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ABSTRACT

/  /'

The ■ research ' reported on , her p Js-, an , exp] orator y 

Identification of the correlates o f p̂ lr 1 1 c I pa 1 1 o n 1- 1 n 'Urilpn 

activities by union m e m b e r s . ' Previous research in this' area 

has relied on unitary constructs of pa r.t i c 1 pat i-on twh 1 ch fa] I 

to take into consideration the differential requirements -of 

various forms of participatory behaviour,. Tv/6 general 

hypotheses v/ëre. examined. It was predicted that each ' of seven 

criteria - (participatory) behaviours would be predicted 'by.' a 

different set Of predictor variables. ' Furthermore, predictor 

- .criterion r e la 1 1 otrsh 1 ps ' we re expected to dltfer , between 

male and female union members..

A questionnaire was distributed to approximately 900

union members belonging to four different unions., 

(appxpximatel.y 30%) of the questionnaires were returned and

were employed .in the analysis. ■ . ■ '

Predictor - criterion relationships were, examined, by 

first cummulatlng simple correlations 'acrosp the four unions 

using the meta - analytic procedures suggested by .Hunter- et

É ; V  , ....  , , , ,   , .....................
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al ( 1-902 ). to provide sCP estimate of the ' p o p u l a t i o n  

correlations. Multiple .regression models were next developed 

for''each criterion in order to Identify the parsimonious

combination of variables which predicted each criterion.

In general, the data partially supported the f i $a;t 

•hypothesis.,. Each of the criteria were found to. be related to 

attitudinal variables with the xQle of demographic and union 

■role characteristic variables varying across criteria.

Different patterns of prediction etperged for male and 

female respondents. In particular, participation among male 

•■ respondents was predicted almost exclusively by attitudinal 

variables whereas for female respondents role- cha r act or ,i,gt i c 

and demograph.ic- variables also predicted, participation In 

uhlon activities. ' ' . -

A model of union , participation' is proposed based on 

these findings. • , ' ' / ,
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The research reported On- in this thesis "Is 

exploratory identification o.f the correlates of participation 

in u n i o n .â c t i v i t les by union members. Previous research in

this area has not considered the differential requirements of 

various forms df participatory. behaviours. Rather,

■participation has been' seen à,s ■ a unitary construct,of ten 

operatione^lly represented by a single measure , such as the

frequency. Of meeting attendance.- It was felt that, a greater 

understanding ç>f ^participation would, result from the 

consideration' of several -.forms of par t i c i pa tor y behaviours.

an  ̂ V.
■ ■ V

Membership participation in trade union activities . has 

been seen as a reflection of . member q til p support for union 

goals (Form & bansereau, 1957), an : indication -of members' 

satisfaction with .the union (Steele, 1951) and a test of 

union democracy ( Stra.uss, 1977 ). As such, the wide ■- spread 

lack of participation in North American ■ trade unions Is a 

constant threat to the cont.l.nued viability of the labour 

movement arid a sourcè of significant concern f o'r iabbur 

leaders (Per line i L o r e h z , . 1 9 7 0 ) .  ' ..

3 .
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Participation la, most likely,, a result of a variety', of 

factors ■ 1n c J u d 1pg the economic allmate, and the attitude of 

■ society toward unions .and the goals of the labour- movement, 

S-acn external factors, ""drowever ̂ are largely beyond ' the 

control of labour and union .leaders. The search for methods 

of Increasing participation must, therefore, focus on,, or ' 

Identify, factors which are amenable^ to Intervention. This 

endeavor would appear, to be a natural avenue for social ajpd 

behavioural scientists to pursue.. T h i s , . v i e w .  Is shared by 

labour leaders. A recent s.urvey of union leaders in thL U.S. 

suggested that membership participation is pe r 6e 1 ved . asf an. 

area in which psychologists could be of. great assistance t o ’ 

unions (Husczo, . 190 4 ). This suggestion is ■ par t i cu lar.l V 

appropriate given the historical neglect .gf 'the' union 

movement by. I ndus tr la 1/Or gan l.zat'iona 1 Psychology ( Gordon & '

Burt, 1981; Rosen & Stagner, 1981). \ , ...

0

LjpiERAimE &E10ÂW

Research dealing with membership participation' in .union 

activities dates back • to the' period 19 45 to I960;' the "Golden 

Age" of research Into union government ' (Strauss/- J.9T7 ) 

Then, as now, the Implicit or e x p l 1c 11 ' g o a 1 of the research 

was to achieve a greater understanding of membership

■1



: V ; ■ >,-n

. 4.

partIci pat Ton ; Such an understanding was- thought to be

facilitated through the examination^ of the correlates of

union participation.and, in particular, the examination of

why union act.lvlsts • participate -In the un I on ‘(KolcHln 6

Hyçlak, 1 9 8 4 ). A.-j a_ res.ult, the majority of the research Is

exploratory and correlational In ndtuce.

The attempt to predict par 1 1 c 1 pa t Ion rc.euit.ed. In thc 

identification of ,a ho & t of ^ d e m o g r a p h i c  and attitudinal 

correlates, of participation. There has bcac little or no 

attempt to examine, the i.nter re lat 1 ons.ii 1 p of predictor 

variables or the relation of predictor variable^ with 

different measures of par 1 1 c 1 pa 1 1 on The research findings

are., oh' the who l e , scattered with.little or no attempt to'
' K  AIntegrate findings across studies. As a result, the -researcb 

from this period has not led to the formulation o f. a 

theoretical ' position . On, or ' model 'of, membership 

participation in union activities. A brief review of tfic. 

available researc.H follow*. ■ •

c o r r e l a t e s  ÔF p a r t i c i p a t i o n  - THE GOLDRN ACE ,

„ ,,A.lthou.gh most of the available literature .on .membership
.

participation was published be-tyeen 19 4 5 and i9f/0. It,, would

.... 1
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'A •
be ml 31 e ad ).n 9 t p .vco n'p 1 d A ̂ ̂ = » b éspefi-iâlly prolific -period.' 

"Revl.eVs__pÉ the .(^oïdeo ' Àgo literature • ci’te 'just ' over ' 30' 

studies deal! ng *'with ,t)aEtJç'lpat l'on (e.g. Spinard, I960)a. : . " ....• J.- *• ■. ■■
, 1 nclud In.g" both quai 1 tà A  ve nd quant.l t à M  v.e Investigations.- 

Although the 1 Iteiratutè . consists primarily of Isolated 

research find Ing.S, ' tbite have been, some attempts to Integrate 

these findings iri^tp'a Mode! of union' participation. ''

' S p i n a çd , ( 1-966') first proposed the notion of a "sense of 

occupa t j on d l ' 'commun ity" as. an important correlate of 

p a r t i c i p a t i o h . In essence, he suggests that any factor which 

increases the 1 d c n t i f i ca 1 1 o.n of the i nd.ividua] with his/her 

■ w o r k  group and occupation would Increase par.t.,1 ci'pat i on' In 

‘unl on -acti vi ties . SpYnard bases his mode'f primarily on the 

..importance of certain demograph ic.’-and, biographical variables 

as predictors of par t i c i p a t i g n . For example,- active unionists 

.are m o r e ,likely to be urban thah rural 'residents (Tagldacozzo 

s , Seidman, 1956 ). Older ' worker, and workers -‘with more 

_  senior i'ty, are more likely to participate in union activities 

(Deah, 19 54 ) as are high status arrd highly paid employees 

, (Kyllonen, 1951; ..Dean, 19 5 4 ) . Workers -who share a 'common, 

ethnic heritage or who -work In . r e l a t i v e l y  homogenous ; work 

■groups -are .'dlspr opor td ona-te T.y represented ' among active ' 

unionists -(.Sh’e p a r d , 19.49 ) . A - s ma 11 plant %ize, a stable work' 

force (Seidman, 19 5 3) and membership in a craft, a? ' opposed 

to an IndiiB.fcr l a l , .union have also been correlated-wi th

6 '



membershlp participation in union activltiea (Spinard; i.966).

Spinard (1966) suggests that individuals develop their 

sense of occupational, community through a ' process' o 

differential association. More specifically, the - res.earcli 

findings suggest that active, unionists tend to associate with 

pro - union, a,s opposed tp' anti - union or apathetic 

individuals bpth on and off the. j o b . Worker who live close 

together ( F.orm and . DanSereau, ,19.'37; .Ky'l 1 o n e n / 19 51), are

friendly with union leaders ( Tag 1 1 acozzo & Se i dma n ,■ 19'5 6 ) or 

who engage in, leisure' time activities with- other union: 

members (Dean, 1954) are. all more likely t'o participate in 

union activities. ' Conversely, union niembers who are 

geographically isolated from other union members (Miller' and 

Young, .1955). oY 'who are friendly with- supervisory 'or 

managerial personne 1 - are .unlikely to become active un.i'on 

.members ( Splhar'd, . 19 6.6 ) -. ' ; - . ,

Jn their review,. Perline and Lorenz- (1970) also 

^repognlze the importance of association .with' other uni oh 

..members. . These . authojcs s.ee becoming involved .in .uni on 

act! vit 1(̂ 3 as a form .of group activity. ' Thus, in addition ■'to 

a simple a s s Q C l a t I o n - m o d e l , they -argue that the union must 

also,serve as a source of satisfaction for the individual to 

become in union,, activities.. ' ' Group var iables .- such as
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homogeneity^ job status and ■ the extent of' newcomer 

orientation all, play a role, however the group must also

serve as a sdurce pf primary satisfaction. In particular,

Perline and Lorenz ( 1970 ) suggest that the effectiveness o'f 

the union In providing economic and social rewards for 

participation Is' a' key. variable in expia In ing .'the degree of

participation on the part of union members.

,'"PS^r t Icl pa 1 1 on , In .this ' sen.se, plays an instrumental.

role. Individuals may participate 1-n uni^n activities 'as' a

means of making the 1 r ; job more meaningful and/or as a means 
i . ■ ■ ■■'>■■■■■ ' ■ ■ ■ :
of Increasing their status in the workplace (Miller & Young, 

■1955). Perhaps more Importantly, ..participation In ^ union 

.activities may result In. the achievement of., certain goals' 

su.ch as the speedy resolution of a grievance or the change of 

certain workrules as well as allowing the- Individual- to 

_e.xjîrcl3e some cpntrol. over economic factors such a,t rates ■ of 

pay,- pension . plans and other benefits. .. i’hese réwards ■’ have 

been termed the "payoff for participation" (Perline & Lorenz, 

1970; Strauss, 19 77 ).. ■ . • ;

Perhaps due to the orientation of ,i the Golden Age 

researchers (Strauss, 1977), there was comparatively little 

consideration given to ^the identification ' of attitudinal 

predictors of .participation during this era. one attitudinal

■ ■



S'irnllar findings gave rise to what became known- as the

dual loyalty or dual allegiance hypothesis. (Dean, 1954; Kerr,
• ..

19 54.; Stagner, 1-9 54).- Essentially, active unionists were 

held to be both satisfied with, and,’ loyal to, both their 

employer and their union. Support for this hypothesis has 

been, mixed'.' The job satisfaction .union participation

factor which was., cons idered was ira.plied in Spi nard ' s (196.6) . 'V

definition of occupational c o m m u n i t y . .Several, authors have

suggested that the active 'unionist is a • class- co.nscious .'

i.ndividual (Miller ■& Young, 1955) who sees the workgroup as”*a '• \

significant reference group, and empha's izes the role bf ' '

collective action (Spinard, 1966). At .least one research

team has suggested that active uhlonists see helntng other-
- ^ ^  ;' 

workers as a ' form of ethlCal or .religious imperative

( Tagl iacozzo' Se idtxian, 19 56 ) . . , , ■ . . -

A more developed line of research dealt with the- role of 

job satisfaction as a predictor of union activity. Although 

common knowledge would, suggest that dissatisfied worker would . .

tend to be more active in the union than their satisfied 

counterparts, the' Golden Age research findings would tend -• to 

support the opposite conclusion. ■ For example,union, leaders 

have been found to report a high level of satisfaction .with - ;

their Jobs (Tagliacozzo & Seidman, 19 5 6)-. - .



relationship appears to'be largely Oe-pendent on the quality 

o'f union - management relations (Dean, 19 54 ; Strauss, 1917 ) .■ 

Further; .while active unionists are generally satisfied with 

.their jobs and supervisors (Sayles & ,'Strauss, 195.2), they mby" 

dislike certain features of their work environment (Seidman,. 

London, Karsh & Tagliacozzo, • 1950). Thus, a .previously 

dtstussed, participation serves an instrumentai role for the 

individuals who wish' to change certain aspects of their work 

environment.'- ' ■ ■

In summary, it is'-clear t h a t t h e  main contribution of 

the Golden ' Age - researcher was th' êlr identification of 

demographic and biographical predictors of participation In 

,union activities. The identification and evaluation of 

attitudinal predictors of participation- and, perhaps mpr'e 

importantly, th's development and. evaluation of - mult i.var late 

•models 'of ^ar t içi'pati on would have to wait for the 

development of more sophisticated forms of analysis (Strauss, 

19 77 ) . • •

CORRELATES O F . PARTICIPATION ''THE RECENT RESEARCH

\ .. C
The mpYie recent Studies dealing ' with membership 

participation kn. unioh activities have been characterized -by 

the application of survey technology and -multivariate data

''"10 ■ V ,
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analytic techniques. Su-bstantl.vely, , thl^s'Jiew "body .of work

has tended, to go beyond the examination of simple blvariabe

relations between demographic measures and participation
■

variables to the consideration of intervening^ primarily 

attitudinal, predl-etor variables. Examples of such moderating 

variables Include satisfaction with the unioh (Gllck, Mirvis 

& Harder, 1977 ), attitudes toward the union' ( Anders o n , 19 79 )) 

need for involvement ( Nichol.gdri, brsell & Lubbock, 1901) and 

commitment to the union (Gordon, P h i i p o t , ' Burt, Thompson & 

Spiller, 1980). As with the Golden Age research, the search 

for attitudinal predictors of participation has-been largely 

descr iph'iVe in nature . The research has not been • guided by 

;a.h explicit model of participation but, rather, has focussed 

on describing' empirical relations 'without' reference  ̂ to a
j  .  -, . .

theoretical basis. !  ̂ .

•'Although each oÇ these variables has correlated with 

some measure of pâ/rt iclpâ tl o n , . overall the search for.

attitudinal predictors of un 1 o n • activity has ' not been
V- ' . / ' y. ' ■ - ' . : - r

promising'. ■ 'In reference to their own work, Nicholson and hi»

associates state: .' • ‘ ' ' . • .

Biographical a n d /• background ' factors emerge as tbh ni^t. 
relevant for understanding participation Work relat«jd
attitudes and perceptions seem to belof l e s s e r ■ i m p o r t a n c e ." \  
■ . (Nicholson et_ a l , 19 61; p-. 16 7) • •

These statements appear to be broadly .applicable.-Researcher» 

typically report only weak correlations between attitudinal
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factors and participation (e.g. AndersoVi): 19 7 9').-,,,.', ; The • '

majoJÉ-H>^ of the resea-rch findings ■ sgg'gest that demographic ' 

variables such as wage lb ve 1 ' and senior i ty (K'oichir) & Hyclak^

19 8 4 ), job status ( Bl'yton,,, Nichola.onV s Ursell, 1981) and ; 

other ' job ' and union role character 1 stoics (Anderson,, 1979 ) are ■
\ ' V -- ' ^ ' V. ' ' ' ^the best pr ed ict'ors ■ of participation in union, activities.

In particular, the importance of association with other .

union members has"'' been reconfirmed as a predictor of 
• <- .V . ■ ,

participation (Spinard> 1966). Nicholson et a l ‘(1981) report

that the number bf pro u n ion..or union activist friends an

individual, had was one of the two strongest ' Correlates of

participation.. In a' follow - up, study,’ the observed <

correlation between job status .and ■ union participation , was

attributed to the . increased number of .opportunities 'lor,-

social interaction a v a i l a b l e ’ to high status empl'oyees (Blyton

et al, 1981) . . t ' - , /

Modest .corre.lations have -also been found between union 

participation and .'th.e - ind ividuals.?, perceptions - of being 

integrated into the union (Click et . al, 1977). .Similarly, 

Anderson ( 1979 ), reports that the best predictors of union 

participation were job and union role characteristics; 

specifically age, l e v e l . ip uni on hierarchy and integration in 

the union. This latter variable independently accounted ■ for
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25% of the" v>aïla'ncé In participation for r a n K a n d  file 

members (Anderson/ 1979) . Finally'^ in a reana^lysls of i960 

survey data, Kojlch 1 n and . HyclaK ' , (19.04 ), discovered a 

significant positive relationship between the individuals' 

abl 1 i ties - to get along with' other workers and participation 

in union activities. ' ' .. \ , '  ̂ •/ -

Although ..attitud ipal variables have not generally fared 

'well aë predictors of participation, there haye been' some 

promising findings. Mlcholson et al ‘(^981), f.or example, 

found a significant relationship between need tfor involvement 

.and participation. The.y, measured ' Need for involvement vising, 

fqtir statements .of the common form "1̂ . value being a union 

member because . . ;'i. ‘ The value ,, statements weTtT' Worded to

reflect .the motives of ideology, p,ower, a f.f 11 iation and .self
. .. '/ ' - ' . - . . : - expression r . e s p ç f c t i v e l y , -,

Another variable which has had' limited s-ticcess as a 

predictor of . par ticipat ion is 'the i nd 1 vl'duals, ' satisfaction 

with the union. Kolchln and H y d a k  ( 19 8 4 ) r epor ted ' ho 

.significant relation between union, participation and union: 

satisfaction. Click et al (1977), initially' found ho relation 

between the .two variables..however a subsequent, post hoc,

analysis suggested . that ■ satisfaction is related to 

participation, for those individuals with strong needs for

13



decision making/ accomplishment and \ g r o w t h . These '.authors 

suggest that-further research would be required to explicate 

the relationship between ,satis faction and"participation.

A ..more promising line of research has been the , 

development - o f un Ion cpmml trnent-scale { Gordon' e't "al ; 1980 ; ■'

.. Ladd ,• G o r d o n , Beauvais S Morgan/ 1.9 8 2^ based on the the o r y  of 

organizational or J o b  .commitment, General,i'y , co'nce i ved as the 

-variable ,which .binds an indiv i d u a l \  to the organization 

( Gordon . é t , a 1, 198 i ) ,/. ’orgahl zat Iona 1 co.mmi tmen t has ..been

defined as : ■  ̂ '

"111 a strong desl.re to remain a ‘merpber ' of .the. • particular 
■organization’, [21; will ihgness to! exea: t high levels of effort 
on behal f .of ■ the organ iz'a't iph, and ' 1 3.) a. de 1 i n i tp belief • l.n 
and acceptance of the goals of the!Organization"

; :;\'z ,/\/;.(Ste.ers{ 197.7) , -

Using this definition as a starring point : Gordon and 

■ hi ® ■ have de veloped :a unlgn commitment. . scale ! wi th

f'our.. interprétable dimensions; Union. Loyalty, responsibility 

to the Uji.ipn, Willingness to ,Wor)< for the Unlo.h and Belief in 

•  ̂Unig.ni?m. Subsequent research ;.. has 'supported this 

interpretation' arid suggests that the factojrs are both stable- 

and general izable -across populations (Ladd et ,al, 1 9 0 2  ) . ,



■ In the I r' deve lopment of .thé scale, Gordon" and. his 

colleagues, followed the logical process of , cbnstruct 

validation outlined by Cronbach and Meehl ’ ( 19 55 ). That Is, 

the^ authors -argued that a measure pf. union co.mmltment should 

be empirically..,, correlated ' . w i t: h variables , that. are

theoretically related to organizational c o m m l t m e n t . One such 

variable inv e s t i g a t e d . was participation in union activities'..

Each of the four factors as well .as the ..overall 

commitment score were found to be significantly correlated 

with measures of past and recent participation in union 

activities ( G o r d o n e t  al, 1960) ... Correlations ranging be tween 

0 .4.7 and .0.52 were reported between ■'overall commitment and 

measures of past and recent participation. ■ ... ■ ' ’..

Fulagar ( 19 86 ) in his .South African study, of- .union 

' commitment also found substantial correlations between 

overall commitment and measures Of f ormal participation ( r

0.52) and informal partiel pa t i o n ( r - 0 . 4 0  ) . Fu lagar ,.( 19 86) 

■ concluded that the union commitment ^Instrument displayed 

satisfactory concurrent, validity and, on ^thejbasis of -af .small 

sample replication, that the instrument was observed to have 

substantial test retest r e 11 ability ( r .0.81).'. •

15



^ ' ' ' - . . .->„ ■ • ■ In summary"^ "'the recent research has been • character 1 zed

by the attempt to identify attitudinal predictors of 

i':. . . participation. Although this line of research has. not been

. f u l l y  explored, some .promising variables have been

. ' identified. Most notably, commitment to the union and need

for involvement / have significantly correlated with

t , - 'r^r tic I p atlon. The post - 19 75 research has also been

.J ' characterized by a greater methodological sophistication in

the use of multivariate data analytic techniques. ■

WOMEN AND UNIONS

The issue of women .'s'par tic ipat ion in unions has - not 

been d i r e c t l y  addressed in the foregoing discussion. For the 

most part', this omission is in keeping with the literature. 

Studies of membership participation have not, typically, made 

any distinction between male and female activists. Other '

. investigator3 who have employed gender as a variable simply 

note that a certain relationship, such .as commitment and 

par t i c ipat ion, does not appear to be as 'strong for female 

union members (Gordon et al, 1980).

, There is, however,'a small body of literature which 

deals specijlcally with the participation of women iri union 

activities. Wertheimer and Nelson (1979), for e x a m p l e , , have



addressed this question in their study 'of womoh participait! ng 

in' six New -York city locals. ' The ' main variables which 

appeared to affect participation were -related to demographics 

and role- character istics. ' Wertheimer and Nelson ( 1979 ) 

identified three classes of barriers which affect women In 

unions; personal ' cultural, job - related and union 

r e l a t e d . , ' • '

Personal - cultural variables Include a wide range o.f. 

factors' such as a lack of free time due to family 

obligations, dual role conflicts,' fear of going out at night, 

■lack of family's encouragement,reluctance to compete with men 

and stereotyping of women unionists into secretarial or• N ■ ■ • ' , ■ *
3 upport roles.

Jo.b related factors may also discourage ''women from 

participating in the.union. High ' status jobs and/or jobs 

which allow for a degree of social interaction among workers 

(Spinard, 1966) often remain the preserve.of male'employees.

Finally, the union itself may discourage women from 

participating In union activities. Union - related barriers 

include 'the lack of role models for women in unions - and 

active discouragement of women participating in union affairs

' W ' " '  ' f - '  - "  .



i v .  ■ ■

(Kozl,aca. & P ietson/ 1981 ) . The union may unintentionally 

-decrease the participation of female members simply' through a- 

•lack of awareness of the barriers which do exist-

These suggestions have also been supported by a ' study 

of women in Canadian unions (Gubsrman, 1 9 8 3 ) . Again, the main 

predictors.of participation' were’ found t o ’ be related to 

demographics and role characteristics

MEASURES OF PARTICIPATION . ' ■ ,

Thus far "participation in un i on act iv i ties" has been 

discussed as a unitary construct. . - This approach. Is in 

keeping with the previous literature (Spinard, 19 6.8 ; Perline 

i Lore'nt, 1970; Strauss, 1977J. Heuristically the practice of

discussing participation as-if it were a s i n g le -vàtiable has 

some merit. It allows the comparison of the results ' from 

different studies and ' leads to the integration of the 

research f i n d i n g s . In practice, however,the treatment of 

participation as a single well defined variable may' be 

mis lead ing.

Most researchers accept participatIpn as a behavioural 

Construct, SayleS and Strauss (19S2), for example, defined



,

participation as any activity which requires the expenditure

of time on union affairs. The authours clearly stated that

adherence to, or agreement with, a set of belief's or values

Is neither necessary nor sufficient for union participation.

Simply put, par tic I pat log requires that the ' Individual "do

something". ■' a s noted 'by Splnard (196f>)', however,

participation has-been operationalized In a variety of ways

by different researchers. Individual researchers differ In

both the number of variables and the type of variables 
■ ■ • ' ' 

employed to represent participation. - ,

■ On the who 16., researchers have relied on a relatively

small "core" group of act 11 ties to repr.éent participation.

