








Table 2

Summary of Hierarchical Multilevel Analysis: Dependent Variables are Union Instrumentality Beliefs, Procedural Justice,

and Wage Equity

Instrumentality (wage)

Instrumentality (non-wage)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust
Variable B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
Step 1

Gender —=0.21"*  0.03 —=0.20"™*  0.03 =0.21"*  0.03 =0.11""*  0.03 -0.10"*  0.03 =0.11""*  0.03
Union tenure —-0.007*  0.003 —0.008** 0.003 -—0.007" 0.003 0.009**  0.003 0.008™  0.003 0.009**  0.003
Salary (log) 1.47** 026 1.64™*  0.25 1.45"*  0.26 —0.28 0.23 -0.22 0.22 -0.31 0.23
District size (log) 0.12 0.11 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.11 0.09 0.08 0.01 0.07 0.04 0.09
District wealth 0.29** 0.10 0.16 0.10 0.27** 0.10 0.29** 0.08 0.20** 0.07 0.28***  0.08
Employer—Union

relations 0.05 0.03 0.07** 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.07** 0.02 0.09**  0.02 0.07** 0.02
Pseudo R? (within) 2% 1%
Pseudo R? (between) 19% 16%
Ax? (dfs = 6) 118*** 56**

Step 2

Internal leadership 0.68"*  0.08 0.51"**  0.05
Pseudo R? (within) 2% 1%
Pseudo R? (between) 51% 64%
A dfs =1) 91 101
External leadership 0.17**  0.05 0.08* 0.03
Pseudo R? (within) 2% 1%
Pseudo R? (between) 25% 21%
A dfs =1) 16™* 7.1




Table 2

(Continued)
Procedural justice Wage equity
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
—-0.11** 0.03 —0.10*** 0.03 —-0.11** 0.03 —0.18*** 0.04 —0.18*** 0.04 —0.18*** 0.04
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01** 0.003 -0.01"* 0.003 -0.01** 0.003
1127 0.31 1.17* 0.26 1.09*** 0.30 2.11% 0.30 2227 0.30 2.10%** 0.30
—0.11 0.09 -0.19* 0.08 -0.19* 0.09 0.23 0.13 0.20 0.12 0.12 0.13
0.17* 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.16* 0.08 0.23* 0.11 —0.14 0.10 0.21* 0.10
—0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 —0.02 0.02 0.10** 0.03 0.11*** 0.03 0.10™ 0.03
1% 2%
4% 26%
514 1217
Step 2
0.66™* 0.05 0.44** 0.08
1% 2%
59% 37%
122 g
0.11** 0.04 0.15* 0.04
1% 2%
10% 31%
10+ 135
Note. All independent variables are centered around their grand mean. All Level 1 slopes are fixed. Average Level 2 size = 15.7. Number of Level 2

units = 248; number of Level 1 units = 3,871; Ax*(df) = chi-square model comparison test based on deviance statistics.

p < .05.

" p < 0L

g < 001.



Table 3
HLM Analyses of Cross-Level Mediator Effects of Instrumentality Beliefs and Justice Perceptions on the Relationship Between
Leadership and Loyalty to the Union

