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Objective. Disability affects resources and other factors associated with political
participation. This study examines the relative importance of these factors by ana-
lyzing voter turnout among people with disabilities. Methods. This study uses the
Current Population Survey and a survey of people with spinal cord injuries (SCI),
with data on 1992 presidential election voter turnout. It compares voting rates and
determinants between the general population and people with SCI, and links voter
turnout to disability characteristics. Results. Voter turnout among people with SCI
was 10 percentage points lower than among otherwise-similar people in the general
population. Employed people with SCI were just as likely as other employed peo-
ple to vote, while turnout was strongly depressed among the two-thirds of people
with SCI who were not employed. Within the SCI sample, turnout was higher
among people who are able to drive and who attend religious services, and was not
affected by severity of injury. Conclusions. The results highlight the importance of
employment and general mobility for voter turnout. Further research on the low
turnout of nonemployed people with disabilities is warranted. Future turnout lev-
els will probably be affected by the success of the ADA and other policies in
increasing employment of the one in five Americans with disabilities.

Vorter turnout has generally declined in the United States over the past
few decades (Conway, 1991; Miller and Shanks, 1996), as have a number
of other forms of political and civic participation (Rosenstone and Hansen,
1993; Putnam, 1995). During the same period, however, the disability
rights movement has grown strong, becoming the major force behind the
passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in 1990 (Shapiro,
1993).
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Disability and political participation may provide insights into the deter-
minants of political participation in general, since disabilities often directly
affect the factors that influence participation. Many disabilities diminish
personal resources (such as physical mobility or financial resources) and re-
duce opportunities for political recruitment (due to lower employment
levels or less social contact in general). People with disabilities face stigma
and discrimination, which may cause some to withdraw from social inter-
actions and political involvement, but can motivate others to become
politically active in fighting for fair treatment. In addition to providing gen-
eral insights, political participation among people with disabilities is an
important topic in itself, as is clear from the growth of the disability rights
movement and the efforts of Clinton and Dole in the 1996 election to ap-
peal to the estimated 54 million people with disabilities.

This study analyzes the effect of disability on the most common form of
political participation—voter turnout. It focuses on one disability, spinal
cord injury (SCI), which affects about 200,000 Americans and accounts
for over one-third of the 529,000 wheelchair users under the age of 65
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1993). SCI is a traumatic disability, occurring
when the spinal cord is crushed or severed (usually from a vehicular acci-
dent, sports accident, or fall), causing partial or total paralysis below the
level of injury. One research advanrage of focusing on SCI is that the ex-
tent of physical impairment can be fairly easily determined by the level and
completeness of the injury, and is more reliable than broad-based measures
based on subjective self-assessments (which can confound the disability
measure and the outcome being studied). An additional research advantage
is that most people with SCI were raised as able-bodied individuals, so that
education and early experiences are similar to those of the general popula-
tion. While SCI presents these research advantages, it will be seen that
voter turnout among people with SCls appears to be representative of
voter turnout among all people with disabilities. Therefore, in addition to
providing lessons on voter turnout in general, this study may shed light on
political participation among the one in five Americans with disabilities,
which has received almost no attention from empirical researchers.