Meeting .attendance,voting -In union elections.,- serving on 

union committees,’ holding union office a.nd% the use of the 

grievance procedure are the most commonl employed measures of 

participation (Splnard, 1966). These behaviours Yepresent 

".formal" participation In the up Ion (Kahn i Tannenbaum, 

1954 ),. They can be-regulated or controled to omeextent by the 

structure or the constitution of the un ! o n ’"( MI 11er ,4 Young,

1962; Shepard, 194 9 ; Steele, 1951). This has led to their

popularity as measures of participation.

. More Informal types of pa r 11 1 pa 1 1 on have also been 

investigated. Gordon et al .(1980) measured the members' ,

, .ft ' 9 ' ■ V . . . , v . i ,  1 .l ' Æ  >



knowledge of’ the un|,on.,: co'nfc'ract. .and Included a ,27 Iteip 

behavioural checklist along',, wl.'th f.hedr union commitment 

scale's.' Reading the uni on. newspaper -(Anderon, 19 7 9‘; . Strauss 

& Sayles, 1952; Hagbgrg,1966) and talking with shpp stewards 

or other union members about union issues (Miller & Young, 

19 55 ; , M u s c z o , 1983; Blyto.n .pt' - al, ' 1981) have also been 

employed as union- par t iclpat Ion' measures . Similarly, several

.'studies have looked at .the individuals' campaigning in the
' '• : - ' ■ last.bnion eJLeciclon (e.g. Anderson, 1979 ) or canvas ing the

' .. . -membet«'-6f the local- (Blyton et al/ 19 81 ; Nicholson et al-, 

19,81). - ;  ̂ ■ .'

These fairly diverse betiavlour are. related. All. of,-the' 

behaviours a r e "bo th Suppor t i ve o f ~,the union and, in a fotm’a.l 

sense, -largely under the cpntrol of- the Individual. ’ The- 

u.iiion would find i t ’d i f f.i cu It ,',i f not ^impossible, to exert 

ahy means of, control over ’who.c'èads the - ‘union newspaper or 

talks to the shop steward. - - " ;

G i yen' this divers ity in behaviours which can be classe.d ‘ 

as participation, the a s s u m p t i o n •that one .variable br even . 

pn^ c o ^ l n a t  1 on of var iable^ would- predict participa ion - is 

naiVis. it is more likely that each meas.ure of

par tic 1 pa 1 1o n will be related to a different ç o n s t e l l a t i o n o f  

predictor y v a r i a b l e s . Thé participatory behaviours discussed .



thus far can.be thought of as reflecting varying dgroes of 

involvement with, or support for, the union. Activities such 

as holding unon office require a greater' t.ime commitment and, 

perhaps, a greater degree of support '^or the union than do 

activities sucli as reading a union newspaper'. While the 

latter activity may'be motivated-by a desire to keep abreast 

of d e v e l o p m e n t s .that mhy affect, the individual, holding a 

union office’ is likely to be motivated by, ot.her factors 

related t.g,- the individuals' suport for, and i nvovlement' wi t.h, 

.the union.

Al terha t i v e l y ,, i t is likely that some combination of 

partiipat I on, ■ variables wil be predicted by a constellation of 

predictor variables while a second or third combination of 

pa r t ic i pa t ion ,'Va r.lables will be best - pr edi cted ; by different 

constellations of -predictor’ variables. Although such a 

hypothesis has never ,been evaluated by a previous 'researcher., 

empirical support for the suggest ion.can be found in several 

stud ies. ' ■ '

' (31 Ick et al ( 1977 ) report that two measures ; of 

participation they employed were- d i f f e rentially correlated 

with the set of 'pred ictor variables; "the variables which 

predicted "willingness to attend meetings"' were different 

from the valables which predicted "willlngnes to reresent the



union". . Anderson ' (1979) found significant correlations 

between some but not all measures . of particfpa.tion,. 1 n 

particular, grievance r.ais^n'g behaviour . differed markedly 

from the other participation measures. It is possible, then, 

tbat^tbe correlates of grievance raising are not necessarily 

the same as those for other measures of participation such as 

meeting attendance, holding union office or reading the union 

n e ws le t ter . . , . '  ■

i  ‘ X  ' . ■ . ; ’ : T  ■ ■

Thus far, research has concentrated on identifying the 

best predictor of pa r t i cr/pa ti on when participation is.defined 

as a u n l t a r y c o n s t r u c t .  It/would, however, be more accurate 

to think of participation as a set of not n e c e s s a r ily related 

behaviours. The resarch question is hot which variables best 

predict participation .but, r a t h e r , which .variables best 

predict wlvich set" of participatory behaviours? -

HYPOTHESES

The above discussion leads to the position that union 

pat t ic i pat ion is. best urtderstbod as a variety' of behaviours 

which may reflect different rates of behaviour.-. These 

behaviours may define different levels of motivation! 'Each 

behaviour may have its own uniques s e t  of predictors. This



study will examine seven specific measures of union 

-participation (criterion variables) in.relation to à, set. of 

pred.lctor variables. Following the post - 1975 research,

multiple '-regression' models of participation will be employed, 

unlike that resarch, however, separate models will be derived 

for each of the seven criteria.

• Predictor variables were grouped into- three classes; 

demogaphic variables, .job and union role characteristics', and 

.attitudinal variables. These three classes of predictor 

measures and their constituent variables were -selected on thé 

basis ot previous researcp findings which suggest their 

importance as correlates of participation. A mpe complete 

'elaboration for each variable is given below. The criterion 

variables in the study were, self - reported frequency of .both 

formal and informal participatory behaviours.

?

■'I

Tn addition to each criteria having a separate set of 

predictors, the; strong ..possllllty exists t h a p  these 

predictors will differ between male and female respondents. 

The current study, therefore,.^will derive ‘ arid examine 

multiple regress i on mode Is for each p'f the criteria, within 

each of these two .subsamples .



/  'y:

' For male r spondenta /  if , was^ expected that the best 

predictors of formal particlpatlon would be age (Dean; 1954), 

education and marital status (Splnard, 1966), length of union 

membership, number .of close friends an,d recreational

associates In the union. (Anderson,' 1 979 ; Dean, 1954 ;

Tagilacozzo s Seidman, 1956 ) and type of work (Blyton et aï', 

1981; Dean, 1954 ; K y l l o n e n , ' 1951 and Kolchin & llyclak, 19 8 4 ).

■For female respondents, the best predlct’ors of formal 

participation were , expected to be .^ge;education, 'marital, 

status, number of children, length of union membership, 

nhmber of friends and recreational associates in- the union, 

type of work and perceived barri.er-s to' participation . These 

predictions are based,' primarily, ..on the ■ findin'gs of 

Wertheimer and Nelson ( 1.975 ) as well -as th.e research dealing 

with mal.e union members (e.g. Splnard, 1 96 6 ).

For both male and . female uni on members, the best

predictors of Informal participation were expected to.be role, 

cha rater 1st les, ,'eg . length of time In the union, 'number ‘of 

close friends and recreational associates in the union;type 

of work and a t t 1tudInal variables, e.g. commitment to the

union (Gordon et al,. 1980 ), satisfaction with the union 

(GllcK et al, 1977) and need for Involvement (Nicholson et 

'al, 1981) , ' . ■ .. '



METHOD

Th 1.3 study was bcised on m e m b e r s h i p '.sur veys conducted in 

four Nova Scotiah un b b n s . Two of the unions (N ^ 130 and N 

130) are local's of a large union of government employees 

affilia ted w i t h  the Canadian Labour Congress. The remaining ; 

two unions (N'= 6 33 and N = 11) are - independents; being

unaffiliated with a centrai labour congress. The major 

characteristics of the sample unions are summarized In Table

1 . ■ If

-■ ■ /  ■ 
UsacTlfbtÎAa a i  SabulLê unions.

M e m b e r s '
Union ■ Size Occupation

A 6 33' Clerical & '
Technical

B 130, Clerical ,

C 130 . Technical

D ' . 11 Technical

Year of .Type ' of
Certification .Empioyer

* Union C was formed as 
another union.

' ‘ 1973 . '

' ' 1984

1970*

' 1985

a result of a

Social Service

Municipal Govt

Municipal Govt 
. .

Social Service 

'breakaway" . f r o m

Questionnaires were distributed to the entire membership 

of each union. Approximately 900 .questionnaires were

2 5
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A
-":y : '

distributed with 275 being ' returned. Of theçse .272 were 

. retained for the analysis.. This represents a usable ret-urn 

rate of 30.09%. Although this .response rate is low 

(Babble,1977 suggests .a minimum return rate of 70% . for- 

acceptability)  ̂  it is comparable, to return rateà reported in 

ot.her surveys o f  unlqn members. Anderson (1 979 ), for 

example, obtained a return rate of approximately 10% in his 

survey. ' ' - ' ' . ■ f  ,

The return rate-for each union surveyed is presented in 

Table 2. • ' • ■ ■ ;

1 0,1 tlie , dl£Lt:i,ij3MtiQiL and. ü&àkljg.. r e t u r n  r a t e s  ipx. the

Samp-le

A

• B‘ ■

C-
/ .

D
; V

Total

Number
Returned

2 29.

21 .

• ' 6 

27 2 ' -

Percentage 
•Re turned

. ■ 3 6.18’

’ . 12.. 31 -

■ 16.15 '

.54.55

30.04

Table 3 summarizes the demographic characteristics of 

the respondent^ for each of the four unions. •

mn'M.
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ïaibia. 1 : . , • -,

tlfi-iLan aae^ fcdaaaJtiJÛ Ĵ sngth a i , aaiLyi.ce -.and. aetcaataaa a l 
m alaa and, iam aiaa. fa i. memdara a l tJ id  la u r uû lana  sampled

Sample

A

B

C

D

. . Sex 
Age Female Male

30 0 1 . 1 1 9 . 9

40 0.0 100.0

34 80.0 • 20.0

Education

University

(Grade 12

Grade 12 & 
Vocational trq

2 5 10 0.0 0.0 University

i>ervgth o£ 
M>5mbe r 3 h I p

5 years '

11 ye,ars

2 years

1 year 
6r leas

tialarlaJLa.

Predictors •

V5.
The .questionnaire employed-in t;his study i n c o r p o r a t e d '41 

a11 i tud ina 1 and 10, demographic or. role char acterji st 1 c

measures. Thirty of. the attitudinal items . comprised;, the 

Union Commitment Scale (Gordon ,et al, I960 )';  ̂ the Need' for

Involvement scale. (Nicholson et al,1981) accounted

another four items and, the Onion .satisfaction Scale (Gllck et-

al,' 1981) the remaining six items. A checklist of Bai

for

riers

to Participation was adapted from the work of Werthelmej:. and ' 

Nelson ( 1975) and included on the questionnaire., .With the ■ >

exception of the checklist- all attitudinal items were 

by the respondent on a five point Llkert - type scale.

scored

27



C r i t e r i o n  M e a s u r e s   ■ ■ ' ' ” . ,

Four of the criterion measur.es were also scored the

respondent on,a,five -point Llkert , ^ -type scale; meeting 

attendance', voting- Ig elect 1 ons partIcl pat 1 hq j n other union 

. votes and filing grievances. ’.Two j • add! t i cha 1 measures,

holding union office and serving on-a union committee, were
/  : ' ' - ' ' - ̂  ;  ^
scored by the respondent on a four point Llkert type' scale .

* The final criterion , measure was a checklist of informal

participatory behaviours adapted from the work' of Gordon et

al ( I960 ) . -

The entire questionnaire employed in the' study is 

presented in Appendix A. The questionnaire took between 20> 

and 30 minutes to c o m p l e t e . .' '

.Exûüedure.3. , - ' ■

All members of the four unions received a .questionnaire 

package consisting of a questionnaire, a covering letter "and 

an addressed return ^envelope. - Questionnaires were 

d Igtr'ibuted to, apd returned , by, the members of Union A 

throPgh the internal mail system at the plape of employment. 

Permission to use this, employer provided, service- was



obtained £rom t h e e m p l o y e r  prior ' to . distribution o£ the ,■ 

■questionnaires. ’ . . .  ; <

Questionnaires were dIstributed to the ‘members of , the 

remaining three unions by. . the respective union 

■•representatives. ■ Respondents were asked • to ' place ' the 

completed questionnaire in the provided envelope and return 

the ,sealed envelope to the -union i;epr ese n ta j; 1 ves . These 

envelopes were then forwarded to the researcher. ’

■ All potential participants were made;aVare of the nature 

of the research and participant coi) f 1 dent i a 1 1 ty and anonymity 

we r e g u a r a n t e e d

EifiCje.dLUJ.Æ.5. ■ .■ ' .

Composite -, scale, scores for .Union . Co'mml tfnen t, Union 

Satisfaction," Need for I nvol vement^, harriers to participation 

.and Informal Participation were calculated by the unweighted 

summation of the composite items.' internal rell a b l l d t y  

coe£ficients ( C t b n b a o h 's A l p h a ) . were calculated for each 

scale a.nd are presented irt Table 4, Each •' of'"’■'the indices . 

evidenced a satisfactory degree of ,.internal consistency. ' -



. x ' s ’ - . .

1 -

latilc. 1-

21X1
rejl,labllitv CüelilaijEüQüLs. fû t liu il:  aam tlt ti

Number
Sea le - of 1 terns

Un 1 bn Oommltment 30

Un i oh Satisfaction , 6

.Need for Involve me nt 4 '••

Informal Participation. 10

Barriers to
Participation ■ .11

c r o n b a c h 's 
Alpha

. 0-,7,217'

0 . 759 5 '

0.-776 8

P .7353*

; 0.9087*

Standard.lzed 
i t e m  Alpha .

.: 0.8167

0.7 59 9 .

0.7771 ..

' 0 . '7 3 3 2

0.917 5

Equivalent to KR - 20 for dichotqmous data

; F o llowing computation of the composite scale scores,

dummy variables’ were calculated for all categorical level 

•variables ..in the data .set (e.g. marital s t a t u s , sey etc.)'. 

This procedure resulted in a tgtal of 18 predictor variables. 

All variables to be employed, in the analysis were then 

. standard i z e d .

An initial descriptive a n a l y s w a s  performed on all, 

variables employed in the analysis., \ ...

30



To allow for the In it ial -aaaessmeht o£ linear, relations 

between predictors and criteria, a Correlation matrix was 

constructed for each of the four Independent samples'. As ' the 

study may be thought of as a fully replicated design Utunter, 

Schmidt & Jackson/ 19 82 ), the c.orre lat 1 ons,-thus obta 1 ned ve r e 

cummulated across the four samples to derive est 1 mates of. the 

population parameters using the welglited averaging procedure 

suggested by Hunter et .al (1982). These parameters were then, 

corrected for sampling error following the pr.oc'edu.res 

outlined hy HUntef et al ( 19 8 2 ).•

Regression models were then developed for each of the 

.six criterion measures through the use of accepted model 

building'techniques. Models were constructed, employing all

predictor variables in the equation. ' This procedure
■ /' . ■■ ' . . ■ ^  ■ '■ ■ ■ 

identified the Variables most likely to - contribute to the

prediction and provided .an estimate of the maximum R

squared value obtainable ' from the predictors. Next a

•stepwise procedure was employed, to allow for a more

pa.rAilnonious prediction of each ■criterion.- • Stepwise

regression l,s thought to be, ,'the most commonly employed

procedure' for evaluating alternate regression models

( Ber e n s o n , Levi ne & Goldstein, 1983; Norusls, 1905'). The

utility of the procedure derives from the application of

partial F tests to all predictors both entered and not

entered into the equation at each step. Thus a variable

31
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■which enters the equation at an early stage may b̂ e removed 

from the equation once other variables have been evaluated.

As an Initial inspection of the data revealed no. serious 

problems with missing.data (e.g. a great deal of missing data
'l

or systematically missing data) all regression ..models were
V. - ■ ■ ■ , '

built using means substitution as the missing d a t a ■t r e a t m e n t . 

Wh 1 le thi3 ' procedure is, perhaps, overly liberal it ’was

thought to be appropriate given . the nature of . t h e

research,the sample size and the amount of missing data . in 

the data s e t . - . ' . ; . ’

Comparative models- were next developed tor ’each 

criterion through the forward selection and backward 

elimination techniques of model construction.

The regression procedure, as described above, provided a 

test for the first general hypothesis; that each of the 18 

predictors would be related to the six criteria measures. To 

test the hypothesis that different correlates of 

participation would emerge for male and female respondents 

both full a n<î stepwise regress 1 oiT models were developed for 

each criterion within the two s u b s a m p l e s .

32
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Four major results emerge^d from the data analytic’ 

procedures described, earlier. The measures ot pa 11 d,c 1 pa 1 1 on 
employed In the study appeared to vary both within and a c r o s s ’ 

subsamples. Within each union 1-t, was apparent that some 

par t I c 1 pa t o r ÿ behaviours were more frequently ehqaqed In than •
' V

.others. Differences were aUso observed between unions' with 
, ’ :

the . frequency of participation being higher In .certain 

u n i O n s . , . . .

secondly, low to moderate correlations were observed
' : ft &

between almost every ptedIctor with every criterion. These 

correlations varied across the fc^r unions surveyed but the' 

variation appeared to be largely, attributable to sampling 

error . ' ’ . ” , . . ’

Thlrduy, the stepwlsp, regression procedures resulted In

the development of parsimonious, predictive models for each of 
/' .- ^ . . .  

the criterion. The models appeared, to differ for different

measures of participation although certain relationships

remained across criteria. More spec If 1c a 11 y ̂ each measure of

participation was related' to attitudinal variables '(union

33



.coimnltment and need for ! hyol vement) with the Importance of 

dc^mbgraphlcs and role ( C h a r a c t e r  1 stl c . var Iables varying across 

t  / critet la y  \ --

■ ' . ' As the three stepwise ■ entry pro.cedures .employed in/• ' - . .■ ■ ■'. ' : ' ; ■ ' ■ ■■ ■ ■ ;
der 1 V i-nq regr ess i on . equa t i ons res u 1 ted , 1 n the same mode l for 

" each of the criteria, only the rysults of- the • simultaneous-

, p'rocedure are presented as the stepwise regression equations.

Finally, some 'differences- wyre observed between the 

models developed -to predict participation - among female as 

■■ opposed to male union membë’rS^-î.iRole c-haracter is tic variables 

■appeared to be more Impotta.nt as predictors of participation 

- for female participants . ' '

These \f i ndi ngs are presented in more de ta i1- be 1o w , ' The ■ 

analysis of criteria will be presented first foll-pwed by the 

.meta - ahaiysis of predictor - criterion corrélations across / 

sub'samplep. . Next the. results of the; full sample ..regression 

procedure will be presented followed by,,.: the regression-, 

a n a l y s e s f o r  female and male respondent^, ' ",

I )



Descriptive Analysis

. Means and standa.rd deviations were calculated for each - 

ot the criterion measures and are presented in Table 6. with ' 

regarda to. the measures, of formal participation,. Within - each 

subsample : members . reported ' a greater. . frequency ; of

particlpat ion .1n’ voting behaviours than in other forms of 

behaviour'. .Filing grievances was the next most f r e q u e n t l y ’ 

occurring form of. participation followed • by meeting 

attendance.. For each' of the four unions surveyed; ;

■par tf^ipati on- through holding union office, and committee 

se r V i ce..we re the least frequently engaged in .behaviours'.

'Given these general trends,, it is also clear that unions 

surveyed d i f fered .in terms of absolute pa r 1 1 c i pa 11 on . rates. 

Members of ’ Samples A and- 0 reported ■ participating in the 

union less f requently than d id' members of Samples' ' C and D. 

Th is finding was also observed. ;f or the measure -of Informal 

par tic i p a t i o n . . . .’

\ “V '  f
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hcagmea- unloa DAiÎJJiiiiîLUiJHi, 
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Va c 1 a b 1 e

Meeting • 
At tenda n'ce

Voting in 
Elect i ons

oKhec Votes

Full sample A
{N = 272) (N = ?.29)

Serving On 
Gommlttees

H o I d 1ng Of flee

Filing ■. 
Grievances

Informal 
Part ici pat ion

2^062
11.25)

3.184
(1-54)

3 . 618 
(1.42)

1.857
(1.15)

1 . 636' 
(1.03)

2.757 
(1.47 )

4 . 118 
(2.32)

1.834
.(1.06)

3.044
(1.54)

3,585
(1.44)

1.755
(1.09)

1.472' 
(0 .8 8 )

2.541
(1.42)

4 . 07 0 
(’2 . 31)

by liib a a m L fL i ' 'and

Subsamples ■,' •
B C . D . ■

(N = 16) (N = 21) (N = .6)

2..2 50 3 .857 4.000
1 1.28 ) ( 1.49 ) ( 0.63 ).

3- 000 4.333 .'.5.000
(1-27) (1.07) (0.00)

3 . 062 4 .190 4.333
( 0.. 99 ) ( 1.40 ) ( 1.03)

2.250 2.2 86 3.167
(1.18) (1.31) (1.33).

2.250 ■ 2.524 3.167 '
(1.13) (1.4 o') (1:33)

3.750 3.857 4.500'
(1.24) '(1.15) (3.37)

4..200 5.619 6.000 :
(2.0.4) (2.18) (2.00)

Table è presents the means and standard deviations, for, 

all predictors measured on an interval or ratio level scale. 

Although no direct comparisons ate possible' between measures,

inspection of Table 6 reveals some differences between the. . .  . , . . ., , e
four unions. Members of Samples - C' and D .report a greater

number of friends and associates In the union than do members

of Samples A a'nd B. Members of sample B were somewhat older, 

and members of. sample D somewhat younger, : than members of

.''P.' 36



samples A and ; c., ' The four ., unions • differed in reported

h'tti tùdes toward the 1 r union- with members of sample A

reporting the leas.t favorable -'and - members of .sample D

reporting t-he most favorable, attitudes toward the union. ■
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A t t i tu d in a l  ajid. in te r v a l  l£ v .e l cxfijH otora, by 3jJMajDûcl£j_ meajoa, 
and standard dÆ-v la.t i.Qna-L.

Var lable •Full Sample

Length of 
Union Membership

Number of Close 
Frlends In Union

Number of Assoc-.' 
in U n i on

Age

Number of 
Dependents

Need fop 
Involvement

Union
Sa 1 1 s_f act i on

5.721

.(6.89)

3.082 
(5:62)

.33.98
(9-74)

.0.612
(0/97)

10.52
(3.82)

,'i 8.83 
(4.78P

Union Commitment 20. 14
(12.36)

Barriers to 2,500
Participation (4.01)

Sub.samples ■
A B ' D

(N = 2 2 9 ) . (N=16) (N=21) (N=6).

6 .035 8. 375' 1.619 1 . 000
( 3 :66 ) ( 3.67 )' ( 0.50 ) ( 0 , 00 )

4.978 7.812 7 .095 4 .833 .
(6.26) (11.82)(8.87) (3.87)

2.687 5. 0 71 ■5.9 5Ô '. 3.8 33 '
(5.11) (8.00) (8.41) (3.'76),

■ 33.-6 8 ■ 40.25. 34.33. 27.68 ■
(10.1) (9.341 (8.83) (5.39)'

0.562 ' 1.677 0.550 ' 0.000
(0.90) (1.49 ) ( 0.82 ) ,.(.0.00 )

9 .-9 4 14 .13 12 . 6 2 15.33
(3.61)(3.57) (3.37)' .(3;50)

■18.17 21.9 4 22.33 23'. 6 7
( 4.35 ) ( 5.43 ) ( 5,78).. ( 4.93 )

18.13 ,-31.8 3 " 28.44 38.33
’(li.8 ) (6.53 ) ( 9.1 ) ( 14,92 )

' V  ■
2.68 1..6.3 1.76 ' 0.67
('4.32 ) ( 1.36 ) ( 1.00 ) ( 0.52 )

Correlational Analysis

Each predictor variable was correlated with the criteria 

measures within each subsample. ■ Predictor , - criterion 

correlations were cummulated • across subsamples using a

8., - . 38
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weighted ave-raglng procedure . The variance of the observed 

correlations was correçted for sampling error. Thé results

of this procedure, for the criterion Meeting Attendance ate 

presented in Table 7.
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Predlc.t-or

Length of \
.Membershlp ,

Y . ' .

Number of Friends
in Union ■■
Number of Asso-- 
ciates in Union

Type of Work

Education

SeV

.'Number, o.f 
Dependents

A,. ; :

Need for 
Involvement

tVna. of *
stud ies

Union Commitment

Union Satisfaction

Barriers to partie 
ipbtion

3

4

2

3

4

.4 .

4

4

4.

