, the data above proves that there is no statistically proven strong group of 

conservative union members that exist within the Democratic party. There are of course 

conservative members logically but they’re not a sizeable group that could cause a Democratic 

Candidate to struggle without them. With more data and time, I would have liked to have 

expanded this to the overall timespan from 2008 to 2018 to see if these theories have changes in 

a 10-year span. I would have also liked to have included a section strictly on further breaking 

down these union members to see if there are any voting patterns within blue collar union vs 

white collar union. Concluding, the research question overall is debunked.  
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Appendix 

 

Total Chi Square = 8408.378 | Lambda = .221* | *Significant at .05 level 
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Yes Chi Square = 565.636, Lambda = .047 
Former Chi Square = 1630.136, Lambda = .215* 

No Chi Square = 6115.754, Lambda = .235* 
Total Chi Square = 8403.844, Lambda = .221* 

*Significant at .05 level 
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Total Chi Square = 13861.034 | Lambda = .356* | *Significant at .05 level 
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Yes Chi Square = 735.757, Lambda = .343* 
Former Chi Square = 3156.581, Lambda = .454* 

No Chi Square = 9978.523, Lambda = .333* 
Total Chi Square = 13817.423, Lambda = .356* 

*Significant at .05 level 
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Total Chi Square = 2127.815 | Lambda = .000 | *Significant at .05 level 
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Yes Chi Square = 254.119, Lambda = .000, 
Former Chi Square = 630.829, Lambda = .000 

No Chi Square = 1311.897, Lambda = .000 
Total Chi Square = 2135.159, Lambda = .000 

*Significant at .05 level 
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Total Chi Square = 1305.236 | Lambda = .000 | *Significant at .05 level 
 



Sauser 22 

 

Yes Chi Square = 113.087, Lambda = .000 
Former Chi Square = 306.351, Lambda = .000 

No Chi Square = 922.269, Lambda = .000 
Total Chi Square = 1304.633, Lambda = .000 

*Significant at .05 level 
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Yes Chi Square = 12.715, Lambda = .000 
Former Chi Square = 44.160, Lambda = .005 

No Chi Square = 79.725, Lambda = .004 
Total Chi Square = 99.742, Lambda = .002 

*Significant at .05 level 
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Wisconsin Chi Square = 13.319, Lambda = .282* 
Michigan Chi Square = 57.404, Lambda = .302* 

Pennsylvania Chi Square = 20.414, Lambda = .275* 
Other State/Territories Chi Square = 485.917, Lambda = .229* 

Total Chi Square = 567.567, Lambda = .235* 
*Significant at .05 level 
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Wisconsin Chi Square = 33.557, Lambda = .351* 
Michigan Chi Square = 55.931, Lambda = .336* 

Pennsylvania Chi Square = 54.282, Lambda = .374* 
Other State/Territories Chi Square = 602.796, Lambda = .330* 

Total Chi Square = 736.584, Lambda = .333* 
*Significant at .05 level 
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Wisconsin Chi Square = 12.448, Lambda = .000 
Michigan Chi Square = 11.043, Lambda = .000 

Pennsylvania Chi Square = 11.045, Lambda = .000 
Other State/Territories Chi Square = 222.205, Lambda = .000 

Total Chi Square = 253.223, Lambda = .000 
*Significant at .05 level 
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