Theory and Research on Disability and Political Participation

In the influential model of Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (19935), the factors
affecting political and civic participation are divided into three categories:
resources (“Are you able to participate?”), psychology (“Do you want to
participate?”), and recruitment (“Did anyone ask you to participate?™).
Resources include time, money, and civic skills; psychological factors include
political interest, sense of political efficacy, civic values, and commitment to
specific groups or policies; and recruitment occurs through formal or infor-
mal social and organizational networks.
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Disability can affect all three categories. Most fundamentally, a disabil-
ity such as SCI decreases a person’s physical resources. People with SCI
either cannot walk or can walk only with difficulty, while quadriplegics
also lack some or all use of their arms. Compensating for these limitations
requires extra time, effort, and money, particularly in the early years after
an injury. As such, an SCI represents a major life transition that Stoker and
Jennings (1995) note can discourage political participation by directing at-
tention to personal matters, including basic activities of daily living.
Securing adequate transportation can be difficult and expensive, while
architectural barriers can make it harder for people with mobility impair-
ments to participate in public life. In addition, SCI is often accompanied by
a variety of medical problems that diminish time, energy, and financial re-
sources. An SCI can have a major impact on a person’s financial resources
not only from extra medical expenses, but also from the cost of necessary
adaptive devices and renovations. Financial resources are often further re-
duced by a loss of employment: fewer than one-third of people with SCls
are employed, and people with SCIs are more likely than members of the
general population to live in low-income households (Kruse, Krueger, and
Drastal, 1995). In these respects they reflect people with disabilities in gen-
eral, who have low employment and income levels relative to the general
population (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1993:11-12).

Disability is often accompanied by increased isolation. Verba, Schlozman,
and Brady (1995) note that people who are isolated are unlikely to learn
the skills necessary for effective political participation, to develop a sense
of membership in a group with a common political purpose, or to be re-
cruited by political activists. Persons with disabilities are less likely than
individuals without disabilities to be involved in community life and social
activities (Louis Harris and Associates, 1998). The low employment rates
and limits on financial resources noted above also contribute to increased
isolation and fewer opportunities for political recruitment.

Finally, disability can have psychological effects that influence participa-
tion. Many people with disabilities encounter stigma and discrimination
(U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1983; Yuker, 1988), which contributes
to the lower employment and earnings of people with disabilities (Johnson
and Baldwin, 1993). Stigma and discrimination may combine with isola-
tion and diminished resources to decrease feelings of personal efficacy and
control, which may in turn depress political participation. While the
stigma of disability often inhibits politicization (Hahn, 1987), it can also
motivate political action, as shown by the disability rights movement,
Anspach’s model of “stratagems for stigma management” identifies po-
litical activism as one response to disability, occurring when a person
maintains a positive self-image while rejecting society’s devaluation of
people with disabilities (Anspach, 1979:769). Other possible responses
identified by Anspach are “normalization”—where people minimize the
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stigma attached to disability and emphasize their similarities to people
without disabilities—and “disassociation” or “retreatism” where individu-
als have negative self-concepts and withdraw from society out of anger or
fear. These concepts have been found to apply to the experiences of people
with traumatic disabilities (Schur, 1998).

In sum, disability produces constraints on resources and increased isola-
tion, which can depress political participation, while psychological factors
may increase participation (the “activist” response), leave it unchanged
(the “normalization” response), or decrease participation (through a re-
duced sense of efficacy, or “disassociation™ or “retreatism”). This study
focuses on voting, which is one of the easiest and lowest-cost forms of po-
litical participation. Voting has been found to be strongly and positively
related to the resources of education and income, as well as to employment
and union membership, which can reflect important recruitment and mo-
bilization networks (Teixera, 1987; Leighley and Nagler, 1992; Miller and
Shanks, 1996). Psychological factors are also clearly important; in particu-
lar, declines in feelings of political efficacy and partisan identification are
linked to the decline in voter turnout (Teixera, 1987).

Two prior studies comparing voter turnout by disability status look at
unemployed persons who volunteered to interviewers that disability is
the reason for their unemployment (Shields, Schriner, and Schriner, 1998;
LoBianca, 1998). The measure is limited by the volunteered nature of the
information, the measure’s definition of disability as an inability to work,
the lack of a disability question asked of everyone, and the lack of any in-
formation on the type and severity of disability. The results are nonetheless
noteworthy: LoBianca (1998) found that turnout across 1992-96 was 14
percentage points lower, and Shields, Schriner, and Schriner (1998) found
that turnout in 1994 was 20 points lower, among this group than among
other nonemployed persons. Using a broader disability definition, a 1996
election poll found that people with disabilities were 16 percentage points
less likely than those without disabilities to vote.! Preliminary results from
a 1998 survey show similar results: voter turnout was 13 percentage points
lower among nonemployed working-age people with disabilities, although
it was similar between employed working-age people with and without dis-
abilities (Schur et al., 1999).