Cummulated
N

.' 266"

372

2 67

266

267

247

254

272

212

272 

272 

2 7'2'.

r op

0.2244 -0.0099

0.1532

-0 .1046 

0.0232

-0.18 69 

0.1566

■0 . 0026

0.2047 -0 . Qfjl2

-0.003 7 

-0.0065 

-0.0014 

0 . 0 09 9*

^ N u m b e r  of samples from which valid 
obtainable ' ■ ; ' .

0.1226= 70.0125

0 . 3462 . 0 . 0014

0.5334 0.0139

0 .1218 •' -0 . 0026 

0.149 3' ''0.0125

correlations were

With the exception of .Education, which had an .extremely 

low correlation with the cr iter ion,'all predictor variables' 

showed low to moderate correlations with the criterion

40



Meeting A t t e n d a n c e . Union C o m m l t m e n t (0.5334) and Need . for 

•Involvement .(0.3'162), were^the two predictors most strongly 

correlated with Meeting Attendance. ' ■' ' ■

' ' - . . . - . - . a p  ' .

'■ Table 8 presents the mean weighted correlations and 

corrected standard deviations for the set of; predictor 

variables and the criterion Vote in Union Elections.'
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Predictor

Length of 
Membershlp

and  Y a rd a a c a  E iia c J L d  f a r  Y a t ln â  iJ t uxUlqji

No. of * 
stud ies

Number’ of F r i e n d s - 4 
in ,Union ; . '

Nyi^ber of Asso- 4
ciates -in ijnion .

Type of Work , 3

Education ' ■ 4

Sex 2

Number of . 3'
Dependents ' .• ■ '

Age ' 4

Need for 4
Involvement

Union Commitment 4
y ,

Union Satisfaction .4

Barriers to P a r t i e - ’ 4' 
i pat ion

Cummulated 
N ' ■

266 ■

266

261

266 

2 61 

24?

248

266.

266

266
266

266 ’

0.1025

0.0614

. 0 .10 6 8';

■ 0.0 55 4 

0.0282

‘0','p56 5 

•--o’. 0091;.

■-0.. 0 5 8’3 • 

0.2776

■ 0.3 4 21 

0.0549 

0 . 09 48

op

;-0 .0042 

-0.0136 

- 0 .0 1 00

0,020,4

0 . 0190 

0^0326 • 

■ 0 .Q069

-0.0016 

0.00 30

-0.008 0 

-0,0053 

-0.0016

* Number of samples from which, valid correlations were 
obtainable

A s  is ish o w n , most "of the predictors showed weak 

correlations with the criterion. Union Commitment (0,3421) 

and Need for Involvement (0.2776) were the two variables most

:.d:/
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/highly correlated swith Voting in Uh.l on .Elections . Number , ot 

Recreational Associates (0.18è8) and. ''Length o't Union

Mejnbership ( 0.1025 ) were also substan’tlally ’ correlated with 

this criterion. - . ' . ' ■ '• , •

Table 9 present's the weighted mean correlations and
■
corrected standard deviations tor the correlations between 

th.e set ot. predictor variables and the criterion Participate 

in Other Union Votes. .• '
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Ptedlctor ‘

Length of 
Memberah ip

Number of Friends 
In Union

Number o| A s s o 
ciates In Union ■

Type of Work 3

Educat i on 4

Sex , ■•, 2

■, Number of - •• 3
Dependents ‘ ,

Age . 4

Need for . 4
Involvement

Union Commitment- 4

Union Satisfaction ‘ 4

Barriers to Partie- .4 
1 pat ion.

Nb.-of 
S t u d i e s > '

Cummulated 
' . N .

'"'2 6 6

272

267

266

26 7 

34 7 

254

_ 272

27 2

272

272

272

. 0.2543' 

0.18 36

0.0882

-0.0566

■0 .0,161 

-0 . 0672

0 : ,119 5

0,0412 

0.1961

"' 6 . 2 05'2

0 0212 

0.-00 0 7

.op 

0 . 0.050

'0.0027.

-0.0044

-0 . 0072- 

-0.0013 

„.0 .0170

-0.0Ô12

-0.0082 

-0 .0071

' o' .0023 

- 0 . 0.0 2 8 

0 .0005

 ̂ Number of samples from which valid correlations were 
obtaInable - \

- - . '

- . : . . . .

Length of Union Membership (0,2543), Union Commitment 

(0,2052), Need for Involvement (0.1961) and Number of Close 

Friends In the Union (0.1836) were all mo der a t el y correlated
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with the cr 1 ter 1 on . Par t lei pate in other Vote’s 1- with the 

exception ... of Number of Dependents ' (0.1195), all other 

'predic-tors showed weak correlations with the criterion.

Table 10 presents the correlation' data and ' corrected 

variance estimates for the criterion variable Holding Union 

off ice. ' • ■ ■ -
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Q I U j c a . ' , ■

No. of * 
Stud leg

Cummula ted 
N

266 ,

222

267

r

0 . 1011 ' 

0.0419 

0.08 80

■ op ,

7O . 0104 

"rO., 0063 

-0.004 4

Predictor

Length' of 
Membership

Number o f  Friends 
In Union

,Number of A s s o 
ciates In Union

Type of Work

■Education

8e X

Number of 
Dependents

Age

Need for ,
Involvement

Union Commi tme'nt

U n i o n S a t l  5. faction

Barrlex.3 to Partie 
Ipatlqn

* Number of samples from which valid correlations were 
obta inable ' ”

3 266 . -0 .0937 -0.0096

4 2%7 0 .07 89 -0.0075

2- 247 -.0..22 0 9 -.0 .0073

3 2 54 , 0 . 2 4 11 -0.0097

4 272 . 0 . 07 7 8 -0.0036

4 . 272 0 . 24 50 ■ rO. 0045

4 • ■ 272 0. 414 2 0.0431

4 ■ ■ 2 7 2 0.0560 0.0081

4 2 72 . / 0 . 1 8 9 5 0.0005

Union Commitiftent was the variable most highly correlated 

with Holding Union office (0.-^42) with two other attltudinal 

variables showing moderate c o r r ^ a t i o n s  with the criterion; 

Neèd for Involvement (0,2450) and Perceived Barriers to
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Participation (0,189 5 )'. Othe.r • cot rcl.atea .wA th Hpld.l ng Union 

0(1 Ice included Number o.f Dependents (0.2411)/ 9ex (-0.2209 ) 

and Length o£ Union Membership.. (0.. 1011). • All' .other 

predictors showed weak cot r e la c'| bns with the criterion,.'

Table 11 presents the cb't relation -data corrected -tor 

sampling error between the set of predictor variables, and the 

criterion Serving on Union Committees. -

&
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dçjùi CQrrplatiûjQg ajid i^rlaiicit ELtffiiita • tox aftxyJjifl. ox Uniûû 
C o m m i t t M s ■■'■ ‘

. P.r«d i ctor .

Length of 
Membership

Number of Friends 
. 1n Un 1 on

Number of Asso- 
piafes .In'-Uni oh

. Type -of Work: ‘

Educat ion
» ' ' . A

■ - Sex . ^

Number of 
'Dependents

No. of *, 
Stud les

Age

Need for ,
Involvcment :

' Un 1 o n .Commitment

Union Sa1 1 sfact 1 or\

Barr iers to .Partic
ipation

3

1

■ 2

3

4 

4

4

4 ; 

4

Cummulated
. N p.-

266

' 27 2

...
■ ■ 26 6 

■' 267 

,2 47 

...

272

. 272

'272 

272.

•.r . 

q ,1687

0.1235

0 .1,65 4,.

-D.127 4 

0.0636

-0.168 Y

0.; 1715

0.1141' 

.0.3236

0.5561; 

•0 .1739. 

0:1279

op •

- 0 . 005 5

0̂ . 0064'

b .0059

0 7 0033 
-0.00 9 5 
0 .0 0'50 
-0 . 009 6'

-Ô..,0 094 

0 . 0*09 3 '

0 . Ô055 
0.00 2 2 

'.0.0014 '

* Nun^er of sàNnples fro 
obtainable > .

which ' valid c'brrela’tlonS were

.-I.'" t

, ' .All .̂ of thV,predictor variables, with the exception iof

Education (0.06 36), showed mode ta Ire .cpfcrelatlohs .with the 

crI ter Ion Serving o x  Union Cowml tteee . ;, Oh 1 on Commltment



• ■ -  ̂ ■ ■ ■ ■  ■ ■

'showed thfe. highest correlation with the criterion (0.5,581) 

.followed.by Need fpr 1 n volvement (0.3238) . .

' Table 12 presents the we'i ghtecP mean correlations and 

corrected standard déviations for the qrlterlon variable 

Cr'ont^ctlng the Union For Help ’ ’ • ' .

: ■ - . ■- ■ '3 . '



g " '  ;■

A

l i l t L l i  I I

•ttfijih CiULtfiijLtJLQna ajod 
UdJjchi Eûjc. Uê X u  ■

ie ilè .a ta .- I ût. C Ltm taciljig . the

No . ,6f * 
stud lesPredictor

Length of ' ' 
Membership-

Number of Friends 
in Union

Number of A s s o 
ciates in Union

•Type of Work 1

Education 4

. Sex , 2 , -

Number of 3
.. Dependents

Age • • . 4

. Need for 4
• Involvement

Union commitment 4

Union Satisfaction 4

Barriers to Partie- 4
"1 pa t i o n

* Number of . samples from 
obta i nable .

Cummulated '
N X

266 

272 -

» ,

266

^ ^ 7

247

254

272

272

272 . 

272 . 

272

■op

0.0037 40:0073

0.1448 -0.012 5

■ '0.17 81

0.0366 

-0.0909. 

0.06 5 3 

0.1276

-0.0672 ' 

.0 . 4 0 4 4

0 . 5105 

• 0.1123 

0.1156

-0.0052

0.0025 

. 0 . 0067, 

0.G308 

-0.007 4

,0.008 0, 

-0.0038

-0.0005

-0.0014 

-0.0040

which valid correlations were

Again, union Committnent was the variable most highly 

correlated with the criterion (0.5105) fgllowed by Need for 

Involvement (0.4044). with the exception of Age (-0.0672), rt'



Education (-0 . ̂  09 ) , Type of Work ( (K. 0-366 ) and Length .of Union 

Membership (0.0037), the remaining vartabled all showed small 

moderate.-correlations, with Contact 1ng the Union for Help.

Table 13 summarizes the .correlational data for the final 

criterion, Informal Partielp.htlon.

5.1 I:'
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Meaii and. YüiLiancÆ. . EiiifLCia. Ijax inijoxjoocii

No,, of * 
StudiesPredictor

Length of 3
Membership

Number of Friends 4
i n Un ion

Number' of -Asso- ■ 4
ciates in Union '

'Type of Work ,3

Education 4

Sex ■ ■ 2

Number of '3
.Dependents '

Age 4

Need foj 4
Involvement . ^

Union Commitment 4
.

Union Satisfaction 4

Barriers to Partie- 4 
i pa t i o n -  ,' - .

Cummulated
N

■ 2 65 •

271'

267

265

267

247

254

265

271

271 

271 

2 71

-0.0285

0.1802

1884

0KO7(76

0.0401

-0 . 0714 - 

• 0.3315

■ 0.514 3 

0.2 30 4'

■ 0.1476

:Op

-0.0034

.-0.0040

0 ,0115

-0.0047 

-0.0035 

P . 0080

r 0.0086

-0.0056

■ 0 . 0114

0.0243 

-0 . 0917 

-0 . 0095

K  Number of samples from which valid correlations were 
obta i nable

Union commitment (0.5143) and Need for Involvement 

(0.3,315) were the strongest , correlates ' of informal 

Participation. Union Satisfaction (0.2304), Number of- close
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■A

Friends ( 0.1002 ) and Number of ■ Reel çat, i ona 1 Associates 

( 0.. 188 4 ) in the Union • all correlated moderately yith the 

criterion as did Type of Work (- 0 . 1 2 1 1 ) /  Education (0.160?) 

and Perceived Barrier to Participation (0.1476). • ■ •

Full Sample Regression Analyses 

Meeting Attendance -

Table.14(a) presents the first linear equation developed 

for the criterion variable Meeting Attendance. This model, 

employing all eighteen, predictor variables accounted - for 

44.407% of the variance in the criter.ion for the full sample. 

.The equation, with an observed' multiple R of 0.69' was 

statistically significant (F(18,253) - 13.02; p < 0 . 00001).

The prediction of Meeting Attendance' was further refined 

by the generation of an,'alternate equation through stepwise 

model building p r o c e d u r e s . The resultant model is presented 

in Table .14(b)- As is shown, the use of only eight predictor 

variables resulted in a mode-1 which accounted for 4 4.6% of . . 

the variance and was statistically 'significant (FI 8 , 2 6 3 1 »

2 6)27 ; ,p<0. 00001 )'. Significant. predictors of meeting

attendance included all three attltudinal scales, four role - 

type characteristics and one- demographic variable; sex.. Role



:  i

characterlotics'which contributed to the prediction were 

union of itienibeTship, length of union membership and number of 

recreational associates in fhe'union; ‘Ail of the observed 

r elationships’ were positive with the % exception of union of 

membership; sex and satisfaction with the un'^ton.

As would be e x p e c t e d , both the;'full a.nd ;.the parsimonious 

models share a great deal of similarity. ' With the. exception 

of Need for Involvement, which did not ■ enter the stepwise 

.model’, a 11 of the variables which attained ’ significance in 

the full model also entered the stepwise model. Only one 

variables, .Number of Associates in the Union,’ entered the 

stepwise model without attaining . significance ’̂'in the full 

model , ' ,

: .i
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2JLedl.c.t_oxa. ûi H&ellna At_t&.QdaxLdï_:. Bjeia. SîLiçUtLta. and t ,A rJaJJuaa.

Predictor 

Age' •

Education ^

Sêx

Marital Status

Harried '

Single

Common-law

Number of Dependents

Length of Union Membership

No. of Friends in Union 
• ■

No., .of Associates in Union

Type pf Work

Union ' • ' ^

Sample A . ' -

Sample B ’

Sample C 

Barriers' to Par t Ic i pa t i on 

Union Commitment 

Union Satisfaction 

Need for I h v o l v e m e n t .

Fyll Model

0.010 9 
(0.176)
0 . 0671 •
(1.311)

-0.1209 
( -2 ., 07 ) #

011850•
(0.236) 
0.6200 
( 0 ..7 5 2 ) 
0.7520 ■. 
(0 .0 0 1 ) 
0 .9530 
(1.81)
0,1510 

(2.39)* 
0 . 014 0 . 
■(.0.26) ■ 
0 .1.110 
(2.05) 
0.0380.
(■ Ô . 6 4 7 )

-0.5450 .
( -7 . 51) *,**.* 

-0.4550 ■' .
(-6 .45)**** 

-0.018 
( -0 .22 ) .

-0.09 20 
(-1..93)
0.3660 
(5.418)**,** 
0 .1290 
(-2.31)* 
0.1580 . . 
(2.39)».

B
Stepwise Model

0.1240 
(-2.28)*

0.2170 
( 3'. 8 7)**

0.1150 
(2.29)*

•0 . 5770 
(-8 .2 1 )****
■0.5070 
( -7 . 23 ).*.***■

0.5250 
.( e . f9)****
■0 .1610 
(-2.65)** ■

Multiple R 
R - squared 
Adj .. B - Squared 
Standard Error

0 . 69 3 5 
0 . 4810 
0 . 4441
;0 .74 56

0 . 7148 
0.5109 
0.4939. 
0 . 7.1139

=p<0 . 05; ** = p < 0 ‘. 01-; ^*** = p<q . 001; *»»» >=p<0 . 00001 .



Voting in Union Elections

The first linear equation, employing 18 predictor 

variables, developed to predict Voting In Union .Elections is 

presented in Table , 15(a) . The f.ull model ■'accounted for 

18 . 6'? % of the variance in the criterion (F(18 , 2531 = 4.501;

p < 0 .00001 ) • ' , ■

Stepwise regression • , procedures resulted in the 

development o£ a 6 predictor model accounting for 18,78% of 

the criterion var iance . ( F ( € , 26 5 ] = 11-45;.' p < 0 . 00001). This

model is presented in Table 15(b). Once again all three 

attltudinal scales . contribbted significantly to the 

prediction of .the criterion measure with, union satisfaction 

correlating negatively with ' the cr.iterion. Role

characteristics, specifically. number ' of recreational 

associates' In the union and union of membership also 

contributed to the. "overall prediction.' The latter 

relationships' were negative In direction; member s h i p  in 

Samples k and B .being negatively related -to Voting in Union 

Elections . . ' ’ . .



Length of uhlon membership w&a the only variable which 

attained significance in the full but not the 'stepwise' model. 

Union. Satisfaction was the only variable which entered into 

thé stepwise model without attaining significance in the full 

model. . ■ ...
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dt ydiUjoa la Ualoa ElÂ LLlojaoLj, Bsla. SiSLiabla. and t

Predicfor

Age •.: ■

Education

Sex

Marital Status ;

Harr ted ' '

Single 

Common-law 

•dumber of Dependents 

Length of Union Membership 

.No. of Friends.in Union- 

.No. of Associates In -Union 

Type of Work 

Union

S a m 'pl e A 

. Sample B 

: •Sample C 

Barriers to Participation 

Union' Co mm i t me n t 

Union Satisfaction 

Need for Involvement

Full Model

-0.1067 
(-1.43)
0.0703 
(1.14) 
0.0269 
(0.41)

-•0-. 02 4 5 
(-0.26)

. 0,746.0 
.(.0.7 4 8 ) 
-0 .0369 . 
(-0.54)
0 . 0602 '■ 
(1.261 
' o'. 1543 
••(2.02)* 
-0.0175 
(-0.27) 
0.1581 
(2.42)** 
0.0734 
(1.04)

-0.209 4' 
(-3.30)** 

- 0 '. 2 4 3.0 
. (-2.99)*» 
0.0366 
(0.55)

-0.. 0'22'7 
(-0.40) 
0.2 39 3 

. (2.94)** 
-0.1191 , 
(-1.76) 
0.1879 ■
(2. 36)*

B
Stepwise Model

0.1515
(2.72)**

>0.2309 - 
(-3.67)** 

-6.2538 .
(-3.17) *■>

‘ 0 . 2309 
(2.87)** 

-0.1392 
(-2.08)* 
0.1894 
(2.42)* .

Multiple R 
R - Squated 
Ad J . R - Squared 
Standard Error

0.4925. 
0.2425 
0.1887 
0.9008

0.4537 
0.2059 
0 . 1879' 
.0 . 90.12

»-p<0.05; **»p<0 .‘O.l; ' *** = p<0.001; ! ♦ * * * = p < 0 . 000 01

58
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Par t i c î pa 1 1CT1 In • other Un| on Vot es

Tables 16(a) and 15(b) present • the .two linear models 

developed to predict the th i r d cr i ter ion ; participation' in 

other uni on-votes. The full model, employing 10' predictor 

variables, accounted for 14.61% of the observed variance in- 

this criterion ( F'( 1 0 , 253 I, = 3 ■ 59 ; p < 0 . 00001 ) .

. The more parsimonious 6 predictor mode.V accounted ' f c>r'

15.51% of the criterion variance . ' ( F( 6 , 26 5 I ' , 9.29;

p<0. 000001). Of . the- attltudinal , s ca .les . only Need I or

Involvement contributed t.b the overall , predict run o.t

participation In othe.r union votes. The remaining predictor,

with the.except ion of respondents' age, were all union ' role

characteristics such as the lengthy of union membership,
-

.number of close- friends .in'the' union and union of membership. 

Membership in Samples A .and R was negatively related to 

participation in ether votes as w a s r e s p o n d e n t s ' a g e . .

Only one variable, respondents' age) en,tered • into the

stepwise model without attaining significance in tlpe f u i 1

mode 1. ■ . . . ■ ■



' B  ' : TaJiJLc. !£.

al lu ülMj: U n l A a  ïol-taj.
tfcJLali^ iûsi t. - çaJLLoa.

' .'
Predictor.

A g e  . • • ■ . , ■ .  •

Education
'  , ■ '  - V

Sex .

Marital Status

Married ■ '

Si n gle"

Cdmmon-law 

Number pf Dependents 

■ Length pf Union Membership 

No. of Friends in Union 

\- No.' of A s 5 0ciates in Union 

Type 0 f Work '

tjn i on ; ■ ■ '

'Sample A 

Sample D 

Sample Ç , -

Barriers to .Participation 

Union Commitment •

Union Satisfaction'

Need for Involvement

pull.Mode 1

-0.14 31 
(-1.67)' 
0.04 28. 
•(0.63)
-0.0507 
' (-0.70)

0.0336 .
(0.35).- 
0.0235 ' 
(0.23)
0.0969 
( 1 ..38 ) 
0.0781 
(1.19) :
0.3203. 

(4.08)*** 
0.18 09 
■( 2 .6 8 ) * 
0.0436 
(-0.65) 
0.0293 
4 0 . 41 ) '.

B
.Stepwl se ■ Mode 1

-0.1439 '
(r2 .07)* ■

-0.2441
(-2.72)*
0.3647 
'(-4.37/**** 
0.000 3 
(0.04)

-.0.07 8 7 
(■-1.34) ■
0.0933 
(1 .1 2 )
0.0959 
(-1.38). 
0.2030 
(2,49)* . ,

0.3589
(4.81)* * * 
0.153 2 
(2.71)*

- 0 .2 4 8"!
■ (-3 .19 ).*** 
-0.3426'
( - 4 .'6 7 )'■* * ** .

0. 2 12 0  ■ 

(3.54)***

Multiple R 
R - Squatod 
Adj. R - Squared 
Standard Error .

0.4 511 
o'. 2034 
0 .1468 
0 . 9186

.0.4169
0.1738
.0.15-51
0.9141

.*. p < 0 .05; ** = p < p . 01 ; *** = p<0 001; * * ** = p < 0.00001
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Holding Union Office

\

Thç f u i r  regression model, employing 18 ■ predictor
' ' " " ' . 't- ■ '

variables for the criterion variable Holding iJnlon off'll'c la 

presented. In Table 11 ( a ) . The full mode 1' account (or I f S O X  

of the variance In' this criterion (FllO,2Sll 8.91;

ç < 0 . 000001 ) . ' -, , ■ ■ ■ ,

Stepwise model building techn 1 (pie s r e ;< u I t. r d In .th.r 

development of the 7.. predictor model . p res, " n r e d in-' Table 

r? ( b ) . The stepwise model accounted for is.OVX o f  tlie 

varlance In the crlterion(F(7,2G4l - 21.91; p <0.000001). . ot 

the. attltudinal variables, bnt, h Union commltmcrU. . and un 1 on

satisfaction contributed significantly to ..tlie prediction with
'

the .latter relationship being gegative In dirc.ctlo.n. Of the 

role characteristics considered, union of membership (Samples 

A and B) was negatively, related to holding union office^. The 

perce.fved barriers to participation scale also c o r r e 1 a t.e d 

np.go.t 1 ve 1 y .with' the 'criterion. FI dally, two demographic 

và r i a b le 3 , s e X a.nd number of depeixient s , j.i r e d i c t e d hold.ing 

union office. The former relationship wa s negative wit), t ). c 

la t te r .be I ng po,s 11 i.ve in" d i r e.ct i on ' -

Both the stepwise and the full models for Holding' Union

■ 6.1



' w.et^'very . s 1^1 lar... The a l.gni t icanf'^r ed i ctora frp.m Ihe

fgl'l mO'de.l aiso entered the ■ ^stepwl se ' ; .mode 1 as , , si.gh i .if | can t 

_r. pred 1 e tdtiji of Hold I ng Un I on Of f Ice . ' • ........  j

i
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lAÏilt. 11

taJLLos '
■ UiilQJi a c M '  • -itcXatLts euifl. t.

Po 1 I Mode 1

- o' .0-130 
. (-G.'‘6.-l) ■
0,0937 
(1.69) 

-0.1893 :
( - ?.. %9 ) * *

Predictor , -

Age . -

E d u c a t i o n ’ '

Ha r 1 a 1 Status 

Married

S i n g l e -  , ^

Common-l^v •

Number o£ Dependents 

Length ^o£ Union Membership rO.0003 

No. of F tlends In Union 

NOy of As.spc.lates in Union O’.0137 

Type of Ij^rk 

Union -1 '

Sample. A ■

Sample B 

Sample C - .

Bart'iers to ' Par t'i cl pat 1 on 

Union Commitment

Union ,Sat 1.8 fact i oh
• .* . ■ ■ ' . - , .
Need for. .1 nvolve,ment '

- 0 .•13 40
( - 1.58)

■0 .1160
{- 1 . 2.9 )

,-0 .04 30
. ('-0.71)
0 -2202
.( 3 . 86 ) *
rO .0003
( -0 .04 )
0 .03 56
( 0 ,64)
O’.0137'
(0 .23)

' 0 ■'04 71 ■
( 0 .74)

-0.3080 
(-3,91)**f 

-0.: 1906 
-2.61)* t 

0.07 7.1 ' .
( 1 .29)

-0,0107 
(-2.0.8)* . 
0.4413
(8/03)4*** 

-0. 17 3(1 
' (-2. 84)* *
0 . 026'4 
.(0.36),

Multiçfle R/v 
R. - Squared 
Â d 3 ./ R Squared
Standard Error-, •

0 .623 3, 
0:388 5 
0.3450 
0 . 00 7 8

B
S te.pyl 3c , Model

■0.158-1 . 
(-2/93)**

0.1979
( 3 . 8 7 1 * * *

■0 . 34 20 ■ , ■
' ( ' 5-, 37 )•* *■* 
-0.2551, .'
,( - 3 .90)1* * ■

"0.113* 
(-2.29)* '■
.0 . 4,6 4 3 
■ ( 7, 02) *4*c* 
-0.16 9 5 • '
( - 2:. 87 ) ■* *

0 . 606.2'
0 .'36 7 5 
0 .3507 

: 0.8043 .

p<0:'05; **=p<0 . 01; * *.* =,pSO . 001 ; .**♦? = p < 0 . 0 0 OO'l
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Serving on Union Committee's'

Thé £ul 1 -18 v a r 1 able .model developed to predict Serving 

on U.nlon Committees is presented in Table .18(a). As is shown 

the full, model accounted for 37.26% of the variance in this 

cr iter Ion.. (F( 18, 2.83 1 = 9.94; p<0 ,0.00001) . .

Table 181b ) Illustrates the 4 variable model ■ developed 

to predict c o m m i tte^g service through the stepwise, procedure. 

The 4 variable model accounted for ' 35.60% of the observed

variance in the criterion,, (F(4 , 267) = 38 /46 ; p < 0 . 000001).

Union commitment, the only attltudinal variable -to contribute

to the prediction," .Independently accounted for 31.08% of the; 

variance in the criterion. The r etma i n i ng • pr ed 1 c tor s Included

: - one role characteristic, number of recreational associates in

the union, and two demographic variables; education and' 

number . of . depend.eiHs . All otoserved relationships yefe 

■positive in pi recti on .' . . . .
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taiJuifi.
on UjLLaa

Predictor

Age ■ ' '

Ed'pca t i or; . " .

• Sex

' Mar 1 ta, 1 Status 

Married
I-

■Single 

Common-law 

Number of Dependents ■ ■ 

Length of Union Membership 

No. of Friends 'in Union 

N o -■o f .Associates in Union 

Type o.f Work 

Un,i o.n

Sample A ■'

Sample .B 

.Sample C . ’

Barriers, to Participation.
' . : ■' . - .N ■; \ ......
Union' Com|nltmenb

Union Satisfaction

Need for Involvement

B
Full Model ‘

-0:0215
" ■( -0 . 32 8 ) 
0 . 3,088,. 
(2..03)* 

-0.1256 
(-2.03)*

-0.0473 
(-0.57) 
0.114 8 
. (-1.31 ) 
-0 . 0 6%3 ' 
( - 1 .0 2 ) 

' 0.1275 
(2,28)* 
0:0451 

(0.67)
.0 .07 4 4 
11,297 

• 0.0718
(1.25) 

- 0/0002 
■'. ( -0 . 03 )

-0,0 536 
(-0... 70) 

-0.1387 
. (-1 '..9 4 ) .
0.0768 . : 
"(1 . 31) 
-0.0620 ■ ■ 
''(-1.23) . 
0.5795 
(8.0&Ü**** 

-0dL2'13 
• (-2.03)* ■ 
0,. 0 301 
(0.43) .

Stepwise Model

0.1373
(2.77)**

0.1628 ' 
(3.32)***

0.5642
(11.39)****

Multiple R 
R - Squared 
.A d j . R - Squared 
Standard Error •

0:6437 
■0 . 4143 
0 . 3726 
0.7921

0.6046 
0.3655 
0, 3 56 0 
0.902 5

* = p<P : 05; * * ”p<0 . 01; * * * =.p<0 . 0() 1 ; * • » * =p<0 . 00001

. . V
■i
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contacting the •Union for Help

■ ' Table '19(a) present ’the full 18 variable model developed 

to predic^ Contacting the Union for. H e l p . The full .model 

accounted for 32.12% of the parlance in •the 'Criterion 

(F(10,253] = 8.125; p < 0 . 000001). ' ' .

'-.As a result of the stepwise procedure a four variable ■ 

model was developed which „ accounted for 31.21% of the 

.criterion var ia nee'' ( F [ 4 , 2 6 7 ) = 3.73 ; p < 0 . 000001). This .model- 

is presented in Thblé 19(b).. Both union commitment and. need 

.for Involvement contributed to the prediction with the former 

predictor independently accounting .for 24 .01% of the'̂ ' 

criterion variance. The -remaining' two, predlctor.s .were 

membership in . S ample A which was negatively* related to 

Contacting the Union ,for Help and the number Of recreational, 

associates in the union which waa positi v e l y  related ' to the 

cr iter 1 o n . . • , ’ .

Only prie variable,number of dependents, attained

significance in the full model but did not; enter the more 

parsimonious stepwise model. ’ o

- - . . • . V  :

/I': ..V
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Taille. IT

tàtlea.
the.. Uni'm £jqol HelRL Be.ta. ahd.

Predictor . Full' Model

■Age; _ '

Education y 

Sex :

■Marital Status

Harr 1ed ' _ • •

-I Single'

. Common-law .'

Number of Dependents 

Length of Union Membership.

No. 'of Friends in Union 

No', of Associates in Union 

Type of Work ' '

■Union •

Sample A.

.Sample B '

Sample C ' ■ ■ '

Barriers to Participation 

Union Commi tmené^

Union Satisfaction 

Need,for I n v o l v e m e n t . >

B
Itepwise’ Model

- 0 . 1 1 2 0 % 

. (t 1.64) 
-0 ; 0 4 3 3 
(-0.77 ) 
0 .0 5 0.8 
(0578 )

-0.0371 .
.(-0.-43) 
-0.0230 
(-0.25)

-O.Ô002
.(-0.03)
• 0 .155 4 
(.2.67)** 
0. 0109. 

(0.15)
0.0 417 
(0.69)

■0 : 1122 
.(1 .89 ) ■ 
0.0263 
(0.04)

-0.. 19 9 0 
(-2.48)'*

-0.0759 
(-1 .01) 
0.0358 
(0.58) 

.0.0249 
(0.48) 
0:3203
(4.30)**** 

-0 .1076 ■
(-.1.7,4.)
0.2413
(3.31)***

0.13 53 
12.65)**

'0.1547
(-,2.-83)**

0.2710
(3.84)***,

0.2247 
(3.17)**

Multiple R •
R - Squared 
Adj. R - Squared 
Standard Error

0,6 052 
0.3663 
0.3212. 
0.7945

0.5677 
0.32-2 2 
0.3121 
0.7998

*=p<0 . 0.5; ** = p<().01; ‘*** = p'<0 . 001; ***»=.p<0 . 00001

v':.. 67
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I-n£ormai Papf Iclpat Ion

, Table ,20(a) shows thé full''18 var iable. , model, developed; 

to predict Informal Participation In union - activities. The

full model accounted for . 2 1 ,1A% ‘ of , the variance in this 

criterion (,F ( 1 0‘, 2.5.3; J = 6.^8; p < 0 . 000001). '

■ The,three variable model 'developed, through ■stepwipe ' 

regression .is presented in Table 20 (b) - The model, consisting 

of the three variables union com'mltment, education and number 

of close 'friends In the union, a c c o u n t é d , f or .26.54% of the 

variance In the measure of Informal Participation (F(3,268) - ■

. 33.63; p<0.000001). All of the relationships' were positive 

in direction with union, commitment -.Independently . accounting ' 

for 21. 0 7 % -of th'e criterion var lancé .; '

Membership in Sample, B was a significant predictor, of '

■ ^  -Informal Participation in the full but ‘ not .the stepWlse

’model. Number of friends in the union was a significant , 

predictor for the stepwise but not the full model. Despite 

thee differences, both models accaüntèd for approximately.the 

same amount of criterion variance. ,

' ' / - s '  . .
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!Lataj£L 2ji , ' ■ ' ' ' •

EJLGdicjLOZA ]jcilAijma± E.ajLLl^D^ JLDAia. «Q LgJÜLLa. aM. L 
rjaJJLQi . ■ ' . ■ ' ■

Predictor , ' •

Age. ' - r ..

Education -

Sex .

Mari tal Status 

•Harried 

' Single 

- Common-law 

Number of Dependents 

Length of Union Membership 

No. of Friends in Union 

No. of Associates in Union 

Type of Work 

Union -

S a m p l e 'A 

Sample.. B 

.Sample C 

Barrier'A to Participation 

Union Commitment 

Union Satisfaction 

Need for Involvement

Full Model

^0.1231 '
( 1.75) . ■ 
0 . 1 9 5 ^
■(2.35)***

' :-0 . 0001- 
( - 0 .0,2 )

0.0 9 52 • 
(-1.07) . 
0.0629 
(-Q.67)
0 .018.8 
(0.29)
.0, 0873 .
(1.45) -- 
-0 . 0007 
(-0 .0 2 ) 
0.1105 ■
(1.78)
0.0619
(1 .0 0 )
0.1090 
C-1 .,64 )

B
Stepwise Mode 1,

0.2179
9, ( 4 .11 ) ** *.

I,-, 0.144 6 
(2.73)**

- 0 .1,5'9 4
(-1:93) ,

-0.1780
• (-2.32)*- ’
-0 .07.8 4
(-1.24) • ■

-0.02 8 6
(-0.53)
0.4564 0.4747
(5.94)**** ('8.96 ) **-**

-0.07 49
(-1.17) •
0.0643
(0,85) .

0.5704 0.5230
0.3254 0.2735 ■
0.2774 0.2654
0.0 4 85. 0.8555

.’001; ****='p<0 OOOOl

d69y;

Multiple R 1 
R .- Squared ' . 
Adj. R - Squared 
Standard Errbr

» = p<0.05; *'*=p<0.01; ' »**?p<0 .’001;

m '



S u m m a r y

tablfc 21 presents a summary .of the. results of the full 

and stepwise regression analyses for the full sample. -For 

ease’ of' presentation only., significant predictors are 

displayed. As described above, the twn regression procedures 

employed resulted in .essent ially the same model being 

developed for each criteria.

Overall, the models developed for .each criteria share 

■certain commo.nal i t.i.eÿ’,. AttitUdinal -variables, and ’ in 

particular Union Commitment, we'te found to be .poverful 

predictors of each measure of union participation employed in 

the study. Union role characteristics were also observed to 

be significant predictors of the criteria. of particular- 

note was the variable Unipn (i.e.- S a m p l e . A, .Sample B etc.) 

which emerged as a significant .predictbr, -for five of the 

seven criteria. Number of associates in the union was also 

observed to be 'a' significant predictor of participation, 

entering the models for four of the criteria. The importance 

of demographics as predictor# of participation is less clear. 

No single demographic variable emerged .as a significant 

predictor of more than two criterion variables. , < '•



4 + ^

Given these r.pttunona 1111 es It Is also Important to note

' that the model developed fox any given criterion was, to a

certain extent, unique. No two criteria were predicted by

■ the 'same 'combination of variables. Furthermore,, the

predictive power of both individual variables and classes of 

■predictor variables appeared to vary with the criteria..

■

'V.
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X a J ilfi. 2 1

Compqriflon ol fltflpwlflc and Eull 
Cxltcr Ion.: Balai itiajaJit and 1 n. u l LLq a

Pted ictot .

Age

EducatIon

Sf%

Number o£ 
Dependents 
' .

Length, of Un Ion 
Member s hip

No. of Erlends 
, In Union ;
. . ' • .. No. df Associates.
in UnloYi '

Meeting 
Attendance- 

Fu'll Step.

Vote In 
Elections 

Full Step.

- 0:121
( - 2 . 1 )

0.151 
(2.41

- 0 '. 1 2 4 
(-2.3)

0.21? 
(i . 9 )

0 .̂ 15 4 
( 2.0 )

Union

Httdalfl. IQX, Eacii

other 
Votes 

Full- Step.

-0.14 4 
- 2 .1 )

0 . / 2  0 
(4:1)

0.101
(2.7)'

0 . 3 5 .9 
( 4 .8 )

0.153
(2.7)

Sample A 

Sample B

Barriers tp 
Pa rti c i pâ t ! on

Union
Commitment

Union
Sat I s fact i on

Need for 
InVO 1vement

0 , 1.15 .0.158 0.152 
(2.3) (2.4) < 2.. 7 )

-0,54 -0.67
(-7.5) ■(-8.2) 
-Û.46 -0.51

(-6.8) (-7.2)

0.366 0.52 5
(5.4).’ (8.5)

-0.13 -0,16
(-2.3 )■ (r2.7)

0.158
(2.4)

-0.28 -0:23 -0.24
(-3.3)(-3.4 1 (-2.7) 
- 0  . 24. rO.%5 -0 .37
(-3.0) (-3, 2.). (-4.4)

0 .239 0 . 2 31 
(2.,9) (2.9)

^ 0 . 1 4
■ ( ■ -2 . 1 )

Or 16 8 0.189 0..20 4
(2,4) (2.4) (2,5)

rO.25
(-3.2) 
-0.3 4 

(-4.7)

0.212
( 3 . 5 )



; CQttpai'lAûJi ûl Ŝ epxJLajQ. ami EJall BÆflx.caalQa HQlfili Lat: all
CxllBilA ififiJiji wleghl and, 1 z calljaa

Predictor 

Age

Ed uca 1 1 on

Sex *

Nun)t?er of . 0.220
Dependents . (3.9)

Length', of Union. 
Member hip

N o . of Friends 
In union .'

No. of Associates 
In Union

■ Hold 
" Office 

Poll step

Serve On (v,,. 
Comm11 tees 
Pull Step'

0.19 -0.1.6

0 .109 
( 2 .0 ) 
-0.13

(-3.0) (-2.9) (-2.0)
0.128 
(2.3)

0.198 
:( 3 . 9 )

Union . . L

Sample A

Sample B

Barriers to 
Part 1c ipa 11 on

Union
Commi tment 

Union
Satisfaction •

Need for.
1nvolvement

-0.31 -0.3 4
(-3.9) (-5.4), 
-0.19 

•(-<■2 , 6 )
- 0.11  - 0 . 1 1 ' 

(-2.1) ( -2 .. 9 )

0.114
( 2' 2 4 )

0.580 0.564 
(8.1). (11.4)

0.441 0.465
(6.0) (7.8)

-0.17 . -0.17 -0.12.
(-2.8) (-2^9) (-2.0)

Contact For 
He I p 

Flill Steç

0 . 1 3 7
(2 . 8 )

11. 163 . 
(.1.3 )■■

0.155
(2.67)

0.20
(-2.5)

0.320
(4.3)

0.241'
(3.3)

0.135
(2.7)

- 0 . 1 6
( - 2 .8 )

0 .271 
(3.8)

0 . 2 2 5
(3.2)
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laiiifi. 21 ixantld J
Compai igon al a be owl ac fluad- Euii ■ Bî SLrLfiaaJLûû HMaia, lox aJJL
d J U t A X l A  U a U J t A  « I f i f l J t i t  f l L O d  L  -  C J I J L L û J l  .

Predtctoc

Age

Educa 1 10 n ■

/ ’ '■

Number o t. 
Dependents

Length »p( Union 
M e m b e r p

No . of Fr i e nds . 
In Union

No. ot Associates 
in Union

Union

In for m à 1 
Participation

Full

Ô . 196
(2.4)

Step i

0. 218
(4.1)

0, 14 5
(2,7)

■ Sample A

Sample B

Barriers t o ' 
Participation

Union
.Comm it me ht .

Un i Ob
Satis fact i pn

Need for 
I nv.o 1 vement

-0.18
(-2.3)

0. 4 56 
( 5 . 9 )

j f  % 14



S u b s a m p l f t  R e g r e s s i o n  A n a l y s e s .

Female Respondents

-Tèhle 22 presents the result of the full , U> v.,,r 1 abl e 

mode Is , de ve.l oped to predict each" of tl>e seven criteria., for 

the female respondents. One union, Sample D, Is ienlrely. 

composed of malesand is excluded fromthe. analysis, i As Is 

shown-; each' ofth . models Is s ta 1 1 s 11 ca 1 1 y significant

wither I ter I an variance accounted for ranging from 14.24\-- to 

4 7.62V dpendlng on the criterion-. ' -

Stepwise models wetealso d e v e 1 o p e d ' roreachcr 11c t ! a ,based 

onthe data collected from female respondents. These mode 1 a, 

- a^e. presented in Table 23'. .A four variable model accounted, 

.for 4 7.4 6V of the variance In meeting a t t.c nda nee ( F ( 4 , 1 9 6 I  ̂' 

'46 . 6 1 ; p<p . 000001 ) . For t he criterion .voting t n' .union 

elections the stepwise procedure resulted In the dcVnlopmeiVt
' ' ' \ • . ' O .
of a three s/arlable, tmodel acco-untlhg for 17..2TV uf the

variance (Fi3,19.9) - 16 TO 6 : p < 0 . 0 001 1 . A thtec -variable model
\ \ . - ' ' • ' ' . ’  ...

accounted f ot 14.99V of Che variance in p a -, t 1 c-lpa 1 1 on In

other votes (FI 3,199) •12,8.8; p'< 0.0001) while a f I vc^ v a r i a b l e -

mode 1 accounted for 36.95V of the Variance In holdlna union

..office (FIS,IPT) -■24.60; p< 0. 00001). A four variable model

7S



rllctedl 38(9% of the variance In serving on union 

coBMhi ttees. (P( 4 , 1,90 ) » 33 .15; p<0 ; 00001 ) and a three variable
: " y  : . ' ' ' ;  - . : -. . - ' .modet accounted for 27.87\ qf the variance in contacting the 

y; ; onlon ,'fpr,'hélp (f ;[3,.199 L - 27 .02; #(0:00001). Fj^nally, a

th.tëe vat 1 able model acçounted for 29.61% of the variance In 

the measure o f i nf or ma 1 ' pa r 11 cl pa 1 1 on (F(3,199). '29.32;‘

. /pro. 00001

■■ V' '

n-

"f

Y  ' : ' V. V \v' :. : : '
. .  '-'X

' - :



1

Hfidoifl ) : McJLgjiiÆ
iûJL E&male, BjnafuondcnJLA ifiiil

m  '■ " ' "

Pr edKi ctor»

Age ,. . ■

Educat 1 on.

Marital Status 
Marri ed, ■

S i ngïe ■

Çommon~law "

No ; of ; 
Dependents 
Le,ngth of , 
Membe.tshl.p 
No - 'of. Ft lends 
in Union ■,
No. p( A s s o c . 
iji Union , j 
Type- pif Work

Union'
sample A . :.

-Sa-mple D

Barr lets to 
Parti cipation 
'Union 
C o m m i t m e n t . 
Un^ori
.sat is fact i on 
Heed. £qx. '
I n'volvtmefit '

Meet!p.g Vote in' , Other 
Attendance Elections Votes

-0,pd03
(-0-,Q4)
' '0.0408

.o.oiiop 
. (0.47.) ' Q.1019
(1.08) ' 

.-0.0265 
C-0. 41,)c 
0.1071 - 
(1 - 8.3.) 
0.1571 • 
•{ 2115) • . 
0,07 6 2 " 
(1 :.2 )

'. .0 . 1-3 0 2 
.(2 .0 1 )* 

-.0 .0111 
" (0.19 ) •-

-0 ..0994 . -'-0.1070 
(r-1 .2il ' (-1I.I8 ) 
0,091? ' O ’. 0288'
(1.37) (O;, 42)

1O . O I33 
' ('-1.'2 4), " 

0.0991 
■'(.0,84) 
-0.0 571 . 

"('0., 71) 
y  0,0517 

(0.7 3)
. 0.18.00

(2.04)* 
-0.0458 
(-0:58) 
0.“154 4 
(1...91) 
o'. (327 2 .
.(0.38) ■

-0.0001 
(-0 .0 1 )
0 ,022.9
,(0:19)
0.0807 
(0,97) 

-0.0005 
((-0 . 07) 
0.3870 
( 4 . 39 ) *. 
0.14 79 
(-1 .81) 

-0.0706 
(-0.86 ) 
-0.0 501 
( -0-; 68)

Hold 
Office •

-0.0783 
..(-I. 00)

0 . b 4 51
: , ( 0.. 7 6 ),
. -0.0960 
■ .( - 1. 01 ) 
-0,1255
(7! 20 )
-0 .0595 
.(•^0.83) ' 

0?1612 ■ 
(■2-. 5.8)*

- 0,. 0206' 
***(0.26)

- 0 .0213 
(^ 6 < 3 1 ) ' 
'0 .0895
(1.25) 
.0.0159 
(0..-.2&)

■ 0. 4 76 6 -,-0 , 36 31 . -0.2900.
■ ( - 6 .34) * * * ? V- 4 .1 ) "4 * * * ( ,2 )**

0 .000 3 
- '( 0 , O f )
-0.0 74 2 
("1.:P7)
; 0.3688
. ( 4. 06) **.*4(2. 206*
■ 0.02.6S. -O'. l W 3
(-0 .41; . ( -I:46),

. 9 .0.610 . :OVl.4.4 0
( 0 . 81 )- . ( 1 .'53) '.

-0 . 0002 1-0 .0 345
(-0,0 2);, (-0 :41)
0:000 8 I. -0.051.3 
'(0.12 ) ' ( -0, 74) 
0.'2()7y 0.0.070

.(0,90).. 
-O'. 116 4 ..
(-1,26) ' 
0.1913

-0 . 2360 :
(-.3.02)** 
;ô':ioû2 .
(1.38) . ., 

-.0,1580 
( - 2 . 6 '3 ) * * * - 
0.; 4 4 6 6 
( 5 73.5 ) * * ** 

-o', 17 34: ■ ' 
(-2.18)* - 
0.0712 
(0.06)

Mult iple F. .0 . 7188
,R - ’Square 0. 5167
Adi. R-Square 0.4751 
Standard Errdf 0.. 7086

0 , 4964 
0,. 2 464 
■0 .1816
0.9062.

0.4507 
0 .210 4 
0:1424 

,0.9 219

■0 . 6 4 00 
o'. 409 6 
0.3589 
0.'734 3

* p<’0 . 05; '.p<0 . 01; ■ * * *4,-p<0 ;ooi; ***>V'P<,0 .ÔOOOI

% 1 lyP



is..

l a blA

Prftd^ctorfl Qf Partlcipgtlbn ' tûT fgipale RifliHmslcilta. XEiiii. 
Modela): Beta Welghta and t-ratloa ().

■ ■ , ,Betve On Contact Union / I,pforn>al'
■Predictor» ' , Committee» for Help’ ..•Participation

Age 40.0536. -0.1220 .. -0.1116 -
(-0.7Q) (.1.47);, (-1.36),

Educat Ion, : 0.12 41 -0,. 0409 ■ -0.1554
(2.16)* (-0..65) ■ .(-2.51),**

Marital Status
Married 0’,.0153’ -o'. 04 01 ' ■ -0.0748 •

(0.17) ' t-.0.41) (-0/76)
S 1 ngle • -0,057 6 70.0811 ■̂ 0 ; 0504. ■ ■(’-0.85) (-0.74)' ■ (-0.413
Common I' lay ,-o:p5^2 0.0357, . O'. 0 0,0 3

(-0.'86) ■ .. ■(0.46) (0.04) „
N o . p t 0.1337 . 0.1210 • 0 . 0003
Dépendent» (2.19)4 '.(1.82) (,0 . 0 4 )
Length of 0. 03 4.3 , :. 0 . 0 3.90 . 0.0 3 56
Membereh i p / • -(0. 4 63 . ( 0 , 4 7 ) (0.44) •
N o . ' o£ Friends 0.0427' 0.0674 ' 0.108 2
in Union (0.6-2) (0.91) (1.47)
Hp. of m b o c .. .0.1007 0.0705 ■ , 0 .1011
■ i n Uni on. (1.45) (1:04) (1,35)
Type of Work -0.0316 -0,. 0321 ' -0.1487

(-0,51) , ■ ' ( -0 . 4 8). (-2.23)*
Union

,8 a mp 1 e A “ 0.099 3 -0.2263 -0.1.785
(-1..31.) . ■ •( 7 2 . 75)** .( -2.18 ) *

Sample D ,0 . 0494 ,0,0 0 03,-. ,.“ 0.112 7 ,
(0.70) (0,05) • • (-1.49)

■Bart lets to -.0.07 43 , 0 . 0274 '-0.0242
Participât 1 on (“ 1.20) ' (0.43) .'(-0.39)
union . ,0.50 7 4 . 0.29 47 0.4134.
Commitment, ' (7.25)A*** (3:34)*** (4.73)**
Union -0.1396 -0,1122 -0.0223
Satisfaction (“l.'SD- ,(-1.3,4) (70.29)
Need for 0.0 30 5 0,0000 ■0.03 04k
Inyplveroènt (0.43) ( 0 6 5 ) .