This study concerns 1992 voter turnout, when there were no major
debates over disability issues in electoral races. The major presidential can-
didates all supported the ADA. Given that there were no contentious
disability issues to spur people with disabilities to vote in 1992, our hy-

L A Harris poll during election week found 49% turnout among the general population and
only 33% among people with disabilities (from press release of National Organization of
Disability, December 1996). This data set, however, lacks sufficient information ro analyze
voting determinants.
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pothesis is that voter turnout was lower among people with SCI than
among otherwise-comparable people in the general population. Voter turn-
out is hypothesized to be particularly low among people who were not
employed (due to lower financial resources and increased isolation), quad-
riplegics (due to more extensive physical impairments that limit mobility
and daily activities), those who were injured more recently (due to de-
creased time, energy, and attention to politics as one learns to cope with
disability), and those who could not drive and did not engage in social ac-
tivities (due to isolation that decreases recruitment opportunities and social
pressure to vote).

Data Sets

To analyze voter turnout in the 1992 election, this study uses the Cur-
rent Population Survey Voting Supplement (CPS) for November 1992 and
a special survey of people with SCI. An additional comparison group was
drawn from the American National Election Study of 1992 (ANES); be-
cause the ANES results were similar to those of the CPS, only the latter are
presented here. Following national elections, the monthly CPS survey of
approximately 60,000 U.S. households includes a supplement asking which
household members voted. The November 1992 data set contains data on
the voter turnout of 93,992 citizens of voting age.

The primary purpose of the SCI survey was to assess the labor markert ef-
fects of SCI through a comparison of employment and earnings before and
after the onset of SCI (Kruse, Krueger, and Drastal, 1995). The sample
frame was every person in the state of New Jersey who received an SCI
within the past ten years, with names collected from all New Jersey rehabil-
itation institutes and the New Jersey Division of Vocational Rehabilitation
Services. The survey, conducted in August and September 1994 through the
Princeton Survey Research Center, had a response rate of 85% among those
contacted, and a comparison of hospital records revealed few differences be-
tween respondents and nonrespondents. Using the wording of the CPS
question, the interviewers asked respondents whether they had voted in the
November 1992 election. The final sample contains 312 people with SCI
who were eligible to vote in November 1992. The characteristics of the SCI
sample were found to be very representative of the national population of
people with SCI (Kruse, Krueger, and Drastal, 1995:17). A legitimate con-
cern is whether any bias is introduced by the fact that the voting question
was asked twenty-one to twenty-two months after the November 1992 elec-
tion. A sample of former co-workers of people with SCI who were surveyed
at the same time, however, had reported voting rates almost identical to
those found in the 1992 CPS, indicating that the timing of the question does
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not appear to bias the results.2 Because the SCI sample is concentrated in
New Jersey, comparisons are made to the New Jersey CPS sample as well as
to the national sample.?

The SCI data set contains basic demographic and job information, in-
cluding a measure of weekly earnings, with questions modeled on the CPS.
It also includes information on severity of injury, time since injury, ability
of respondent to drive, pre-injury employment, disability income, and
social activities that can be useful in sorting out which activities and dis-
ability-related characteristics seem to affect voting.

Comparisons of Voting Rates and Determinants between the Samples

What were the voting rates of people with SCI compared to those of the
general population? As shown in Table 1, 56% of the SCI sample and 70%
of the CPS sample reported voting.4 The 14-point gap is similar to that
found in surveys reviewed earlier, including two with broader disability de-
finitions. People with SCIs were four times as likely to vote by absentee
ballot (19.6% doing so compared to 5.0% of the general population), sug-
gesting that transportation difficulties and/or polling place inaccessibility
play an important role for the SCI population.