■ " ■ ' .
' ,^,,.(0..3:5>t

MU it i pie R 016660 0.5057 ' ■ . "■0.5944
R 7 Square 0.4 43 6 .. • 0.3430 0.3 53,4
Adi . R $ q u a r e 0,3950 ■ 0.2 865 0.29 7 7
Standard Err or 0.7409 - 0.'8154 0.6,214

■*P<q  '.' 05; *.*’=p<0,.oi;;“' , • * * - p < 0 ..001 ;
' \ •

p < 0 . 0 0 0 0 1 '



mjtiifi. Il ' ;

,Eifl41ctûxa. Q± EafLiciDation int. EfuÉalÆ RcanQiMlçnLta 
tlûdi^AlJu BAtA and. trxaJLlûA UU- .

Meeting - Vote in Other Hold
Predictors Attendance Elections Votes Office

A 9 c ' -, ■ • ■ . ■

Education ' . ..

Mar 1 ta 1 Statua , ', ,
' Married ■ ' ' ■

S 1n q le ' ' ' .

Common-law '

No. of
Dependents ‘
Length of 0.169?
He mbe rshlp 
N o . of Ft lends 
■ l.n Union
No. b.f Assoc. 0.169^ 
in Union 25)'** ,
Type of Work

0 .12-9 3 
' (1 .90)*

0.1505
(2,67)*

0.3413 
( -f. 85 ) *•* * *

Union
Sample A

■ ■ Sismpl'e D

Barriers to 
par t ic i pat i o,n 
Union : '
Commitment 
Union ' ■
Satisfaction 
Need for' » 
Involvement 

S4-

rO.4765 
( - 0 .2 ) * * * *  (

0.26 23 
-3.0)***

I - ,

-0.2454 . -0.20 6 7
(-3^4)*-** (-4,7)**

0.359 9' 
(6.64)****

0.2 070 
(3,06)**

Multiple P 0,696 4
R - Square • Q .4850
Ad 1 . R-Square 0.4746 
^Standard Err.or0.7C90

0.4302 
0.1851 
6.1728 
.0..9 111

-0.1687 ' 
(-2.98)**

0. 2 J16- : 
(3.083**

0/4033 
Ct.1626 
0.i 500 
0.9178

0 - 50&6
(7 .01 ) * 

-0 . 16 4 0 
'( - 2 . ' 2 4 ) *

■ 0.6206;.- 
' 0.3851 
,0.3695 
0 . 7 2,8 2

■/



PredictQXfl ci. Partiel potion tox. EfijDMLiii R&aiiûMfiiitÆ , La_tep.wJLÆ£. 
EWLta MJÜLgJtitfl.'axid, t-tfltipg. LI^c

Predictors • ■

Age .

Education

'M a r 1tal Status 
Ma t E V cd

Single

Common-law

Serve On
Commltteea

0.1287 
(2.361* .

Contact Union 
^Far Help

I ntorma 1 
Partie ipat i on

0v1628" .

(2:75)*

N o . of  ̂
Dependents 
Length of 
Me mb e r ah 1p 
M o ’, of.Friends 
in Union 
N o . of A s s o c . 
■in Union, \
Type of Work

Union
Sample A

Sample ' D 
' ' .

Barriers! to'
Pa rt ici pa t i on 
Unlpr)
Commltment 
Union
Sat Is fact i on 
•Need for - 
Involvement ■

0.1556 
(2.80)***

0.1268.
. ( 2 . '2 7 ) " ’■

0.5829. ’
(10 . 47)****

-0.2114 
(-3.31)**

,0.2588 ■
( 3 ,16 ) **

0 .2064
(2.S3)* t

Multiple R ;
R - .Square 
Ad 1 . R - S q u a r e  
Standard Error

*p<p'.05;

0 . 6333 
0..4CS11 
Cy389 0 
0.7-4 50

■ . ■ ■ u’:
**=p<0 ,.01; ***=-p<0 .00i;

0.5380 
0.289 4 
0.2787 
0.8198

0.1815 •
(3.06)**

-0.1300 
■( - 2. 07)*

0.4338
(6.95)****.

0 .5668 
0.3212 
0 . 3075 
.0.8157

****% * ^ p < 0 .00001

3 0,:



M a l e  R e s p o n d e n t s

Table 24, presents the full, 1-6' ivat lable, • models 

developed to predict each of the criteria based .on the data 

collected from male respondents. One union. Sample D, ■ was 

composed of only female members and is, therefore, excluded 

•from the analysis'. ■ ' '

A.S is shown, ' two of. the models failed to. attain

statistical s I g n l f i c à n c e ; the.mode 1 for p r e d i c t 1ng voting in

un i on , e le ct i ohs (F(16,41] ~ ,1.81; p>0-.p5), and the mô'del

developed to .predict Informal participation d n  . union

activities (FI 16,47) ? 1.72; p>O.OS). • Criterion variance

accounted for by the mode Is ranged f'.rom 15-50% for informal 

participation and 40.00% for contacting the uni’on for help.,

Stepwise models were de ye 1 oped, for each criteria.for .the 

n\ale respondents. These models are presented in Table 25. ,A 

three variable m ^ e  1 accounted for .27.40% of the yar lan.ce in 

meet ing attendance (FI 2 , 60 1 ' '= 8.93," p<(T. 0001 ) . Orily one

predictor, heed f o r 1n v p 1v e mé n t /; eh t e r e d t  h A model predict 

vot ing in union ..elect ions . .. Tlils yar iablé- apcouifted, i f or 

-16,4 5%. of sthe variance in thè cr i jtçr 1 on 1 F 11,'62 )' - 113 . 40,'



V . r -  . .

- h",v; -V-

. (■■■ r 
^.y-

p<0.00Q5). A two variable model accounted f,t>r 13.32% -of the 

• variance in holding union office (F[2,6'll = 19.01; p<0.0001 |.

A , three . var iable model was de\/eloped accounting for 37,; 20% of 

•the variance In contacting the union- for- help (F(3,60] '= 

13.43, p <0.0001 ) while 'a two variable .model 'accounted for 

22.35% of the variance In 1nforma 1, part 1c I p a t 1 on (F{2,61)

- 10 . 07 ; ; p<0 . 0002 ) ! None pf the, predictor va.rlabl'es Employed 

made a significant contr.ibu11 on to the prediction ' of 

' p a r t )c 1 pation in other union votes among male respondents. '

\ : I



ExüücIûia slL Earticipaytlon . fiir. tialfi. ReapoMtiLLa 
ttoilfilaJLi. B£_ta SeightA and: t-ratios' ( ) ..

m i l l

Meeting Vote, in • Other Hold
Pred i c t o r s ■ Attendance .Elect Ions..., - Votes Off Ice

.Age . Ô ; 010 2 -0:1660 -0.2586 .' 0.0554
(0,07 ) (-i.il) (-1.-65) ■, (0.03)

Education 0 .13.5 5 ’ ' O.Î0912 -0.0423. . 0.1050
(0.02) . ( qi. 51 ) (-0,26) (1.04)

Marital Status
Married 0,0706 -0.0625 rU.0251 -0.4162 •

. ■ • . " (0.73) f-0'^24) .■(-0.10):. (-1.62.)
S i n g l e - -0.0143 t O .-6293 -0.1493 -0.2835

(-0.07) . (-O'l.^) (-0.67) ( -1.39 )
Comrnon «' l a w 0.0986 0.0231' 0.17 60 -0.0334

(0.66) (0;i4) .(1-13) ( -0 . 21-)'
No . ■ of o '. 0.9 4 6 0 ..2024 0.-3833 0.3808
Dependents ■ (0L69 )' . ' (1.135) - (2.37).** (2.58)*
Length of 0.115 3 0.0737" 0.1384 -0.0001
Membership ■ (0.71) , (0:.42)' (0.85) (.-0 . 0004)
No. of Friends '-0.1562 0 .10069 6.3011 .0.1640.
in Union ( -1-17) ' (0.07) (2.25)* ' (1.-15)
N o , of Assoc.' 0.0958 0.1876 0.0002 0 . 0004
in Union (0.7%) . (1.33) (0.02) (0.03)
Type of Work -0.0 41 ■' 0.1586 0 : 3132 0.1211f ^ (-0.31.) ; (1.13) (2.4 1)* (0:67) '
Union

Sample "a -0,4947 ■ 0.0900, 0 . 0570 --0.7 46 7
. (-2-09)* . (0.3$) . (0.24) (-2.93)**
Sample B -0.7077 -.0 ,1.59 5 -0,4752 -0:5705 '

(t 3.33)>* (,-0.62) (-2.00) '( -2 . 25)*.
- Barriers to -0.20-02 T0:l750 -0.2557 -p.0358

Participation (-1.72) ' (-1.38) ( -2 .'19 ) * ' ( -0.29 )
Union 0 .4185 • ■ 0.3403 ' 0.2139 ■ 0.5211 ■

■ Commitment (2.32)* (1 .'-7 4 ) ' ■( 1 .18 ) ■ (2.70) **
Un'i on -0.14)4 ■ "O'. 0699 r.0.13.70 -0.329 5
‘Sat is fact ion ' (-1.15)' (-0.:52) ( -I.-IO) (-2.47)*
Need for 0.3165 ■ o'. 3211 0.16 2 8 . .-0.1313
Involvem^'nt (1:82) ; (1.-70),' ,(0.93) ,.( -0 .7 0’)
Multiple 1% 0.6900 0.6191 0.6085- 0.6323
R - , Square- 0.4 7.61 .0.3832 ■ 0 . 47.41 . 0 . 3999:
Adj. R-Squ^re • .6.2978 0.1733 • 0.2951 ' 0.1956 .
Standard Er^or ■ 0:8326 ' 0.9210 0.6 4.8.8 ’ 1 .0397

,/p<0 .05; . = p<0..01;‘ *** = p<0.001; ** ** = p<0 .o'oooi

4 o v : '■



l a h l t

Erfidictoxa, ill. RflLtlicip'fltlQa iax bALe, 
IlalfiLlaljL acLtA We iàhtfl ani trxaJtLLoA ULu

.(Xull

I'.
' '■ \

Serve On Contact Union Informal
Predictors- Commlttees For Help Par t icipatl

Age ■ 0 . 0 6 0 7 -0.0,451, -0 .189 4
■ (0.42) ( -0 . 31) " (-M.10) »

'Education 0.1413 • V -0.0890 0:2920
(0.81) (-0.50) (1.61)

Marital Status.
Married •'■■-0.5230 ■' -0.1370 -0.1117. ' (-2.07)* (-0.6-2) ■ . . (-0.42)
Single -0.5201 •' , 0.0972 ■ -0,1916

■( -2.23)*. (0,47) ■ (-0.79)
' Commo n-1a y -.0 .1719 :-0.1623' ^ -A.1038

(-1.10) (-1:32) ■ , (-0-63) •'
No . ,of , 0.2174 . 0.300 7 • 0."2611 ‘
Dependents (1.50) (2,36)* - (1.72) ■
Length, of 0.0767 •-0:02^5 -0.10.40.
’Membership (0.45) (■-'0.17 ) , ' . • 1-0.58)
No. of Frlends 0.1301 -0,0 495 0.107 6
in Union {0.93) (T O ,40), (0.74).
No. of Assoc. 0.1163 • 0,2592 -0,0217: .■
in Union (0.05) , .(2.16)* {.-'0 V15 )
Type o f •Work 0 .119 3 0.2054 0 , 0 1 0 1 ’

(0.08) (1.71) • (0.07.)' -
Union

sample A ,-0.0759 . ■ ■ 0 . 000 3 p .1367 ' .
• (-0.30) ■ (0.02) ■ (0,52 ).

Sample B , -0.2027 - 0.1207 -0.036 7^
(-0.82) , ‘ (a,55). (-0/1 4”)

Barriers to 0.0966 . -0.04 50 -0.0246
Participation • (-0.79) • (-0.42) '(-0,19)
Union - 0.606 4 , 0-2201 , . 0.5326
Commitment (3.201** »(A,32) ' ■(2.69)** V
Un ion r O . 1750 -0.0494 -0.14 55
Satisfaction (-1.34)- / (-0.4 3) '■( -1. 07 )'.
Need for -0.0476 0.3570' ' ■' 0 . 131.7 . '
Involvement (-0.26) ■ (2 ;'22 ) * 7 . ■ ; ,(1.69)' /

Multiple R 0.6 4.9 9 .,0.74 3 2. : ' 0.607 9
R - S q u a r e ■ 0.4224 0.5524 P .369 5
Adj. R Square '. 0.2257 0.4000• ■ , . 0.1549
Standard Error •0.9 86 0 0.7419; 0.927 3. '4

*p<0'.05; ** = p<p.01; ■ . 001 ; ' ****=^p<0 . 00001:

f

\

"\\ \ ■
)
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• '-v, 
■

Table. • • . ■ ■ -

• eiû ictQra ftl EaiblcicfltlQn iûi. ' tlale. LBlemdaa
. bUidfilalX aela. tta la iita . a M  JEjirallQjs. 11̂  -

P r e â Ie t or s 

Ago. .. ■ 

É d u c a t i o n

t M e e t i n g  Vote in Oth er Hold
A t t e n d a n c e  E l e c t i o n s  Vot es O f f i c e

Mar i ta 1 -Status 
•M ar r i e d

. S i n g l e  ' .
' 1 - ■ . C o m m o n  - la w  ■

No.-, of 
D e p e n d e n t s  
L e n g t h  of: 
M e m b e r s O 1p
No. of F r 1 en-ds 
in Uni on', -f 
No-, .of 'ASSOC - 
In U n i q n  
.Type of Work

U n ioh ,
S a m p l e  A ■ ■ ,

• S a m p l e  D.^

Barr iers to 
P a r t i c i p a t i o n  
U n i o n  

■; C o i ^ l  t m e n t  
Un i on 

. Sat la fact 1 on 
f. " N e e d  -for 
■ I nvol ye meat

- 0 . 4 3 4 5  
( ^ 2 .1 2 )* 

--p. 6 59-6.
. (- 3 . 1 6 ) 4 *

::: 0.,537& .. / 0.>»216
■'•( 4 . 61 '3 . 66 ) * • f

Mult iple R - 0 .5555 . ,0 /4 216
. ;’Ç T Square 

Adj. R -Squale 
, Standard Error

0.. 3086': 0.1777
0»2Y40 .0. 16..4 5
0 . 0466 - ■ 0.9269

0 ; 2 6 7 9
(2.261*

0,26 4 4 
Î2/23)*

. 0.4009
‘ 0.1608 
• 0 .1.332 
. -1 .079 2

- C . / p < 0 . 0 5 ; \ , * * 'P<0 . 017 ■- *.**^p<0 ! 001 **^4 = p<0 . ÜÔ0 01
• 0 ' . s

- 7 : ; :



T&biA (cont *4)

PrfldlctQlfl ai EjMtl.Cl.PtttlQll tax, WLl& 
B a il VfllflM . A and. tz iiitc A  iL _

P r e d l c t o r s  

Age

E d u ç a  t.l on 

Marital, S ^ t u s

■ i
.Single l

s e r v e  on 
C o m m l t  t ê e s ’

C o n t a c t  U n i o n  
For H e l p

t&lXLOMjJlC.

In f o r m a ‘1 
P a r t i c 1 pa 1 10 n

0 . 4 0 9 5  
(3 .12)'**

C o m m o n - law
/

N é .'of i  
De pe m 3 * ^ t  s 
L e n g t h  ^  
M e m b e r  5 W p  
Ng . ‘ b i  T  r 1 end» 
i n Un i on 
No .1 o £ Ab S OC . , 
1n Un i o n  
Type  of Work '

U ni o n.
Sa m p l e  A

S a m p l e  D .

0. 26 4 4
(2.1 4 ) *

B a r r i e r s  to ■
P a r t i c i p a t i o n
U n i o n
C o m m i t m e n t  
ù n i p n  .
S a t l a  fact i on 
N e e d  for
I n v o l v e m e n t
• - •

M u l t i p l e  il 
R - S q u a r e  ,
Ad j . R S q u a r e  
S t a n d a r d  Er ror

0 . 4 8 4 %  0 . 3 3 0 2
( 4.36 ) *** , ,(2.23)*

0.3043 
(2.06)«

0.4846- 
0.2347 
0.22 2 4 
.0.9882

*p<0..'Q5; a * ; p < 0 . 01; ***:

0.6338 
0 .4017 

. 0.3 710
0. 7.591 .

p<0.6oi; '***#=

0 . 5 7 6 4
.(4.39)**»

0.4981 
•0.24 81 
0.2235 

. 0.8089

p<0 . 00-001 '

• ' . i ' - '  . ...



S u m m a r  y

A c o m p a  r i'3 ol'i of 'the stepwise, r e g r e s s i o n  m o d e l s  d e v e l o p e d  

to p r e d i c t  e a c h  the c r i t e r i a  . for m a l e s  ànd f e m a l e s  Is

p r e s e n t e d  In T a b l e  26. Ks d t a c t  i.bed a b ove, the moçlels
. I ' ' '

d i f f e r e d  In thelcj ability, to a c c o u n t  for c r i t e r i o n  v a r i a n c e

bo t h  a c r o s s  crillerla and b e t w e e n  the two su bn a m p  les..

G e n e r a l l y ,  the m o L e  1 s d e v e l o p e d  b a s e d  on- the data fr.om female

r e s p o n d e n t s -  we r e  more p o w e r f u l .  T h i s  is, o^ course, o n l y  to-

be' e x p e c t e d  g i v e n  the p r e p o n d e r a n c e  of. w o m e n  In the. sa mp 1 e - a s I

a w h o l e  I . \ ,

O v e r a l l ,  the m o d e l s  d e v e l o p e d  for f e ma 1 e r e s p o n d e  nt.S,, 

I n c l u d e d  m o r e  p r e d i c t o r  v a r l a o l e s  th a n  did the m o d e l s  

d e v e l o p e d  b a s e d  on the da t a  c o l l e c t e d  f r o m  male r e s p o n d e n t s :  ■' 

R o l e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and de mo g r a p h l c ' v a r  tables were, (or - the.-, 

mo s t  part, e x c l u d e d  d r o m  the m o d e l s  d e vel'-)ped for the ma l e  • 

r e s p o n d e n t s -  For f e m a l e  .respondents, on the other hand, role 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  and, to a lesser e x t e n t ,  d e m o g r a p h i c  v a r i a b l e s .  ' 

d i d  p l a y  a role In p r e d i c t i n g  v a r i o u s  forms of p a r t i c i p a t i o n .

Attltudlna.1 v a r i a b l e s  p l a y e d  a role- in. p r e d i c t i n g  thfe . 

v a r i o u s  f o r m s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  for b o t h  m a l e  and- f e m a l e  

r e.5 pondérât a.. f'or b o t h  gtoupft) .Union C o m m i t m e n t  .and N e e d  f ot



i

I n v o l v e m e n t  a p p e a r e d  to De the mom t mal lent a t t i t u d e m  wit h
: ' ' ■ ' -

U n i o n  S a t l m f a c t l o h  and B a t t l e r s  to P a r t i c i p a t i o n  . .being' of 

Ie»9' I m p o r t a n c e  as p r e d i c t o r s .

/. ■. .
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Co mean: Xfl ftp oi. tijyiMJULB. Bjiacfuuiloii nadxiJ». Lon tuich . cnltcnlAw  
a x  afLDjiiuuL EfiJtA Mgigihtfl opit t z n a H i u i  t i

H e e t l n g  ' Vote in
P r e d i c t o r s  Attendance.. ’ E l e c t  i ona.

Ferma 1 e. Male  ' Fe m a l e  Hale

■Other. 
V o t e s  

F e ma 1e Mo 1c

A 9 f /  '

E d u c a t i o n

M a r i t a l  S t a t u s  
H a r r i e d

S i n g l e  '•

• C o m m o n - l a w

Ho . o £ '
D e p e n d e n t ’s 
L e n g t h  of 0 . 1 8 9 7
Me mbe r sh i p 1 9 . 4 .4 )
Ho; of. F r i e n d s  
in U n i o n
Ho. or A s s o c . 0 . 1 6 9 4  
In U n i o n  (3.2S)
Type of Work

0 . . 1.2 9 J 
(1.98)

0 , 3 4 1 .1 
(4.89)\

Un 1 on
S a mp l e A -0 . 4 7  6 ,b 

( - 0 .2 0 ) 
S a m p l e  B . '

C a r r i e r s  t o ' 
P a r t i c i p a t i o n
Un 1,0 n 0 . 3 5 9 9
C o m m  I ̂  me.n t (6.64)
U n i o n
Sat is fa c t ion..
Nee d f or
i n v o l v e m e n t  ■

-0.4 34 5 -0.26 2 3
(-2.12) (-3.02)
-^Û 6 59 6 
(-3.163 '

q .2 0 7 0 
(3/061

0.5376  
(4 .61)

0 . 2454 
( 1 . 1 8  1

- 0 . 1 6 8 7
(2.981

0 .4 2 1 6  0. 2 1 16  
(.1.66, (1.ÔM)
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CQmp^r lSQh - Qf Stepwise Regression Models fix Each CLcltcxLon 
bx aejttdxxx Beta Weights, and. .t xaJLLoa, i±

Predictors 

Age' ■

■Education ' '

Marital Status 
Harried

1 . Hold Office 

Femàle ’ .Ma le

Serve on 
‘C o mmittees 
.Female Male

0.128'; 
(2.36)

Contact Union 
For Help ■ 

Female Male

} ! a

Single'

' C o mmon-.1 aw

N o . of .• 
Dependents 
Length of .

• .Membetship \
N o . of Frlends 
in Union 
No . of A s s o c . 
in Union

.Type of Work 

U n i o n " .
SarAple A ;

' .Sample D

phrr, 1er3 to" 
Patt;icipati on ■ 
Union
Commitment
Union
• Satisfaction 
Need .for. ■ 
‘Involvement .

r
■ t' .

0 .1505 
(2.6T)

0 : 2679 0.1556
.(2,26) (2.80)

0 .1268 
.(2 ̂ 27.)

-0.2867 
(,-'4 . 69 )

0 . 26 4 4 
■ ( 2 . 14.)

,-'0 .2114 
(-3.31)

■ 0.5056' 0 . 26 4 4 0.5829 0.4 8 45 g .2588 0.3302 " 
( 7..01.) .( 2.23 ) ( 10.47.V ('•4.36'),'(3.1'6') (2.23) .

'•% 0 . 206 4 0 .- 304 3 ■ 
( 2 :53 ) (.2 /06 )

"""X

/

I V.

(I
' ' .  ■■• • ;■ ■ V ' . ; '
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CQmparl,BQh o f  fitepwlhe' Regression Modela for Ga.ch pLLterliiJi 
B% OAM&iLL KeJugiiia. ajiA trzajLlML LI -

P r e d  i c t o r s Informal Participation 
Females- Males

Age

Ed ucation

Marital Statua 
Married

f 'single

Common-lay

No. of 
Dependents 
•Dength of 
Membership 
No. of Friends 
i n U n i on' ;
No. of Assoc, 
in Union ,
Type of Work.

I
Union- 
V Sample A

S a m p l e 'D

Barr lera -to 
Participation 
Un 1 on ■ ■
Commltment 
Un i on
Satis fact ion 
Need for 
Involvement

0 .1628 
,( 2.75)

-0 .1300 
/( -2.07 )

■ 0.4338 
(6.95)

0 . 4095 • 
(3.1%)

0.1815 
(3.06)

'0 .5764 
'(4.39)



■ DISCUSSION

The current study.investigated' the pred Ictors of seven 

measures of participation in -foujt' union locals. , previous 

. -re 3 exarch o'n union participation has, for the, most .‘ part. 