The overall 14-point turnout gap could be due to differences in demo-
graphic and other characteristics. Table 1 breaks down voting rates by
selected characteristics, finding lower voting rates for every category of
gender, race, marital status, age, and education, indicating that the overall
difference is linked to the SCI and not to other characteristics of the SCI
population. The size and statistical significance of these voting rate differ-
ences, however, vary substantially among several categories. The voting
gaps between the SCI and general population samples are much larger
among men than among women, and among blacks than among non-

2Respondents with SCI who were employed pre-injury were asked to nominate a former
co-worker and provide contact information. About two-fifths (39%) did so, but only half of
the co-workers could be reached due to outdated contact information. Among those con-
tacted, 76% agreed to be interviewed, producing a final co-worker sample of 68. Due to the
small co-worker sample, these data are used mainly for assessing the reliability of the voting
question.

3The turnout levels and determinants were very similar between the New Jersey and the
national CPS samples. The national numbers are presented due to the larger sample size that
allows stronger statistical tests, but the New Jersey results are available.

4This is higher than the figure based upon ballots cast thar 55% of the voting-age popula-
tion voted in the 1992 election (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1994:289). Part of the
difference is due to the inclusion of ineligible people (noncitizens and certain institutionalized
persons) in the denominator of the latter figure, which leads to a downward bias. The differ-
ence also reflects overreporting by survey respondents or undersampling of certain groups
(Silver, Anderson, and Abramson, 1986; Leighley and Nagler, 1992; Rosenstone and Hansen,
1993:58-59). While both the CPS and SCI samples are likely to contain overreporting, past
research gives no reason to think that this would systematically differ between the samples,
and it is unlikely to taint the SCI-CPS differences calculated here.
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blacks. While voting rates increase with age in the general population, the
increase is much more modest in the SCI population, so that the voting
rate gaps between the SCI and general population samples are concen-
trated among those who are older (consistent with Shields, Schriner, and
Schriner, 1998). This suggests that SCI acts partly to “rob™ age of its pos-
itive effect on voter turnout. For education and marital status, however,
the voting rate gaps are fairly similar across categories.

Among employed respondents, voting rates are almost identical between
the SCI and CPS samples, while among the nonemployed, less than half
(47.5%) voted in the SCI sample, which is significantly lower than in the
CPS sample (66.0%). This presents two related questions: (1) Why is em-
ployment linked to such a large increase in voting rates for people with
SCI? and (2) Why is the voting rate so depressed among nonemployed peo-
ple with SCI?

Table 2 presents the results of probit regressions to examine the inde-
pendent role of different factors in predicting the likelihood of voting.
Identical specifications were run for each data set, providing a comparison
of voting determinants as well as a way to predict turnout of the SCI sam-
ple if the determinants of voting were the same for them as for the general
population.®

Estimates for the SCI sample show significant positive effects of educa-
tion and employment, but a significant negative effect of being black, on
the probability of voting. The implied effect of employment on the change
in the probability of voting is .233, or 23.3 percentage points. In the CPS
sample, voting rates in the general population are estimated to be higher
for women and those who are older, white, more highly educated, and
married with a spouse present.® Consistent with Table 1, the positive effect
of age on voting probability is greater, and the positive effect of employ-
ment is much lower, than in the SCI sample.

What voting rates would be predicted for the SCI sample in the absence
of the SCI? As seen at the bottom of Table 2, putting SCI characteristics
into the CPS equation produces a predicted voting rate of 66.5%, or 10
percentage points higher than the actual rate.

Why does employment have such a large effect on the voting rate of peo-
ple with SCI? Columns 3 and 8 of Table 2 explore this with specifications
in which the employment variable has been replaced with variables rep-
resenting white-collar and blue-collar jobs, and three characteristics of
employment have been added: hours worked per week, weekly pay, and

5The CPS specification accounts for any differential turnour in New Jersey using a New
Jersey dummy variable. When the CPS sample is restricted to New Jersey residents, the pat-
tern of results (available upon request) is very similar,

61n comparing the equations, the equality of SCI coefficients with CPS coefficients is re-
jected at p < .05 for the overall equations and for the race, education, and employment
variables. Constraining age coefficients ro be equal across the SCI and CPS samples is rejected
at p = .13.
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union membership.” Weekly pay is a positive predictor in both samples but
has a larger effect in the SCI sample, where the probability of voting in-
creases about 3.2 percentage points for each $100 increase in weekly pay.
This controls for weekly hours worked, which has a negative coefficient in
both samples, so that working more hours in a week appears to have
two opposite effects: a negative direct effect from the increased hours and
a positive indirect effect from the increased weekly pay. This probably
illustrates competition berween two resources in affecting political partici-
pation: higher pay increases financial resources, while working more hours
puts greater constraints on one’s time. The effect on voting of simply being
employed (apart from the income earned) in the SCI and CPS samples ap-
pears to be positive for part-time workers but becomes negative as more
hours are worked, as shown by the positive coefficients on white-collar
and blue-collar employment combined with the negative coefficient on
hours worked.8

When predictions of turnout are made for employed and nonemployed
people (based either on the results in Table 2 or on specifications done sep-
arately by employment status), the pattern reported in Table 1 is confirmed:
the actual turnout for the employed people with SCI is very close to what is
predicted based on the general population equation, bur is 14 percentage
points lower than predicted for nonemployed people with SCI.

What if the nonemployed people with SCI had maintained their old
jobs? The survey collected pre-injury job information, which can be used
to look at the role of income versus the other elements of employment.
Giving the nonemployed their old job characteristics (with pay adjusted for
general wage growth) raises their estimated voting rate by 17.4 percentage
points, with close to three-fourths of the rise accounted for by the in-
creased weekly pay.

Injury Characteristics, Activities, and Voting in the SCI Sample

Why are nonemployed people with SCI so much less likely to vote than
other nonemployed people? This question can be addressed with addi-
tional information from the SCI data set on injury characteristics and
activity levels, which is used in probit regressions for both the full and
nonemployed samples.

Quadriplegics (who have neck injuries and limited use of their arms) gen-
erally have less physical ability and face higher financial costs than do

7 Because only one-fourth of households (the outgoing rotation groups) in the CPS are
asked abour pay and union membership, this decreases the CPS sample to 21,648.

8 Full-time workers do, of course, receive higher average weekly pay, but even taking this
into account, they are less likely on average to vote than are part-time workers (as shown by
CPS estimates excluding weekly pay). The negarive effect of hours worked is confirmed by
splitting workers into part-time versus full-time, and by using a range of dummy variables.
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paraplegics (who have injuries in the back). As seen in Table 3, quadripleg-
ics with complete and incomplete injuries have lower voting rates, but the
differences are not significantly different from zero (which rules out large
but not small differences, with power limited by the sample size). The vot-
ing rate is 17-19 percentage points higher among those injured more than
five years ago than among those injured in the past two years, probably re-
flecting demands upon time and energy in the first few post-injury years.

Mobility appears to be important, since being able to drive is a signifi-
cant predictor of voting, raising the predicted probability by 20 percentage
points. In addition, being a union member in one’s pre-injury job, and re-
ceiving Social Security Disability Income (SSDI, which is income based on
pre-disability earnings), are positively related to the likelihood of voring.
The union result echoes the positive effect of unionism found in the gen-
eral population, indicating enduring effects of union mobilization. While
the SSDI result could reflect the lingering effects of employment on voting
(through contacts with former co-workers or habits inculcated at work),
the regression controls for having a job at the time of one’s injury, and the
results are unchanged by adding pre-injury job tenure. The SSDI result
could be due to the income itself, although estimated SSDI dollar benefits
based on pre-injury earnings were never a significant predictor. Another
possibility is that receiving government income naturally increases one’s
interest in government affairs, which may partly explain the strong coeffi-
cient on SSDI but does not explain the lack of a significant effect from
Supplemental Security Income (the means-tested government disability in-
come program, available only to those with low family incomes).