Implicitly ,or explicitly; defined participation in union 

activities as unitry con'struct. Relatively .little

attention t^assbeen paid to the dif£,erent demands of different 

■ forms of. participation or to the . pos s ib i 111 y that different 

fiorms'of participation may - be motivated or (predicted , by 

different factors.. The current . study was based on. the

hypothesis that participation in union activities -is hot a

unitary construct.,. Rather, par t i c i p,a t i on - is viewed as an
. ■ - '  ̂ / 
interrelated set - -of behaviours which .are likely to be

■ predicted by different variables - ,,

This hypothesis was partially supported by. the data." 

Overall, ‘ significant predictive . relationships were 

established for each of ‘the .various forms .of par t iç 1 pat Lon . In
^ ■' ■ I : ■ ■ ■ ■ ' . ' . ■  ■ ■' ' - . ■

union act ifvi ties . , Attltudinal variables', and ■ in particular 

Union Commitment, proved to' be effective.predictors of union 

, participation^. . Demographic' and role characteris.t ic ‘ var iables '

also -predicted participation "altho 

varied across’ the seven . criteria e

ugh ' the - re l a 1 1onsh ips 

mployed in the s t u d y . .

. 92 ,

■' ■ n:

%



Thüfl, while the participatory behaviours .examined shared 

pertain predictors y there .w^s sufficient variation. ' In the 

models de ve ]Loped for each criteria to support^^ the

Interpretation of -.participation as a multidimensional 

■construct. ' , ' ■

As a secondary hypothesis, this stud.y examined potential 

■gender differences in the .predictive models developed fo.r 

each of the criteria. Previous research has suggested that 

the partlpipation of female upion .members in union activities 

may be -influenced by different factors than the participation

o.f‘thèir male counterparts. It is Important to note that 

this hypothesis, does not- address the frequency ^of uniop 

participation among female union -members.. Although -gender 

d 1 f f erencesmay exist^ inthe f ^ ^ u e n c y  of 'participation, 

especially at the higher levels of the- union hierarchy 

■( W e i t h ç Irnpr & Nelson^i979 ) , the current study investlgate,d 

only thé;.,,possibility of participation being predicted by 

different factors for female, as opposed to ma. 1 e , unionists.

C§

Di fferent' .pred let ive relationships were observed ;betweeri
V , ' " - ' . : - ' ' V
male and female union members. Of particular importance was

the observation t h a t . part i d  pat ion among -male , ̂ un ion members

was predicted, almost .exclusively by attltudinal .variables.;

Participation among female union members, on the other h a n d ,

9 3



; - X  ;

The preponderance' of women In the sample, of course, 

seriously limits any oonblus 1ons being drawn' from these 

findings. Although the results do suggest the existence of 

gender differences in participation, a more adequate sample 

would be required to fully, bexamihe the ' question. of such 

differences'. ■ ' . '

I/  ' ■ - - . * - « . ... 1 . . . , . . . . . .  .' ... 7. . . .

vfas also predicted by union role character i'st i ca and
\. ' • ,:s:
demographic variables. One interpretation of these findings ■ ’ -

is. that positive attitudes' toward the un 1 on' are,' ' to some ' ; • ■ • e

extent, translated dire c t l y  into participation for male union '

members. ’ Among female unionists, however ; positive attitudes . •

must be supported by a variety of'other considerations before ■ , ’c'

being translated Into participation. '. ; '

Previous studies have had varied success in attempting 

to predi.pt participation in union activities. The current 

study was able to account for 49. ,39% of ' the variance In 

Meeting Attendance, 10.79% of te variance.ln Voting In .Union 

Elections, 15.51%'‘of th 'yàrlance 1 n .,#Vaf 1 1 c 1 pa t ion in Other 

U n i o n , Votés, •35.07% of the varlance in Holding Union Office,

35,6% of the variance in Serving on Union Committees, 31,21%
' ' /  . - .' / ' ; ' - - 

of the variance in Contacting the Unld'h for Help and '26.54%.
' -.. \  of the variance in. Informal Participation. These results

appear to bte largely due to the 1 he lus i on of Up 1 on Commitment



as a predictor variable In -, the cut-tent ■study. -.Union

Commitment was a bowertul predictor of all , but- one of the 

criteria and contrlbut.ed dispropprtron.ately to t,he . criterion 

• variance accounted for by ,'the .regression models,. - ! ■ .

In the sections to follow the results ,of the two 
■ - ■ . • ' ■ ■ : - - ■' 

hypotheses,, will be dlcussed In more detail.

\ . . - 
Hypothesis I

Criterloti Meas.ures of' Participation

Meeting .Attendance

As is shown In Table ?,*.all of t.he predictor  ̂variables, 

with the. exception of 'Education-which had a 1 o P. '-. c or r e 1 a, 1 1,6 n /..

correlated moderately with the criterion Meet inq A t t e n d a n c e .
' ' : '. - ' "  '  ̂u . ' 'Attl tudlnal- variables, especially Union Commitment-' .and' Need

for- Involvement,: were the best 'pred-ictor^,^''^^ of / Meeting
. ' ■  ̂ r  . ■.'. ’’

Attendance followed by r o l e . characteristic/ and 'demographic
'- ' -' . \ 

variables.. These If.indings. were ""-largely s u p p o s e d  by the

results of the. regression analysis (see Table' ' 2-1 ) ! - ‘ Union
. \  ■ ■ / / -  ■ : ' : ' : ' • ' ' ' V  - . ' -■ 'Commitment proved to 'be the best predictor, of Meeting 

Attendance followed by role characteristics, especially Union 

of Membership. Only one demographic variable. Sex, emerged as ..



. *
a> ».

a' signl E i cant predictor ‘of Meeting Attendance., 'The résultant : 

seven variable model, for ■ Meeting Attendance accountd for 

43% 39% of the «va'r lance In .'this \ crl terlon . \ v' " * - '
... ' ^  . '' . ' V

. Meeting Attendance has been  ̂ the single , most .'popular 

o'perationalizatl o'n of un 1 On'part i d  pat 1 op. In the.' ' i'iterature.

It Is nbt surprizing, therefore, that a r e lat i ye ly , powe r ,f ul - 

model can be developed to predict thts criterion based on the 

findings Of previous research. The . demographic, variables 

suggested by Spln'ard ( 1966 ) to, ppedict'^ Me.éting,', Attendance, 

were washed but. of the analysis, %by the compa-ratively more' , 

powerful attitudlnal and role character Istic variables'. The , 

observed relationships, h o w e v e r ,'were not inconsistent with 

iSpinard's ( 1966 ) suggestion of " a process of ^differential 

a s s o c i a t i o n . leading to'a ' sense of occupational, community! % 

Length of -Union Membership 'and 'Number pf Associates in the
•. ", 1’.' ' - -1.' . ' ' ' V.. ' " ■ ■ ,

Union were pbs i t i ve pred ictors of fièeting Attendance as ' was  ̂

■Union 'Commitment, , , ■ ’ '

‘■\\h

■ 1

'Sex >,sWas. ''negat 1 yely • related to . Meeting 'a Attendance '

indIcating t h a t , fôt the current sample, female-union, members

were less likely to attend union meetings than were male
: . / c ' ' ' <: ; ' ^union members. Although this finding will, be discussed- In,

' ' V. ' >
more detail, it can be observed that a, lower .participation

' ' ' 'V t ' ' ' . "1 '. - ' ' . : c ^
rate among wornen" is not inconsistent with thé findings of

. 96
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previous studies (e.g. White, ”l.9 7 9 T  • Wer the imer & Nelson,
• ■■ ■ ' ' , . ' . ; 

1977), . . ^  ,

The -me^be^s .of both Samples A-and B wefe le.ss likely tp 

' attend union meetings than were member s . d.f Samples' C 'and D.

■ This; observation, 'Is consistent with, .the suggestion that as a 

union becomes more . established and ■mo're ' involved with 

adminis'trat i ve routines, member sh i p participation drops' off 

( Ha g burg', 19 5 4) . Unions C, and D , were both ^recently,

established with Union D being'certified in 19 85 and -Union C
• • ■ • - ■’>. . .

. being, formed as. a- breakaway from ' ahother union within the

year .prior to thé study. , ' -• y

Finally, Union' Sa.ti s f act i on emerged as a significant 
.h- ' ' '' . y . . '

predictor , of Meeting .'Attendance suggesting . ' that those

• unionists who do become involved in un i on,^act ivit ie do so out' 

of a.desire yto change existing conditions within the" u n i o n . 

Although this causal sequence is .subject to confirmation: by 

further investigation it wouls appear that union.'m e m b e r s , who
■ "  - . ' ' 1. . ' ,r-. ..  ̂ . ' '

• do attend ..union meetings are. dissatisfied with the operation 

of te, union. It is likely, theri, tthat/attendahce ' i s for ,'the 

purpose of,voicing their concerns and effecting a\ change in

the way the \>ay t h e  union operated. 

Voting in Union Elections ' .•

.: ■■ ■ . y  - ■ ''4 ' ■'

?
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At the level of simple correlations/ -att'ltudina.l • ahd ' '

role characteristic var la^bles • were the .best * predictors' _ of
.  .  '  % '  ' /  /  \ '

Voting ,.in 'Union Electidjos (see' Table .,6). Detnogr^iphiç

variables, as a group, correlated weakly, or not at’ all - with'

the criterion. "The regresion analyses (Table ' 21) supported
- - 1 ' «  / .  ' . - 

these o b s e r v t i o n s . All three attitudlnal ■ predictors. Union'

Commitment, Union Satisfaction and Need for 1 nvol vetne'nt,
.A ■ '• ■ V. ; \ °
emerged as. significant predictors of .voting* in Union

Elections' as did Number of Associates in 'the Union and Uniôn ,

of Membership.' ..The regresslo model accounted,'for ip.79% , of '
/ /  : . /  ' - "  : < - ( ' . ; . '

Ce/criterion variance. ■ - .
. ' . . y : . . . r -

% ' As with Meeting Attendance, members of .Samples A and. • B 

indicated t h a t  they voted in union elections less frequently ■ ' ■

than did m e m b e r s ’ of Samples C and D. ..Unlpn Satisfaction ..was ' . 

also negatively related to Voting in ■ Union Elections ■ '■*

indicating that those'members who were less satisfied..with 

the union-and its. operation were the members reporting ‘.the ‘

greatest frequency of voting, in elections.. • .Individuals' who .

voted In . elections also indicated that they had. a greater v"

degree of both Union Commitment and Need for .Involvement as 

well as a greater Number of. R ecreational As’sbclates in .-the,.

Un 1 on than did, non' - voters. Again .. these findings are . 

consistent with the occupational commun i ty môdel suggested by



âpinard ( 1966 ) . •

ticip.atl'qïTin Other 'Union Votes

Part Iclpatiop’ in Other Union Votes was. found/ to be 

correlated with- most of the predictor "employed.. Weak 

correlations were, observed' between the' criterion ■ and 

Age j. Sex,Bducation and Number of Associates as well as Union 

Satisfaction' and Barriers to P a r t i c i p a t i o n A s  a re s u l t  of 

the regre.ssion analyses a somewhat .different pattern of' 

relationships emerged. Rble^characteristic var tables emerged 

as the class -of predictors most strongly related to 

Participation in Other Union -Votes. Only . one .attitudlnal 

variable. Need for Involvement, and .one demographic variable. 

Age)emerged as -a significant p r e d i c t o r . ■

A3 with the criteria previously discussed,m e m b e r s h i p  I n  

eith'hr .Sample- A or ̂ Sample B was negatively related to vpt ing ., ‘ ' ,

.Length of Union Membership and Number of Friends in the Union , ' ' 

were positively related to the criterion -as was Need for 

Involvement. A g a i n , - these" findings are consistent with 

Spinard's ( 1966 ) suggestions. Cdntrary to ’.previous 

■f1 n d i n g s ,h o w e v e x , Age was found to be negatively related to, 

participation.,° Older union members report participating in 

other union votes less frequently than do their younger 

counterparts . ■ ■ ' • ' , -,
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H o l d i n g  U n i o n  O f f i c e

■.■fp '

I Holding U n i o n ’Office vas -observed to be related to.

primarily attiLudinal and demographic pr.edictor variables 

(see Table 10). -Union. -Comfnltment was the single most 

powerful correlate of the criterion followed by'' Need tor 

Involvement, Number of D e h s n d e n t s , S e x , ' Barriers to

Part,icipation and, Length . of Union Membership. With the 

exception of Sex all of the. observed relationships were

positive In direction. As a result of ' the -regression

analyses (Table 21), '.a . somewhat . similar pattern of 

relationships was observed. Attitudlnal variables emerged as 

the strongest pre'dictors of Holding''Uni on Office foil owed by 

role characteristics and demographic variables.

The single mostrpowerful predictor of the criteria was, 

aga 1 n , ' Un li>OL Commi tment . , 'Individuals who participated by •

Hold ing a Union Office expressed a» higher degree of 

.commitment to the union than ' did nonpar t i c i p a n t s . Both Union 

Satisfaction and Barrlers to -Participation were, found , to be - 

negatively related to Holding' Union Office. As would b e . • 

expected individuals who perceived many obstacles to .their, 

participation were unlikely to run -for, or hold, a union , 

office. ■ As with ' Meeting Attendance', a.nd - Voting in Union

100
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' Electlona, Hold înig ’ Un Ion office appears to be a means- o;̂ ' 

.effecting change within the union'. ' Those who held office ' 

reported more dissatisfaction with the union than did union 

members who have not held office. . ■

Membership i n - Samples A a n d ' B w a s , again, negatively 

related to p a r t i c i p a t i o n . Members of these unions reported 

. par tici.pating less than did members of -Samples C and D,

Union members with children held a -union office -with 

greater frequency than did members with^ no, 'Children..' 

Although th'iît finding may seem to,be counter - i ntu i t i ve , . the 

assumption being that’ family* life is another external 

interest which takes away from the amount of time, -available 

for union actiyitles, it is cops istent -with the "Goldçn, ’Age !' , 

research -findings. That Is, Spinard ( 1966-), reports that 

u n ion members with a greater stake in their -jobs were more 

likely .to . participate . in union activities. Having 

dependents,' t h e r e f o r e , may lead to a - greater dependence upon 

empidymentjand, by default, union membership as a primary 

source of income.

Finally, female union . members reported Holding \Un1pn 

'Office less frequently than did males. This finding is



■

,c o n s i3 t e n t ■with -the o b s e r v a 1 1 on that participation 1n^ union 

activities by women decrease^' as one moyea np the union, 

hierarchy (WertheImer & Ne I s on,"i977) .

Ser ving on Uni on .Comml ttees ; ''

At the level' of simple correlations almost all ,o 1 the >

■ '.predictors we're found to b‘e correlated with the criterion

■ Serving on Union Committees (Tab^e 111. A tour, variable
I I  ’ <!model,, however, resulted from the regression analyses.

Union' Commitment was the s'lngle best predictor ’o.f 

■ SerVlng on Union Oommlttee's. with higher levels of. commitment 

being associated with.a greater willingness to serve on’ union 

committees.,.. Two demogr a ph 1 c var Idbles , Number of ■’Dependents 

and. Education, ' also emerge asy significant' predictors’ of 

,' committee membership-' It Is interesting ' to note that 

■committee service Is, perhaps, an area In which mor e ■ ed u,ca t ed 

union.members : find ,"an .application for the'lc ■ spec la.l l7.ed 
training or greater Interest In t'academ1c " Issues. > ' =

.Finally, Number of Associates ■ 1 ta the Union .was also

■ positively related to Serving' on Union Committees, Although
■ ■ '■ ■ ' C

the finding is c^mslstent with the d 1 fferent lad association

o'K 2,„hc ...XI', 'V ' ' ;.v.



model outlined, by Spinard .(’,1966 ),.. It la , not c.lea‘r whether 

Number of ,‘Associates is a cau?e— oTT^ian. effect of committee

se cylpe

Contact the Union. For Help

' . C o n t a c t i n g  the Union for Help was found to be correlated 

with the Number of Friends o r . Associa tes 'In t.he U n i o n N u m b e r  

'of Dependents and all .four of the attitudlnal scales. '.'The 

strongest correlate 06  ̂the criterion w.as Union Commitment 

followed by - Need ■ ,f or I n v o l v e m e n t . - generally, with the

exception 0 f •Number o f -D e p e n d e n t s , demographIc variables were 

not found to be correlated with Contacting the, Un Ion for Help 

(Table 12) .. . . • ; '

: ; A four variable, model was derived, for the criterion

(Table 2 1) Uni on Commitment and Need,-for T rivol vement both 

were pos Itf vely re la tèd to theVcr iter ion,, flember s expr ess Ing 

a greater need for 1 nvol vement. 1 n' the union reported a ■ 

greater ./.f requency of. contact Ing' the union 'f dr help, ' Members, ■ 

of' Samp/Le^'A contacted the union for help leas frequently'than 

did mergers .of Samples /B, C,' or D., , Respondents reporting a 

greater number of associates In. the .un ion a Iso contacted the .

uni on f or help ■ more frequent! y . "  , . ' - - ' ' ;: ■ 1 ■ . ... ■■ ■ ■■ .. . ̂



• f

Informai Partiqipat Ion

• As with previous cr i ter i a , ; ■th'iç s tr onge s t correlates .of 

I nf Qlmal , Par t i c i pa 1 1 on wet e found 'to be -att I tud ina 1- var 1 abl es 

and / in particular-/ Union Commi tment and We-ed for' Ifivol vement 

followed by role characteristics and d e m o g r a d h 1ca (Tab 1C 'lJ) . 

The multiple  ̂ r egress i-on ' .procedures, ' resulted 1 n . the • . 

development ‘of a three var labf.e _ model, to predict, .the 

criterion (Table 21) . ■ ' * ■' " >

I

Union COmmi t-ment was, . aga i n> the'» single most p o we r f u 1 ■

■' ' pred 1 ctqr . 0 f-'I*n forma 1.. Par 1 1 ci pa t Ion A h Igher degree ,of

comini tmemt- was ass ooi'a ted . w 11 h 'engagement' in'a areater nu.niber " ,

" o f I n f or ma 1 ,,pa f t i c i pa tor y be hay 1 où t s . .- .Numbe r " o f. ‘"’Fr I end s 1 rv "
: d I 'h . . . ' . '"*■ / . ; ' . ' . , -‘ th.e 'Un i on /also er(ierged /a s a; significant ■ pred ictor of the

criterion: Re s ponden ts reporting a ''gr e a te r n.u mb e'r of frfpnds .

d,n the unfob engaged in/inore of the ' 1 nf o'r m'a 1 r par 1 1 c ipa t'-l on

behaviours .th'an did respondents report 1 ng 'no .of ., few ' f r iendù

'Tn the ,,urrion': ' Fihally, Education was found to be,-, positively

relat.^d to Informal Participation. " As with Serving' on Unlo.rt ,

Cc?mml ttees'/'the sugge'sti on is made , that pa r t i c i pa t i on through

slîth ;-i n f or mà 1 , ■ act I V i t i'es ' as- ,-,:£*eadlng the.'- ■ union.'■

,- 'né W3 le ttef s', contracts etc ./i s more likely to be attract Ivef to_ '

-highly.educated 'member-s of the ùnioh. '

, .. t
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' S u m m a r y

. ■ . The £ lri3t .hypothesis investigated by. this study was that

, participation in uni on activities is; 'best unde.rstood as a 

variety o£ behaviours which may reflect different levels of 

mot i vat i on and which ma'y ■ each' have its own unique set of 

pred'ictor-3 . This hypothesis was partially supported by the 

study. . ■ . ■

, At- the level of classes of predictor variables, a general

trend was apparent for all of' the seven forms, of 

pa 11 i'c i pa t i on investigated. That is^ participation was best 

, -predicted by-attitudInal variables such as union Commitment, 

Union Satisfaction, tiffed for involvement and, to a le.sser, 

extent., ..-Barriers to Participation. Role ','character 1st ic 

variables, 'i.e. Union of Membership, Number o.f Friends in the 

Union and Length of Union Membershilp also, appeared to ' be 

adequate predictor of participation in'union activities. As 

a clSss.of p t e d 1c t o r 3,demographic variable^ did not emerge as 

particularly powerful predictors' of participation- Although 

demographic variables were found to . correlate with,-, various 

■ measures ,o'£ .partie i pat ion. these' variables were generally 

''washed out" in the regress ion a n a l y s e s , , - '

■ Î  - ,

0 5  b  ,b.



At the level o£ indlvldua,l ■ ..v^rlablee, however, marked-'
• • . ' . ’ - , : 

differences were ^observed' across the various measures of- 
t ' X  ‘ ' . ■ '' . ' '

part 1 cipab ion .. with the exception of Union Commitment, which

predicted .'six of the seven criteria', the' prcdicb'ive power of

any given - var table depended to - a  great extent - on' the
• ■ ■■■ ■ ' I '

criterion being considered. Length of Union Membership, for- 

example, predicted Meeting Attendance and. Participation in

• Other Union votes but did not* ' emerge ' as a s igni f itant -,

predictor of any, of.- the five other , criteria. These '

, observations -are particularly relevant to the demographic '

t -variables employed as p r e d i c t o r s c  None of the demographic

variables- emerged as. predictors b'f . more than two of the 

■criteria and several demograph ic mèas.ures (e.g.' Marital 

Status and-Type 6 f Work) - d i d̂ _ not .emerge ■ as significant" 

predictors of any of the criteria'..;. ' - , .

■ Sufficient .variation was'*', observed across the models 

developed for each criteria to warrant a restatement of. the 

basic research, quest l.o.h:. As. discussed earlier, the.' question 

becomes . n o t "ÿ^hat variables' best predict participation in - , 

union activities ■?" but, father, . "what variables predict ' 

'participation in" .a'certain form of union activities . T.hè ..

restatement implies a-, different approach toward, studying 

■membership par ticipat ion .in.; union activities In that further



'■ -V-

. . y  . , ■ ■ - ' '
' - I . - ■ ■ • ■

research, pr the design . Pf interventions must be. oriented

toward a particular type of activity rather thap ' toward a

global ■ construct of, pa r t I'c i.pa t tPn . - , ' *

. , Two add!tional points bear, discussion. First, çit is 

clear that the role' ot demographic ..variables as'predictors o'f 

any type,of participation is somewhat suspect.' Although the

early research focussed almost,, exclus i vely on such variables 

(Spinard, 1966) the use of multivariate techniques in the . 

latter day research has pointed to the' fact that demographic 

variables, in themselves; are, not particularly powe%ful 

.predictors of .participation.' R a t h e r , - -demographic variables, 

may pfay a moderating role in determining what form of junion 

activity an individual engages in. Thus,highly educated 

union -members may (choose to participate in a manner different 

\ from their less .educated counterparts. 'Similarly, a v a r i e t y  

, of factor s , both inter.nal and external to, thé union, may

predispose women to part ici pate ^in certain activities to t he

■exclusion of others (Wertheimer & Nelson, 1977 ). ' !

- The va 1 id i ty of. this point is not limited to . the , 

demographic variables employed in this study. A host of ■ 

factors. Including the; internal structure of the union, may 

•Influence how members participate in the union. The observed, 

relationships between Union of Membership and- participation



I n  v a r  i  oUg ,  f o ç m s  o £  u n i o n  a c f l y i ’b ' l e a  g e r ' v e s  t p  h i g h l i g h t  t h b s .

point. The task of union leader's > ‘or. o £ soc I a 1 ..sc i en 1 1 s ts In 
' ' ' ' , ■ ■ ; ■ 

their .empl o y , .1 s , therefore/ twofold . • ' .

'First, the membership . of the union must want to 

participate li) union acLlvltles . Although the .literature has 

uniformly treated pa r tl c i pa 11 on as a ■ be ha v I our a 1 cônstruct^ it 

Is clear that there is 'also an attl t.ud i na 1 component, to 

participation. This attitudlnal component creates the 

predisposition to par t.i c ipa be ; It is a nece"ssa ry but not a 

'sufficient condition for member sh i p" par t i c i p a t 1 on in union 

'acti-vitie's . ■ ■ ' i ■ .