The SCI survey also included several questions measuring different types
of activities. While not designed to measure exposure to potential recruit-
ment networks, these shed some light on different kinds of social contact
or “social connectedness™ that may affect opportunities or “social incen-
tives” for participation (Teixera, 1987; Miller and Shanks, 1996:100-106).
The following questions were asked: “Last week, did you spend most of
your free time (a) by yourself, (b) with family or friends, or (¢) in some
other way?” and “Last week did you (a) get together with one or more
friends? (b) attend a religious service? (c) exercise (other than physical
therapy)? (d) take any kind of class? (e) attend a recreational event outside
your home, like a movie, a picnic, or a sporting event? (f) watch TV for six
or more hours on most days?” TV watching has been blamed by Putnam
(1995) as the primary culprit in the decline of civic and political participa-
tion over the past three decades.

Among activities, attendance at a religious service is a significant positive
predictor of voting in the full sample, which is consistent with results from
the general population (Rosenstone and Hansen, 1993). The only other
predictors that are close to significant are not consistent with the recruit-
ment model: attending a class is a negative predictor, while spending most



6LL0 (L0'L) 00E0  92v0 600 (e0'}) €¥20 20 sseak G-¢g ‘Aunlul souis swi|
81z 0- (05'0) 68L°0— 6220 £500— (s#'0) 98L0— 8020 oifs|dipenb e19jdwon
G/00— (€2'L) 1950- 9620 090 0— (850) €S1L0— 220 oiBe|dupenb sjejdwooy
6¥0°0 (9e0) €210 9920 8r0'0 (L#0) ¥2L'0 0920 aibe|desed sje|dwo)
StL0- (68°'0) 0.£0- 6120 050 0— (2.8°0) 8gL0- 9e2'0 pafojdwe ssnodg
gL 0— (15°0) ¥0E0— 8200 laguwsul uojun
S000°0 (142) 1000 8202 (sieqop Jo spaipuny) Aed Apjaam
FARONO) (0L'0) LEOD Z€e0 pafojdw3
80L°0 (sP'0) vi20 I¥00 vEL0 (e8'0) ¥920 800 sa1bep ‘pein
SN (£20) 2980— LOLO £.00 (£5°0) 16L0 020 'peib abajj0n
2120 (e£'L) 1850 GSED 1220 [202) 2190 8280 sbe|j00 awog
£60°0 (/900) vEg0 +820 £600 (820) #¥20 FA STl ‘peib 'g'H
+000°0 (62°L) 1000 £8r8lL 0000 (0g8'L) 1000 6951 paienbs aby
#20'0— (68°0) BS00— 60p 0£0°0— (se'L) 2.00- 0op aby
£90'0— (er'0) 0910— LOZO £20'0— (6L'0) 8500 0810 paoicalp/paleiedas
z00'0 (Loo) 9000  Z920 2£0'0— (1z’0) 1800- 09€'0 juasald asnods 'pauiep
8/00 (EF'0) 9610 L1200 961 0— (8¥'L) /6% 0— 8800 aoel IBYI0
092°0—  {/£8) 1/90- gl20 0/20- ..[(082) 0690- FARAL) yoelg
0gL'o (sz'L) 1280 Z[£E0 €210 (87°'L) tggo 02€0 aleway
(2) (2) (g) (%) (e) (L) sojqelep Juapuadapu)
_qoud ('s1BIS-7) SUBaN .'goud i ('syBIS-7) SuBaN
u sbueu) "S|800) abueyn ESiltlolg)
pakojdwauop adwes |In4

sonsuajoerey) Auligesiq yim Bunop Buioipaid
€ 371gv.L



1o > d,.. 'S0 > e ueonyubig,

‘sueaw s|geueA 1B Builels ‘sjgeuen Juspuadepur ul aBueyo Jun-suo woly Bunoa jo Aligeqgold ul sBueyo paoipald,
‘aidwes |95 Joj 'Z661 Ut Bunoa jo pooyiay| jo suonoipald 11qoid. [STION

6 L6— ~0GEL— pootjijei-bo7

691 0se u

(65'0) 8v80— (e€0) wivo— uBISUOD

8000 (60°0) 1200 9850 2500 (89°0) vELO 8850 pasiolax3
2100— (51'0) tPO0— 4£S2°0 2100- (E1'0) 2£00- 840 spualy yim seuiabo) 105
0LE0— (18'F) Z98°0- £L00 vz 0— (£2°4) 6190 8800 SSB|D JO puly Aue 40o0|
8E0°0— (88°0) SB00— E£.Lt0 0L00— (er'0) 9z00- 02¥'0 sABp 1SOW SINOY +9 I0j AL PBYDIBM
SLLO (21L) 6820 4250 /600 (Fe'L) eve0 2550 JUBAS [BUCIESID3) papusny
0020 (og't) 0150 0920 8410 [e1e) Bir0 0920 a01n8s snoifilal papuaily
Heam 1se| salllnldy

5020 (€8'L) 12s0 #5220 8€L0 (19'1) s9¢0 +92°0 suoje Ajisow jusds awi a8.4
550°0— (6%'0) BEL'O— 6FC0 910°0- (ZL'0) LvO0O-— 9120 awooul Aljigesip 1Buyi0
9e£0 .(282) 280 1250 6410 (66'L) 6970 PO awoouj Aljigesiq 0eg 008
00L0 (€80) 0SZ0 #i¥0 SO0 (9¥'0) GLL'O 0Zg'0 aLwoou| Ajunoeg [eluswisddng
/610 (6£°L) /BE'D #5520 9/1'0 (¥6'1) L.4¥°0 0220 qol Ainlui-eud w1 Jaquiaw uoiun
8600 (82'0) GBO'D 2280 €000 (e00) 2000- 780 Ainfuy Jo swn 18 pafojdw3
1020 (8LL) LSO  6£90 9610 (L02) 8610 orL 0 SAlP O} B|gY
0610 (L¥'L) 280 0620 210 (821) z9ro 2Le0 sieahk +G Anful souis swi|



584 Social Science Quarterly

of one’s free time by oneself is a positive predictor, of voting. The first re-
sult may be explained by time constraints from taking classes (similar to
the negative effect of hours worked). One explanation for the second result
is that people with SCI who spend most of their free time by themselves
have the financial and physical resources to live independently, and these
resources combine with a stronger sense of personal efficacy to increase the
likelihood of voting. Collectively, the activities do not make a substantial
difference in the likelihood of voting.?

Could psychological factors explain the lower voting rates of the non-
employed people with SCI? Past research on voting has often used
measures of internal and external political efficacy. Since the SCI data set
was primarily designed to collect employment and demographic data, it
did not include psychological measures. An exploratory analysis contain-
ing several standard measures of internal and external political efficacy and
locus of control was done on a smaller data set including 50 people with
SCI and 68 able-bodied people. Controlling for these measures does not re-
duce the 10-percentage-point voting gap. Preliminary analysis of the 1998
voting survey also suggests that political-efficacy measures play only a mi-
nor role in the voting gap between people with and without disabilities
(Schur et al., 1999). These exploratory results suggest that the lower vot-
ing rate among people with SCI is not due to lower perceptions of political
efficacy or personal control.