How, then, can these positive attitudes be created or 

instilled in union members?- One'commonly overlooked aspect 

of union membership is the injportan'ce of newcomer o.rlehtation 

to the union. Gordon" et al (1980) -cite .newcomer orientation

as an iTh'portant factor in thQ development of a sense of
• ^ , /, ' : • 
commitment to, the union. '.New members . should be-.made aware ot

the' goals ' of the . un i on , its /h i s tor y 'arid mode of „ operation.

of  particular Importa n e e , in this regard, is the Union's past . 

record' of achievements in negotiating or establishing better 

working conditions, pay' increases , and. other goa'Is of "the 

membership. To us the terminology of Perl'ine and Lorenz ■ 

( 1970 ),■ the new member must be made aware of;, the "payoff" of '

.. : ' . .  ' ' '



un loft meiitberïihip ,,'an̂  participât Ion in union activities .

In addition to this, form' 'of introduction,, the union 

should make every effort to ensure that nçw members ' are 

introduced to the structure of the- union and- the union' 

officials (e .g;, shop'stewards) with which the new member- is 

most likely to interact. Unions can establish membership, 

committees to ensure that such introductions are carried’ but 

and that members are formally -,introduced to, union activities. , 

Such a committee may' be profitably established along ^ h e  

lines of à "buddy system" with e a c h .new member being assigned 

a commit'tee member,.to perform the necessary introductions and 

accompany t h e ' new', member to union ' meetings and . other 

activities, . , ; . ' : ' ' . . ■

» - V ' ,
• The importance of. this"newcomer orientation period is to 

establish, for-the union member, both the, benefits of the 

union and the expectation of participation. - T,hat is. to Say, 

the new member should _be encouraged to participate •' in union 

a c t i v i t i e s  and be made , aware that such participation is 

expected.of union members.

: •' Over-.time the establishment of., newcomer' or 1 entation 

p r o c e d u r e s •would lead to a committed 'membersh ip  as the



properly oriented "new members" eventually tômprise'thte ' bulk' ' . . 

o£ thç union membership. . Established unilang cannot, howevf;r, ' 

■wait for, attrition to effect this -change - Rather , existing 

members of-the union 'must also be made aware of. the benefits ' 

of participation' and the requirement' for an active 

membership. 'Two methods may be suggested for effecting this 

r e s u l t . • ■ ' - ,

The union executive should mate. eVery effort to ensure

that the union membership are kept aware of the activities
■ - *  ̂ y. ' ' /

and accomplishments ..of the ‘union. Many unions have 

estabiia.hed .internal means- .of • communication such , as

newsletter and membership education committees through which 

such 'communication could be effected. ' . .

Secondly, the. union may .wish to focus the attention of 

the- members on - the need , for' active' members. Internal 

■ "membership drives" could be conducted designed to- increase, 

m embership attendance at, .and participation 'in, various union 

functions. - informal discuss ions with union ‘leaders suggest 

that, a l t h o u g h 'membe r s h i p par t i c i pat i on Is often cited as a 

i^dai, relatively little is • done to actively achieve this 

goal.' Thus, as an e x a m p l e , .'although union, leaders decry the 

poor attendance at union meetings there is often little done 

to encourage attendance beyond publicizing the time, location



■ V

and sometimes the agenda oE the meeting.

Such'a strategy relies on.the members' enlightened self 

- interest as a' moti vat ing force < The - lack o'f membership 

parti.cipation . in union activities/' however^ suggests that a 

more active campaign on t h e  p a r t  of the un ton is.requ i red 'to ' 

encourage membership participation. ' '

In addition tc\ encouraging membership participation in

these ways, the.' union can a l s o . .intervene directly to - 

facilitate (greater participant ion . in. . ;un ion -, activities. . . ■ 

Recognizing that "participation" may I'nyolve a great number 

of diffèrent behavlouts leads naturally to the question of-

■which behavi.ours should • be actively encouraged as appropriate , 

forms o'f membership involvement. - The 'answer to the question 

will' depend “largely on the goals ' of the' un 1 ohÿ the ir 

interpretation of what ' membersh ip . par t ici pat ion rrteahc and', of- 

course, the type of partlcipatl.ort ' available to the  ̂uni on 

members,. It should 'also be recognized that the needs and the' 

goals of the union as an organization will, '.vary With , time; - 

hence the importance attached to a p&rticglar form 1 of

participation is also likely to vary over time, ■ . ' :

The pnion can,and should, carefully examine it's goals in

- - ■ ■ ■ - ' a



■ ' J

terms of p a r t i c i p a t i o n . Are there particular activities .which 

are not well, attended? Are ■ there areas 'of vlnion activity 

which require greater membership activity?- Having established 

specific goals _,and pr i or it les for increasing participation in 

Union activities the' urfion "can proceed to', take action to 

encourage participation in these aC 1 1 v i t i’es . - " \

Any-such action,' of c o u r s e , ' should be based on . the
- ' ' i • ■ ;v .

thorough understanding of the problem. Such an understan<^iruj 

wouI'd include the consideration of -anÿ factors yhich might 

Inhibit participation.. For example, arc- me e tings b e tn g held 

at an n,convenient time or place? is the type of. activity or 

the form of activity.Inherently discouraging participation. -

I.e. are meetings too -long or too boring? -

.The union' —  may also consider - the - !.'payoff i or 

participation" .(Perline & L o r e n z , 1970) or, ' the rewards 

attached t o ,par 1 1 cl pa t i on in particular act 1 v it 1 e's, - it Is 

likely that many union activities cap .be restructured , or 

adapted to.become more rewarding to par tIc i p a n t s . ' ' Union 

meetings may be followed.by a social function for attendees. 

Participation in certain activities such as voting in union 

•elections or attending meetings may qua i 1 fy un Ion me.mbera for 

participation in a. lottery or result in some form of 

inexpensive reward.' Vqtlng i n student union e lec-t 1 o n s , for

f
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example, has oh occas I o n .been encouraged by giving voters a 

free pen after they cast their ballot.

1’he Important thing is not how the union goes about 

stimulating part 1 cl pat 1 on 1n par 1 1cnlar activities but that 

the union plays an'active role in encouraging participation,. 

The 'efficacy of particular Interventions can' be • established 

through careful monitoring and evaluation. It .is likely that 

in many unions the well known "Hawthorne effect" will play a 

role at least Initially. That is, the novelty of .- the union 

encouraging participation will, in itself, result in the. 

desired change. . . , .

HYPOTHESIS II -

The second general hypothesis examined in this study'' was 

that the predlctly.e models developed'for each criteria would 

differ between male and female union m e m b e r s . The literature 

suggests that the par 1 1 cl pa 1 1 on of women In union .activities' 

may differ from the participation of male union members In 

terms of both .the frequency and the type of participation 

..(White,1981 ; Wertheimer & Nelson, 1979 ). .Participation In 

union activities by women may be , predicted by. different 

variables than the-participation, of m e n . v '
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As previously discussed, the best overall pred ictors ' of 

participation, were ' role' ' character ist'ics and attitudinal' 

variables, f o r . thfe full sample. Demographic variables w e r e , 

for the most part', washed out of . .the. analysis by role of 

.attitudlnal 'variables . ' Within this .cd.ntext it is fruitful to 

look at .the different patterns ' of predictors for various 

types’ of participation for both male and female respondents.-

Males

Among mâle respondents only one demo'^r aph ic variable, , 

Number o.f Dependents,, entered as a significant predictor , of 

formal participation . Number-.of D e p e n d e n t s , was related only 

to' Holding Union. Office for m'ale ’respondents. Education 

.emerged 'as a- significant predictor of, the meas.ute of. Informal 

Participation. Similarly, role characteristic variables did 

npt hold up as pr ed i ct.or s - a£ f otma 1 .participation for male 

respôndents. Un"i on tc.f ■ membe r s h 1 p emer.ge.d as a significant 

predictor of Meeting A t t e n d a n c e 'a m o n g . male respondents and 

Number of Recreational Associate^ .in the Union emerged as/ a 

[significant predictor o f ,contacting the Union for Help :- With 

these two exceptions ther^e w a ^ / n o  , s 1 gn i f 1 ca n.t relation's' 

between the set of role characteristics and the measures of 

participation employed ;in the study for the mâle fespon'dent.s . .
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' ; ■ Attitudlnal measures and 1 n par t icular ■ Un i oh Comnil tmen t 

■and Need for Involvement proved -to be the , strongest 

■predictors of both formal and In f o rma!■ participation in-unloh 

activities, by male union members. ' - -

. Females ' . ■

I

Demographic variables did not fare well as predictors of . 

participation among female respondents-: Education e m e r g e d , as

'-■a significant predictor of - both Serving on* Union Committees'. '' 

and I n f or ma 1 Pa r f,l clpa 1 1 on . .Number of Dependents ' pred 1 cted 

both Hold i n g -'Un 1 bn Office and Serving - on -Un i on Cômml t t e e s - 

This latter relationship was positive in d i r e c t i o n - s u g g e s 1 1ng 

that the' more dependents, a female respondent had the mpre . ' 

likely she was to engage in these activities- No other 

demographic v a r 1 able emerged as a significant 'predictor ■ of 

formal [iat't lei patlon among .female respondents..'

Role characteristics, in particular Length of Union 

Membership,. Number of Associates in the Union .and Union, of - 

Membership did emerge .as predictors of formal participation 

.for female respondents. idembershlp^ in Sample A was 

negatively related with each of the six measures of .^formal



Overall then, the second prediction was only pdrtlally

supported by the data. Qemogr aph Ic variables did n o t , a s a

whole, prove ,J;o be good predictors of participation for

either male or female -respondents. .Role cha r ac te't is 1 1 c

variables on the other hand, did predict participation for

women,but not for men.. 'This finding is consistent with the'

observations of Wertheimer and Neii^on- (19 79 ) who suggested 

that the union, i.e. fellow union members, plays an important' 

role in determining the extent of participation -in union,

SUMMARY ‘ ' ■ '
p

Thé. second hypothesis received mixed . support from , the

data'. • As was previously mentioned, attitudlnal variables'

proved to be the best predictors ot all '.forms of

■participation for both male and. female respondents.

participation as well as • the measure. .of informal vj

Participation. Mee t i ng At tendance and Participation 1n Ot he r ■

Union' Votes increased wi ti) length of Unloh Membership, .

Number ' of Associates in the , Union predicted Meet Ing ' '

Attendance, Voting in Union Ei ec t i ons and Ser.ving on Union . - '

Committees. Number ■ o f"*'■ Fr i ends in the Union., predicted,- . ■

Informal Participation. • . ' • ' ,



•■'\ Dèfftogï'aphl c'.vâr labléfl>-, with few exceptions-, ' di^ nO-t W k e   ̂

.- slqnlf lcant independent contributions to ' the' prediction ’ ô t "  

. àny of .the ,,cr i tier ip'h .measures . Role characteristic ya.rlableo . 

' predicted par t Icipation for- female, but not for • male,' 

respondents.* ■...'■' -, -

• ' , No' d e a r  differences emerged- between, mhle '‘and vfem'ade

respondents in terms of predicting various forms o f̂

■‘̂ participation. Union role va'r tables • were, better pred ictor s  .• - 

of .-par 1 1 c 1 pat ion'.f or female rather than- ma le respo.ndents .and
/ ■■ . ' : ■■ :-•'■ ■ _  -. :  ̂ "V .:
overal.l the regression -. models - .developed'-' for . female 

respondents were more powerful, ip terms of critefioh variance . , 

accounted for . . Thes-e findings, ' however / are ^uridoûbtedly - , . 

influenced by the fact' that, the majority' the sample'' was

: female and; that, with jo he exception, , there were mor ç jfemale.s*% 

than.males in each uP i on surveyed. These conditions are-- no,t. 

characteristic of :'the .labour movement ras . ; a whole' ..(White-,

1981.) .

' It '■ sloduld - be- pointed out that the : tnajot ■ gender'

d 1 f fe r é nee that was .pred icted . as -par t ■ " o f . t h e  ' secOnd 

.. hypothesis' was the. importa-hce of the -Barr ier -to R.ar.ticipa11 on 

* Sea le d'n predicting participation for female, but not male, ■ 

respondents Np such d i fferehçes were observed. The scale 

whi ch was employed 1h the cur rent study was adapted f rom the



Wer the 1 mer and . Nelaon ..( 19 79 )' s tudy- G.l ven the >3dc 1 a 1 changes 

which have occurre'd 'since..that original s'tudy,' It may be, that 

the, checKlist does not measure items by attitudes, re le, van t to,, 

Eetfiale unionists today! It i-s highly provable that further

research in this area would benefit from' the literature on
. . - . - , . gender roles. Any conclusions from the current study must be

qualified 'by the’ recognition that" the issue of gender

differences in union par t ic i pa tlon -'a n d , 'more generally,

gender roles has n,ot been.dealt with in depth herein-. ' The

finding that participation - g n union activities by female

respondents was. related to Uni'on rofe characteristics leads

to the .hypothesis that other role characteristics, rédevant to

women, wd'u Id" also play a role .in 'p'r ed i c t i ng pa r 11 c i 'pa t. ion.

This is an area-which has been touched On, . bu L not fully

explored, i n the Aval lable literature. ''

: , .■ LIMITATIONS OF THE STU.DY c'

. ^The 'study reported on here , is "bestc, cons i de.r ed as a n ̂ 

exploratory. ■ s'tudy .in ,a relatively unexplored , à r e a of , 

Indus hr i a I/Or gân 1 za t i ona 1 Psychology. As a result there, are 

several,factors wiiich limit the ' Interpretation of findings ;■ 

anid' suggest caution in drawing ..firm conclusions about .union, 

participation and its c p t r e l a t e s . ■ Three inter  ̂ related 

areas', general izabi 1 i ty, validity of the measures , and



R  . . .

A

' .methodological ■concerns will be d Is clashed .

■; . \   ̂ '

! Wl-th regard to genera 11 7.a,b 111 t y , tger,e, ■ are two major

a,refais' 6t _ concern; the ‘ extent to which khe results are

• r epr',esentat i ve of..the sample and ' the extent to which the

results can be extended to larger populations. ,• recent

stud l e s ,- on - union participation . (e.g.' .Anderson, 1979 ;

Fullagar, ■ 1986 ) have had relatively .little success In

generating' response rates/ greater than 2 0%., • The current

study'-is no exception. "For two of the unions less, than 20%

of the members responded to the survey. ’ The response^ from

■ .Sample .A represented 8 4 .19% of the entire sample.' suggesting

that the results are more -'representative of that union' than

■,foc tiny othgr union survfeyed . There fore n o ’claim can be made

. for the representativeness lof the sample 1 n refere.nce to. the

. sampling fr^me. JFur ther mor c , the. Unions participating fn the

■ study'were'all, located In the Ha 11 fax/DartmoUth area and none

of them were employed In , the •private ..sec.tor. These''

observations .sugges.fe Extreme caution .in general izl ng these

. £1nd 1 ngs t o ^ t h e 'labour ■movement as a whole or specific other

..unions'.' ■ Ext.enslve replications employing - ' a more

. representative .atrate.gy must be undertaken in- . order to

-develpp an adequate understanding of participation in union

activities,'' . . ' • ' . . ' . . .
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. O n e  ml g ht a l s o - q u e s t  lOn the, v a l i d i t y  of' the m e a s u r e s  

e m p l o y e d ;  In. p a r t i c u l a r  t he  ' a tfl tud 1 na 1 m e a s u r e s  . ' 01 the

four s u c h  mo's sur es emf)lQyed o n l y  one, the U n i o n  C o m m i t m e n t

■Scale, h a s  b e e n  e s t a b l i s h e d ,  as a ' v a l i d  m e a s u r e  of the 

' .-.construct . F i n d i n g s  o£„ the s t ud y ,  ' th e n,  a r e  b e s t  I n t e r p r e t e d  

e m p l r  I c a l l y ' '.rathér • t h a n  as c o n s t r u c t s .  For example,, the

6 Ind'lngs. , t h a t  .1 the U n i o n  .. Sat Is f a c t i o n  S c'a le c o r r e l a t e s

. n e g a t l  Ve.ly or not, at a l l  wit.h m e a s u r e s  of par 1 1 cl pa L Ibn Is an 

. e m p i r i c a l  o b s e r v a t i o n  v h i c h ^ .  Ih the a b s e n c e  pf v a l i d i t y  d at a ,  

■/cannot be . I n t e r p r e t e d  as a £ 1 nd 1 ng ' re.gar d I tuj the c o n s t r u c t  o ' f  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e y '  un Ion'.- ' ^

, ' ■ .A related concern Is th.'e extent to which, survey

responses cah'be said to -measure reality. Respondents may, 

for e x a m p l e , .have distorted, exaggerated or tailed to recall 

the extent’ of their;- pa r 1 1 c 1 pa 1 1 ph In '• va.r-lou.s union 

ac.tlvlthes. If. this is the' .case , . then the .findings' - o 1 the . 

. , study relate.not to,actual participation but -rather ' to self r

.perceived participation.' In order to study par 11 c j.pa t J.on one 
■ . . . * • ,v .« . , ' ' . . ■ ■

sh'ould/ of course., s.cudy actual -ppr t ic i pa t i on ralfes; , e.g.

' ”<.■ study the behav 1 o u r . rather thap the repotted behaviour. This/

. was 'hot, for - a var iety. of r e a s o n s , possible, in the current 

:. , ■ study! Fullagar (198,6)' found that, where . such measurement,

was pjissible , ' se 1 f report and objec'tlve' data were highly 

' '\ . correlated.. ' \ '
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Two additional lactora may Impune the yalidlty of the 

■'current study. .■''First, although the focus of the study was on 

participation, the method employed did, in it.self,^ require a 

participatory 'behaviour. That Is to say, responding to

union Sponsored study of participation is in itself a .means ’
• ■. ' - 1" 

of participating Iq union activities. Un.l on members who do

not participate at all..In union act i v 1 hie s , ' therefore, may

.not be Included 1 n" the cur rent sample;. This problem emerges •

from the most" widely employed "research strategy of examining;..

,'wh.y union activists participate in the union in an attempt', to i

study the correlates of union pa 11 i cl pa L i on ( Kol ch 1 n,,

Hÿclak , 19 8 4) . . The use of noh - ■’ .Intrusive research- -\ '
'  ' -  ' \  > ■ ' "'i \methodologies may well overcome this basic'. flaw and lead to a - .

greater understanding of membership participation j.l‘n" union y 

activities. ■ ■ ■ . ■ \, .

A , r e 1 a ted 'conce.r n is the use of attitudlnal; measures as 

predictors of pa r 1 1 c 1 pa t i on . From a behavioural viewpoint,

' the f orma t ion of an attitude toward the union rtay, in itself,

. be ,a form of participation in the union;''. .Developing a sense 

■ ' of union commitment, for example, can be . construed as a

covert behaviour' which, given the- observed . relationships 

.. between c o mmltment'and participation, may leâd' to an overt

behaviour subh afe .noeeting attendance ' This is not . an issue 

. ; which can bt easily resolved. The recognltiom that attitudes



may be thought, of as behaviours- implies ’ that' a 11 i tùd, t ua 1 

measures»(nay ,be employed a both predictors and criteria. The . 

value of ysinfj attitudlnal mea sur'e's, t h e n , Is not simply to.* . ■ -I ' - -
predict another, more- .observable, behaviour but alsoi to 

explore the relationship of the individual member to' the. 

vinion through a- consideration of ;both ' covert and overt 

1 n v o l v e m e n t . ■ , - -- - ' ' . .

s-

-‘ -It is i^mpor t a n t  to c o n s i d e r  w h a t  has- bee'n m e a n t  t)y
- - /  ' ' #  ' - - '' ' ' "s a y i n g  that- a g i v e n  v a r i a b l e  is ’" g o o d "  of " p o o r " p r e d i c t o r

of par t ic i'pa-t i on j . T h e  t e c h n i q u e s '  e m p l o y e d  in t h r 'study, 

d . e .  " c o r r e l a t i o n a l  a nd  r e g r e s s i o n  atialysls, d o  hot estab'lish 

c a u s a l i t y  or c a u s a l  d i r e c t i o n .  in t h i s  s t u d y ,  tiien, 

• p r e d i c t i o n  d o e s  not I m p l y  a t e m p o r a l  o r d e r i n g  . or c a u s a l  

s e q u e n c e .  p r e d i c t i o n  Is b e s t  u n d e r s t o o d  as an  . e m p i r i c a l  

' r e l a t i o n  w i t h  an  u n k n o w n ,  c a u s a l  d i r e c t i o n  in the c u r r e n t
.  i i . '  .1 ■ ■

•study. ' . ' ' • ,

V ' . Similarly, ' corrélations, and regressiop' weightsj' arc 

. ' 'notoi’i.Qusly .subject to shrinkage.- The ■ s ta t s.ti cs reported In 

. t th is,.study ,'thçre fore, ' cannot . be .Interpreted in an absolute 

. sense as r i ndlc.at i hg the s i ze of • the ” true'" . r e la t i qnsh I p . ■ Th i s 

.- is part leu lari y 'true given the different- measures employed 

‘ for- each pfedic/tbr ; va.r 1 able . Wh 1 l.e ' some predictors were

' .me.asured by. a single -itern other were mea's.fired, by as many aS

-.1,2.2 ,



• ■ « • V i î - :  ■■■ ■■ - \ ' , Q .  '

30 Iteifts. the number of- items comprising a rlieasure has ià 

direct etfect on. fhe reliabili-ty of the measures . The 

r e 1 i abl l-.\ ty . of Tneasur erne n t , in ‘turn, has a direct e f f e c t ’ on 

•thé stability of the d e Atved regression weights. Regression 

weights derived from unreliable measurements are, notoriously 

unstable arid highly subject to shr inka’ge . ' ' '

Finally, the regression, models developed through the

stepwise technique’ are designed to result in the 'optimum
: . ' 

prediction of the criteria. As a tesult, yariables which are

Correlated with both the criterion" and , other predictor

/ v a r i a b l e s  are often washed' o u t .of the regression analysis.

. The models that were developed for this study, therefore,^’ do

•not represent the only predictive -models which could be

Level o p e d . Nor do they represent the '\ b e s  t " prediction In

any absolute sense. What the mode,is do X r e p r e s e h t  is the

combination of predictors which accounts \ f hr tnost of the

criterion variance using-the fewest number of p r e d i c t o r s .
k t  ‘ . .  1

• The .finding^ that^ a ‘ given prre.dicto-r did not attain 

5 i gni f icfance in the' regression analysis does not mean that 

the variable i'S unrelated to the criterion. Such a .finding 

.simply means that the criterion variance attributable to that

predictor l-s shared, by another variable or c.ombinatlo.n of
’• V  i 'variables which have previously entered the model. .'.In the

.’j' ■ - •.' /■ ■ 1 2  3 . ;
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cvirrent study thrée methods, of i;nodel building were empioyed 

to develop  ̂ the stepwise, regress ion - models - forward^ eh tty, 

backward elimination and simultaneous entry. The résultant 

equations from each method were identical . As Nle. '(1983) 

points out, while the three methods do not 'always give the 

same results, it is. an encouraging -sign' when identical 

equations are derived -'.froTn the three methods .

' • SUMMARY AND' SUGGESTIONS ' . " ■■ .

The current study 'set out-to evaluate .several hypqthese? ' s. . • . . '

regarding the- giredictors of -various- forms of participation. ■ 

The findings are, to àome -extent, supportive of p r e v i o u s ’ 

studies particularly with regard .to the importance of union 

role characteristics a s' -pr èd i'ctor^’s of- pa r t-i c i pa t i on . . -the ■

importance of , ‘Union, Cpmmitinent as a predictor . 'of

participation has been implied (e.g. Gordon et al, 1981) but.-' 

never forma 11y tested in the literature, .Previous studies 

from the "Golden Age" era focussed almost .exclusively on the- '■, . . .  J  ' ' 4 , ' ■ . , » i -

role- of demographic v a r i a b l e s -as- predictors'bf participation. 

The current study, along with - other .recent invest I'gati ons 

(e.g. Anderson, T979 ;- Nicholson et al, 1961) suggest, that' ,

demographic -variables play a relatively .mi nor role in

predicting participation. v ' '



:

■ This shift In -emphasis away from ,the reliance' on 

primarily demographic predictors of particlpotion implies 

strategy’ for designing interventions to increase ' membership 

participation. ' As the literature In. this field grows it 

becomes' increasingly apparent that t h e ’ .factors influencing 

participation are, to. a/ large extent, factors which are under 

the control of the un 1 on . ‘ At t i t'uses ^toward the union, the,, 

extent to which4an individual feejs welcome to participate or 

.'thinks of him/her se 1 f as " a  part of 'the union" are factors 

■ which are amenable to ̂ man 1 pu l a 1 1 on and are, therefore, • the 

appro prelate, focus of Interventions designed to increase ' 

membership part ici pat ion"'in union activities. ' -

The f1 nd i ngs of this study are not - inconsistent with 

Spinard's ( 1966) : concept of' a - "sense -.of' occupational 

: community" as the most important condition for membership' 

participation in union activities.' S'pinard ( 1966 ) suggested 

that factors which increase the union m e m b e r s ' identification 

with the, union and .its' ' members ' lead to' increased 

participation. The ."..sense of o c c u p a t i o n a l ■ community" 

described by Splhard '( 1966 ) is very s i m i l a r ’ to the concept of. 

Union Commitment as d e ^ r T b e d  by Gordon et al (1981). The

factors■ ci ted by Spinar^ (J.966) as leading to this sense of

occupational community are similar to those , factors 'which 

lead to an Increased sense of organizational commi'tment; e.g. 

expectations, sbcia 1 ization; e x p e r i e n c è s , workplace (union)



contacts etc. It would seem,there tore, that a potentially 

fruitful a.re'a of Investigation would be the development and 

evaluation .of a model of union comm'l tment and part I d  pat I on .

A tentative model.. Is presented 1 here (see Figure 1 ) .'

Essentially, the model ' suggests' that am 1 nd 1 v'ldua 1 ' s

assoclation.^^ wl th a union a n,d Its, members . leads to the 

development of attitudes toward the u.nlon. The individual 

develops a conception of what the union Is, the role It plays 

In the workplace and the union's.effectiveness In''achieving
I \ '» ' £

certain gôals. The--1 nd 1 vl d ua 1, through 1 n t e r a cj: 1 o n with the

union and Its members, also develops' an understanding of the 

role he or she l.s to play In -the' un ion. These perceptions of 

1 1 tude,s of the ■ 1 nd 1 v 1 dua 1 are represented In' the model by 

the variables Union Commitment and Need for rhvolvement.

The model, also • Indicates that demographic .and role

■char acter 1 .St ic , var la bles affect the translation of positive 

a t t l t u # ^  into active . participation in ' union activities.
■ T . .  ■ ' ■Th'ese ̂ ^ r  lables may effect the d 1 r ect 1 on „o £ ' an 1 nd 1 v 1 d ua 1.'s 

Involvement In the union. , Education, for e x a m p l e , has been 

previously suggested '.in'this paper to lead to participation 

through .comml ttee ser v Ice or Informal pa r 1 1 c, 1 pa 1 1 on . Other 

demographic or role variables may affect the freguency as 

well as the type of participation.. The structure; of .'the

126



■ ;/ •;>

union (Hàgburg, ’ 19 5 4 ) .  has ! ' been ' sugges ted to limit or 

encourage various forms of participation through scheduling 

,pr constitutional regulation-. ' . , ■ ^

•Any such,model, of c o u r s e , is -subject to , empirical

testing and evaluation.- The mode 1 -presented ' here, however'}
- ' t ' - "

is consistent.with both the results of the current study 'and 

suggestions made' by previous authors (e,g Perl Ine & Lorenz, 

19,70; Spinar.d, . 1966 ).. . -

. -It is also clear from the results o f  the ..current study 

that a "better" operational definition of union participation 

is required bo further research -in .this fields Using 

multiple criteria results in different findings -than using . 

the "traditional" single _ criteria. ' The concept -of union 

participation has generally b*een poorly conceptualized . and 

operationalized throughout' the literature. It is- -suggested 

that a greater understanding of what participation is and how 

different forms of participation :are ' related 'would be of 

great ass i s ta.nce . , i g conducting -■ further, -.^research ■ and ' 

developing .organizational interventions designed to ihcr.ease 

membership support in' union a c t i v i t i e s ’’ ' '

The latter . endeavor is an area has been,' to a large

\



extent-, ' ' been ignored . by Indus tr I a 1/Or gani z a 1 1 ona 1 

Psyc'hojLog 13ts.. It is .suggested that a closer r'elationshtp 

wl th -un i ons , mode i ed 'a £ ter the, existing/relationship between 

psychology and management w o u I d .b e ,bene £ ic1 a 1 £ or both ' the 

unions .and psychologists. Psychologists' as r e s e a r c h e r s , 

consultants and even as union members have a role to play' in 

the further development o £ .labour unions.

c
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EXQlifîE i

Model of Membership P a r t ici p a 1 1o: 
■in Union Activities

I Membership Participation
- Meeting Attendance
- Vote in Élections

IDemographic Variables 
I -Sex
I ■ '-Education
I -No. of

■/ ■

Other Votes, ■ ■
Hold Off ice.^;^
Serve on Corrahittees 
Contact Union f.or 
Help
I n, f o r ma 1 •
Par t i c 1 pa 1 1 on ' -

k

Dependents

Union Role 
Characteristics 
-Length of 
Member 3 h 1p

-No . of  ̂
Associates 

- N o . of Frlends

Attitudes
- Commitment
- Satisfaction
- Need for _ 

Involvement

K.
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% Saint Mary$ University
S c n ti.i ,

fî3M  3C3 ■

O e p B r tm c n ^ o f  P iyc tj^o fo g v

Dear Mèmbeç

My name is Kevin Kell o w a y . a n d  I api a graduate studorit in tlio 
I ndustrial/ Organizational' P s y c h o l o g y  p r o g r a m  at St, Mary's, 
University. As part of this p r o g r a m  I .am required t6 complot.e a 
research project. I w o uld like to ask for you'ty support pf my 
.research. ' • . ' ,

. With the consent of rhe . ' executive’ I am conducting <‘i
survey of the ■ .'iiemhership. You are invited to participate
in this study by taking 20 to" 30 minutes-, ahd camploting the . e n 
closed questionnaire.. • -

11 is most important,. that y pu ,do NOT put your name on the 
■questionnaire. This is to protect'.your ' own anonymity. - The su r- 
v e y i s  not connected with the management of in any way.
Thepfore you arç asked to take the survey home, with .you to com
plete.it. Please .do not complété the survey during working hours 
or at the workplace. . ’ '. .

' ' • ■ • .

. Upon complet-ion of the study -I will - provide tiic . • ■
executive- with a complete copylof the final result. This infor
mation will help/them to better understand the attitudes ' and 
needs • of y o u . .the m embership. h 1 will-also provide indivi
dual 'members with a short suirimary' of ,the study results upon -re
quest.,' If .you. wish to receive a copy of this summary please d.o 
not hesitate to contact me . - - '■ ,

Th is is your qppurtunity'tcr express -your -opinions about .the 
Please take, 20-30 min'ut.e.s and complete'' the questionnaire. 

Thank you for your coopérât, ion . ' , - - '

Sincerely :

Kevin Kelioway 
Psychology Department 
§t. ,Mary-s University 
Halifax, Nova SCotia • > 
Tel: 429-9780 Ext: 492.



• MEMBERSHIP SURVEY ' '

You invited to participate ’in a survey where your opinions
about the . afin be e x p r e s s e d . The'opinions you express, wj.1T be
treated anonymously and in tjie strictest f i d e n c e . The information ' 

■provided by the p u r v e y  will enable the •. executive to .obtain à - 
• bet ter • unaers t a ^ ^ n g  of you r views' and opinions This s u r v e y ‘ia being 
conducted on benal'ï'pf the by a graduate- student -in Industrial
Organ i za t iona ] Psychoiogy at Saint Mary's University. '

'Instructions • . ■' , ;

Although the,8urye.y )ias been mailed to yog it work you are 
asked to take it homo with you' in ordeh to complete* it. .Please VO NOT, 
complete the survey during work ing hours . . ■ ' ' . ’■4

To ensure your o w n 'anonymity please DO NOT pub your name on 
the questionnaire". . , . \, •

V'/hen returning the questionnaire please loe sure to sgal. the •' 
.envelope.. To return the questionnaire simply place tfie' sealed 
envelope in the outgoing mail (in ter-university., ma il does not require 
a s t a m p ) . . ' ' . ' ■ ' , ,

Please complete the survey,on ypur own rather.than discussing - 
you r an'swérs wi th o t h e r s . ; , ! -. .

Please' be sure t o . answer all questions. Questions are printed 
on both Sides of the' questiohnaiYe . '

■ There are 57 ques tions in tl:is s u r v e y . For most of the 
questions .yog,are asked to. indicate your agreement with a statement- " 
F o r  ̂each ’ question sim’pl.y ClRCI,E the number which best describes' your 

■ opinion ; ■' • ' ' ■; , ' \ , : ' ' " n .

EXAMPLE: -1 . I would be interested in Com pi e t i rig th is ' survey .

.Stroiigly Disagree 1. .' . 2. . . ,,3. ..4- . ., ( ^ S t r o n g l y  Agree .

Some que$t.iôns are c h e c k l i s t s y o u  are asked to place a - check 
ntai'k' ( ) beside each ' activity you have engaged -in'.. Please check only
those activities you hav.e actually done . • ■

EXAMPLE: Wlrrch of the following activities did you do toda'y ?
' ' ' ' V' \ . ' ' . ■ /

Î , . a)Ate. lunch V . '
■ ■■  ̂ . ,b)Went .to work . 7* • . ' "

. : ■ • c )Drove a ç a r

\ . Finally,, some 'questions ask you to write your response in the
' space provided. - ' • ..... - ' •

' EXAMPLE; .What is today's date ? , ' .

J d hc à  Y- . ■



%

1- ^ Vi lus, iM Inq i ' member beciuee I t Irte ut I f 1 e « ’m® wilb rbo
f , .  , labour movemen^\ . - ,

Strongly D1 eagre» , 1 . . .  : 3 .3i .4 . ... . .5 strongly Agree
’ • ■ ' . • ■ I - • . ■ ■
2.'. H«inb«rs o( the. • nr« not @Xp#ct#d to h&v# a #trong pcrAOOAl

. ct>n>mi.t.rn«nt to tWo no aqc V a t lop .

Strongly Dl»s<jrec X. . . . . .3. “ . .4 . . . .5 '.Strongly A.jtac'

0 . I a m  art 1 1 n f 1 <i(!. wi-Vh . t>\o ‘ nn 1 on m*« 1 1 ngs ' V e\d by tho . . . * ;

Strongly Ow.-v.gr^o ' I \ . 2 - > . ' » ' .J . . . . ~ .4. . . . .5 Strojxgly Agr«5i* ’’

4. £vc ry tnembc r • mua t bo prepared to take the. time knd tho r I aV of
f i l l n g a  grievance., • *

* . ' ' S ' * '
S.trongly Olaaqcee • ,1 - Ï. . e. .. 2. . . . .*3. . . . .  A. . . ..5 Strongly Agr„c

. 5 . 1 f h l k  vip the / to my .frlendrf’ ae a great or ga n t tn t 1 oil to
■ : ^olong  ̂ to . , ' " . . .  '7 ' . ‘ '

Strongly' Dl#agr;èe I.' vt.. ^ -2- . . v .”.3........... 4 ........... 5 StroiVgly Aqf.jt-

6 . .Very little' .tl^at tl)Q membe rehip want* ha* any real imporl.\f\ce to
-, the : -■

Str o n g l y  Dl «agree 1 ...........2 i ' . . . . ). .. . - . 4........... 5 Strongly Agree

,• ?.'■ I Va lue ^e m g  a ' - member becaoee It give# me a chance
%6 Vent my^Yee l Inge .,  ̂ ,

5 1 r ong I y 01 sag f ce ' 1 . ‘ . . . . 3 . ' % . .3 . . . 4 , . . . ' . . 5 Strongly Agree

' 8 " * bV loyalty 1# to my .\ADrk not to the '

Strong y.y “01 sag r cc \ . . 2 . . ... . 3 . . . 4  ......... 5 S t rogg I y Ag r*o b .

9‘. ' .There’a a lot t.cJ be galh.ed b y  jôin I n g ,, tt • ' ■ V • 1

zStrongly Disagree «IT . . -'7. . . %  .3 ... . • , 4 . . . . . S St rong 1 y Ag r e f

10. I rarcl'V tell <gth«r# "th^ t I am a member of the , ’

' ,St rong 1 y D i #ag roo I . •• ‘ . .7'- . . . . 3 . / . . . 4 . ., '. «■ ,5 Rt Kong 1 ÿ Agree

1 1 .; j.Dccldlng' to )o 1 n .the ‘'wo# a «mart move on my port-

. St rong 1 y* Ü.1 sagr'&e. li . . . .2, ... \ .3. . . .4. . .5 St rang 1 y Agree

1 2 -. i am satliflod w i t h  the way bargaining .1# h a n d l e d  In the i ‘

S t rongly Disagree ,1. . . . .2. . .3. . . .4. . . .  .5 Strongly Agrou

* » 1*3 A member ha# more •ecurl-ty , than moet member# of
»  ' monaga.ment . ^  ,

St rongJ y ' n 1 *.?gr Qe 1 . . . h . 2 . . 3 . . . 4 ............5^ Strong! y Agre*

14. ! fee 1 little loyalty toward the ' '/ ’ ' ' ' •

Strongly"^ Disagree 1 . . .  ̂ . 2 . . . . . 3 . - . . 4  ̂. •. . 5 Strongly. Agree

15. I COO I'd just a we 11 work in a non - un ion compeny .•« long a#;sthe
type of wor3(. wa • elmilar. .

■ Strong ly Disagree 1. . .2. . . . . 3. ' . .4. . . 5 /Strong I y Agree



. M

*16. Ovornll, T firn afttioflftd wlt"h th« op é r a t i o n  o( the

Stronyly DJaagrea l.......... 2. . ... . 3 ...........4. . \ , .5 Strongly Aqrfce

• 1 7.. I'( amked t would run fer elected of f i^e In the
'■ * ' Y ■Strongly 'Dleagree I . ‘ . . . 2. . .3- • • 4 ...........5 S t rongly Agree

1 0 . r f anked-î would #e rve on a committe,e for the •

Strongly Diaagroe I. . . . 2. . . . .4. . . .5 Str o n g l y  Agree

19. Hy vAiuei agd the . • value* are not very ■Imtlnr.

Ktrongly'Oloagree Î. . . . 2. . . .'.3. ■ • 4 .5 S t rongly Agree

2 0 .' Am long a# I'm doing the kind -of work 1 enjoy, It doe* not 
matter If I belong to ft u n i o n .

S trongly Olaagroe } , . , . .2...........3 ........... 4\ . ' . .5 Str o n g l y  Agree

?l, I t ’m eo my to be your me 1 f and •till be a ir^mber of the . .

Strongly pi «agree 1 : . . . ,3- - . .. . 3 .......... 4. . 5 Strongly' Agree

22. It I* tl\e duty o f  'every m e m b e r  to keep hie / h e r  ear* open
or In forma 1 1 on that might be u* o f u 1 to the u n i o n .

S t rongly D!*Yigree 1. . . . . 3. . , . 3 .......... 4. . . .  .5 Strongly-Agr^c

2 3 . I am mfttimfied w i t h " c o m m u n i c a t i o n  In the .

S t rongly Olmagroe 1 ........... 2 .............3 . - 4  5 S t rongly Agree

34. The *, prob-lemm are my problème. '

S t rongly Ovmagree 1. . . . -3. - . - .3 - - . .4. . . ,5 S t rongly Agree

, 25- I am ma 1 1 m f I ed with the mupport' for g(^ie vance 4 In the

S t r * o nglyb>Bagroo 1. . . Z . 2. . . . .3. . .*, .4. . .-5 S t r o n g l y  Agree

,26. I ho ve *1 11 1 1 e con f I dénce and truet in mo* t" membe. re of the

St r o n g l y  D 1 m a g r o e I ........... 3. . - . 3 • -4. . .5 S t rongly Agree

27, .Darned on whmt Ï k now now and whet 1 bel i e v e  I pan empect ip the 
f u t u r e , I pl*n t o . a mem b e r  of the union the ̂  r*e t O f the time 
I work for ' \ '

Stron.giy Oimagrort 1 . , . ..2. '. . . . 3. - . . . .̂ 4. . '. . .5 S t r o n g l y  Agree

 ̂ 2.0 . I am 6ati*fled with tho amount of menODer'* partic i p a t i o n  In the

Strongly Dlmagree 1. . . . ^.2...........3 . . , . 4. . . . ..-5 Str o n g l y  Agree

29. I value being r, member b ecause It' help* bring, me'in
contact with other people. ' ,

Strongly Dloagrce I . . . .2. . - , . .3. . . .'4. .'. . .5 Str o n g l y  Agree
' i ' ■ s

30. The mem*ermhip do** not get enough b e n e f i t *  for the * » n*y taken 
by the for in i t i a t ion fee* and due* .

St roiig 1V  Dlmagree . I . . 3. , . . 3. . . . , 4. . . . .  5' St r o n g l , Agree



' .-3ir The record of the Ls m good exmmpl e of whAt dedjlc&t«d
people can get d o n e . ■ ‘• - r.i s ■ -.

’Strongl y Dioogreo* ,1 • ■ • ' -2 . . . 3 . . . \ .A........... 5 St r ong 1 y \ g  r n «
\ '

37. It a every jlnember* a re opona lb 1 M  t y  to aee that the Other mombern 
“ live up to" thÿ terma of the co.llactlva agreement. '•

Strongly Dlahgrec 1 ............ 7 .......... J ........... 4 - \ .5 Strongly A gre«

* . 33- Even though ho/aho may not ll}t« parta of It, the mombor
muBt "live up to" nil tocma.of to collective ngrcement.*

Strongly Dlangreo 1 .......... 7. . . . . 3 ........... 4. '. . . . S Strongly Agroo*

34. I nm. willing to put in a great dea 1 _ of joffort beyond that
n ormally expected of a member In order to, maXe the * ' ,
a occe a a f u 1 . ■ ' %

» ■ ' ' ii ■ , •
Strongly Oiaagroc 1. . . ....2.......... 3 ........... 4.; . . .  .5 Strongly Agrun

35. • I t #  every m c m b e r ’a re apdna j b II i ty to. aoe tp It that
ma n a g e m e n t  ’'llvca up to " all the terme of collective

I •a g r e e m e n t . . ' . y
.

Strongly Dieagrec 1 . . . . . .3.* . . . .4- . -5 Strongly Agree
\ ' .

36. I doubt that I w o u l d . d o  aphclal'WorX to help the

Str o n g l y  01 a agree ' 1 . . . .. . 2 . . .3.......... 4 ..............5 St rong 1 y Agree

37. 1 value m a m b e r a h i p  becauae, it givea m# a chance to
Influence the oplni'one and actions of other people.-

Strongly Oiaagroc 1 ........... 2. . ._ . -3. . , . .4. . . . .  5 Str o n g l y Agroo

30. I t ’s every m e m b e r 'a duty to support ^or h elp another uorkox to ' v
UNO the grievance procedure. .

S t rongly Disagree I . . . . . 2 ' • . . . 3. . . . . 4. 1 .«S Strongly Agree

30- ■ I t ’s every m e m b e r ’s duty to k now e xactly what the collective'
agreement entitles h im/her to. . \ .

. S t r o n g l y  Disagree' 1. ’. . . 2 ........... 3- ■ • < . 4 .  . .5 S t r o g g l y A g r u o

40. 1 feel a sense of pflde being a p a r t o f t h e

' S trongly Dlaagree I . . . .. 5. ; . _ . 3. . . . . 4. . . . . 5 St rong 1 y Ag re 0 -

41. Wljat’ would have to change in your life to make it easier
for you to partic i p a t e  in the ? (Please check as many
as you want} \ ' . " ’

. ______  Not h i n g  would have to change •
• fewer home r e s p o n e l b l i 1 ties \

• , More information about the union
Fewer activltise in o t her groups I I Iks 

. W o u l d  need to feel more competent 
• ' Would want to go to aseetlnge with .someone

______  WO^ld want to k n o w  i^re people who w u I d  be
at the meetings 

I . My huebar.d/wlfe/girlfriend/boyfrlend would
have to agree to my being fctive in the 

* _ , I am a wo«ian and think men are better at union
.. . affairs ’

' Hee t l n q e  should be at a different time or place 
V, ' . The ' should epcourage me to be iwre.,

«ctiv* ■ . . .
______  [ am just not Interested In union affairs



4 7 . Ilov would you deacrie your Own att«ndnnce »t t !ng e ?

V
1. I attend every meeting

2-, I attend môst of tho meeting*

3- J attend about half- of tho meeting*

T attend aomo of'^tho meeting*

. 5. .T never a t t ^ d  the meetlnge

How often do you vote In . 
(Ploaeo Circle)

election* of officer*?

1. I have voted In every election *lnce 1 jolnod

?. 1 h»'/* voted in mo«t of the election* einco I
joined ' .

3 . I liave V O  ^  e  d j. ̂  a W u  t half of the election*

4. I have voto,d< An some of t h e . e 1 action*

5- .'1 have never voted, in an. election a Ince I jhinod

. How often do yoO particip/»t# in o t her vote* (e.g.
contract î at.l f ioation vote*) (Pl'eaae circle) ' •

I have participated In every vote 'etnce I joined

1 have participated in mo * t of the v o t e * , elnce 1
• joined ' ♦

'I have p atlclpated ih about h alf of the votes

Î have participated In eome of the vote s

I have never participated in a D.S.A. vote ' .
• i nee I joined \

4$. Have y o u , eve.r run for or hold an elected office in the. . ?
(Please Circle) - . , \

■ ■ 1 . Y * * and would do *o again,

2. Vos b u t  would not do so «gain

j ., No but w o uld do *o if a*ked •

X. 4. No / not interested

4 6 .  Are y o u , or have you’ beén, a member of « cominittee ?
.(Please Circle) '

' 1. Yes and would do so again

2. Yes but you id not do so* again

3. No but would do so_ if asked

4. No, not interested '

47. When you have m conflict with Rumagement (e.g. a g r i evance or 
complaint) do you contact the for help? (Pease circle)

1. contact the for help \

2. Usually contact the for help5
3. Sometimes contact the for help

4. Rarely con t a c t  the for help

5. ^ever contact the ,for help'



'I

48.’ Which of the following a c t i v i t i e s . ha ve' you engaged . in' during the
past year .'(please check) '

; ______ _ 11 Reading the ‘ newsletter ' ' . -
______  2- -Helping a new"memper learn more about the
 ______ 3. Supportirig a ' / position in discuss ions with

. ■ , \cQ-wQrkers.
' 4. Advising other members about contract provisions'

' _____ 5- Becoming familiar with' the provisions of the
collective agreement- . ' ' ' .

■ 8- Asking a . represehtative for information
_____ 7. Campaigiiing or canvassing thé membership in support-

of the
. 8. Giving- your views on issues in • .meetings.

'______ 9.' Discussing affair's with otner members '
______  10- Volunteering to help in a sponsored activity.

THE FOLLOWING ITEM? ARE FOR- DESCRIPTIVE PURPOSES ONLY. IN NO WAY WIlI. 

ANY ATTEMPT BE MADE TO IDENTIFY SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALS.

49. How long have you been a member of the , ?. •
(Please indicate length of membership) < .

50. How many close ,friends do you have in the 
(Please indicate number)- '' ,

.51. How many ‘ members' do you see outide of work for.
' recreational purposes (Please indicate number)

52. What is your ...presei.'t job classification (please -Circle.)



53. In what, year were yôu boirn? . -, ' '

54. What ia the higheat level o'f education .you have completed? 
(Please Circle) ’ ' • . '

1. Jjess than Grade 12 . ‘ • -
,2. Less than Grade 12 and vocational training 
3. Gtade 12 ;■ . • ' ' '■

, ,4. Qraàe 12 and vocational training
5. Community college (d,idn‘t g r a d u a t e )
6. Community.college (graduated) ■ .
7 . Univers ity • ( di'dn ‘ t graduate)
0. University Degree (B •A .,B .S c ,B .C o m m ., etc)
9. Honours University Degree 

10- Post-gradUate begree
11. Other (Please specify)   -

5 5. Gender (Please Circle) . . - .

1 - • Mâle ■ ■ , , ■ " , ' ■ ■

. ■ 2. Female " ; ' .

56. Marital Status (Please Circle) , - ,

1,. Single (Never Married ) ' ' '

. 2. Common law marriage ' . '

3. Married ' ■

- . 4. D i v o r c e d / Separated or Widowed .

57. - How many.dependants do you have ? For example/ wholly dependent
children, spouse e t c . for whom^ you claim income-tax exemption 
(Please indicate number) . '

THANK'YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION, PLEASE PLACE,THE.QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE
ENVELOPE PROVIDED, SEAL THE ENVELOPE AND PLACE IT IN THE - 

.lAIL. NO STAMP IS REQUIRED.