Summary and Conclusions

The major results can be summarized as follows:

(1) People with SCI were less likely than members of the general popu-
lation to vote in the 1992 presidential election. The overall gap in voter
turnout is 14 percentage points, which decreases to 10 points after con-
trolling for demographic characteristics.

(2) The overall gap is wholly due to nonemployed people with SCI, since
the one-third of people with SCI who were employed voted at the same
rate as other employed people. The strong effect of employment on
turnout of people with SCI appears to be primarily due to the income
gained through working.

(3) The voting rate is much lower than expected for older people with
SCI. Voting rates rise sharply with age in the general population, but do so
much more weakly in the SCI sample, suggesting that SCI acts partly to
“rob” age of its positive effects on voting.

9 Except for TV watching and attending a class, the mean activity levels of former co-work-
ers are higher than for the SCI sample. When the mean activity levels of people with SCI are
changed to the mean levels of the surveyed co-workers, however, the predicted voting rate is
increased by only 1.3%. Again, the nonsignificant activity coefficients rule out large but not
small effects of these variables, with power of the tests limited by the sample size.
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(4) Within the SCI sample, those who can drive and were injured at least
five years before the election were most likely to vote, but voting was not
related to other injury characteristics or most of the social activities mea-
sured.

These results are consistent with some of the hypothesized effects of dis-
ability but not with others. Overall turnout was lower among people with
SCI, as hypothesized. The hypothesized resource effects of disability on
turnout are supported by the findings that lack of employment income and
having had an injury recently are linked to lower turnout, but not by the
findings on injury severity. The hypothesized effect of social isolation on
turnout receives some support from the positive effects of ability to drive
and attendance at a religious service, but not from the estimates for other
social activities.

What lessons can be drawn about political participation more generally?
The low levels of employment following SCI give us a stronger indication
than provided by general population studies of the importance of employ-
ment for voter turnout, particularly underscoring the effect of income. The
lower turnout among respondents with recent injuries supports the idea
that major life transitions direct attention away from politics (Stoker and
Jennings, 1995). The positive effect of driving ability on voter turnout
shows that mobility outside the home appears to be an important factor
contributing to voter turnout. Since one can vote by absentee ballot with-
out going to a polling place, this suggests that the resource aspects of
driving (being able to accomplish more tasks independently) are less im-
portant than the social and psychological effects of general community
ineraction.

Future research would benefit from a closer look at the role of employ-
ment in voter turnout both among other marginalized groups and the
general population, exploring how the depressing effect found here from
the loss of employment is accounted for by financial resources, social con-
tact, and possible psychological factors. Future research should also
examine general mobility outside the home, which was found to be more
important than several specific social activities. Is this due to information
and recruitment opportunities from community contact, or to increased
identification with mainstream society and social roles, or both? Mobility
raises another research question, which is whether initiatives to promote
voting by mail (as in Oregon) or otherwise encourage voting at home may
particularly improve the voting rates of people with disabilities. Finally, fu-
ture research should also explore other forms of political participation,
most of which require more time, energy, and resources than voting, which
may lead to a larger participation gap between people with and without
disabilities. Research on the importance of employment and mobility can
be conducted using general population samples, but there are advantages
in examining cases where disability or other circumstances provide greater
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variation in the variables affecting political participation. These findings
indicate in particular the value of new data collection and research on dis-
ability, using measures that address the points raised here.

These results also have implications for future turnout levels. To the ex-
tent that the ADA and other policies increase employment of people with
disabilities, they will thereby increase the voter turnout of this group, and
given that approximately one in five Americans has a disability (and the
number is growing), this could have a noticeable effect on overall turn-
out.l0 Our findings here add weight to the argument thar increasing
employment opportunities for people with disabilities should be an impor-
tant priority, since along with enhancing economic self-sufficiency and
social integration, employment may also help this important segment of
the population become more active citizens, participating to a greater ex-
tent in politics and public life.
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