Loyalty to the union

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Variable B Robust SE B Robust SE B Robust SE B Robust SE B Robust SE
Step 1
Gender —-0.10*** 0.02 —-0.10*** 0.02 —0.04 0.02 —0.10"** 0.02 —0.05* 0.02
Union tenure 0.007** 0.002 0.006™* 0.002 0.006™* 0.002 0.008** 0.002 0.007** 0.002
Salary (log) 0.21 0.19 0.34* 0.16 0.05 0.14 0.18 0.19 -0.25 0.15
District size (log) 0.04 0.06 —0.04 0.04 0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.07 0.04 0.04
District wealth 0.10 0.05 -0.01 0.04 —0.08" 0.04 0.09 0.05 -0.05 0.04
Employer—union relations 0.02 0.02 0.04** 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01
Pseudo R? (within) 2%
Pseudo R? (between) 5%
Step 2
Internal leadership 0.54*** 0.03 0.19"* 0.03
Pseudo R? (within) 2%
Pseudo R? (between) 96%
AxA(1) 214%*
External leadership 0.08** 0.03 0.02 0.01
Pseudo R? (within) 2%
Pseudo R? (between) 14%
A1) e
Step 3
Union instrumentality (w) 0.17% 0.02 0.18™* 0.02
Union instrumentality (nw) 0.23* 0.02 0.23* 0.02
Procedural justice 0.23* 0.02 0.23* 0.02
Wage equity —0.09" 0.01 —0.09" 0.01
Pseudo R? (within) 43% 38%
Pseudo R? (between) 81% 73%
A2 1,817 1,977

Note. All Level 1 slopes are fixed. Average Level 2 size = 15.7. Number of Level 2 units = 248; number of Level 1 units = 3,871.
fp<.05. Yp< .0l *p<.001.



Table 4

HIM Analyses of Cross-Level Mediator Effects of Instrumentality Beliefs

and Participation

and Justice Perceptions on the Relationships Between Leadership and Willingness, Responsibility,

Willingness to work Responsibility to the union Participation
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust Robust
Variable B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
Step 1
Gender 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.06* 0.02 0.06*  0.02 0.06™ 0.02 0.06™*  0.02 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.05
Union tenure 0.006™ 0.002 0.006™ 0.002 0.005™  0.002 0.007"  0.002 0.007"  0.002 0.006™  0.002 0.02™  0.005 0.02"  0.004 0.02™  0.005
Salary (log) 0.27 0.16 0.33" 0.16 0.36" 0.15 0.20 0.14 0.22 0.14 0.38™ 0.14 2.16™* 041 2,197 041 236" 0.40
District size (log) —-0.28 0.05 -032" 0.04 —028 004 -0.17"" 003 —0.18"* 0.03 —-0.15"" 0.03 —-1.00"* 0.13 —1.01™ 0.13 —0.93"* 0.13
District wealth —0.05 0.04 —0.09" 004 —0.13" 0.04 —0.09" 003 —0.10™ 0.03 —0.11™"  0.03 -0217 010 —0.23" 0.10  —023"" 0.10
Employer—union relations 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 002 —0.01 001 —0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 —0.07 0.04 —0.07 0.04 —005 0.04
Pseudo R? (within) 2% 3% 5%
Pseudo R? (between) 26% 52% 38%
Ax*(6) 927 157 2417
Step 2
Internal leadership 0.26™* 0.03 0.08* 0.04 0.06* 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.10 0.09 —0.01 0.09
Pseudo R? (within) 2% 3% 5%
Pseudo R? (between) 65% 58% 39%
Ax*(1) 517 5% 12
Step 3
Union instrumentality (w) 0.08™*  0.02 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.05
Union instrumentality (nw) 0.117*  0.02 0.03™ 0.01 0.00 0.04
Procedural justice 0.17*  0.02 0.11™  0.01 0277 0.04
Wage equity —=0.12"*  0.01 —-0.11"*  0.01 —-0.217* 0.03
Pseudo R? (within) 14% 10% 8%
Pseudo R? (between) 48% 47% 41%
Ax*(4) 489 2737 126™

Note. All independent variables are centered around their grand mean. All Level 1 slopes are fixed. Average Level 2 size = 15.7. Number of Level 2 units = 248; number of Level 1 units = 3871.

p<.05 Tp<.0L

oy < 001
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Figure 1. llustrative model of cross-level mediation: Mediators of the
relationship between internal leadership and loyalty to the union. ***p < .001.
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Figure 3. Illustrative model of cross-level mediation: Mediators of the

relationship between internal leadership and responsibility to the union.
*p < .01. *p < .001.
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Figure 4. Illustrative model of cross-level mediation: Mediators of the
relationship between internal leadership and participation in the union.
p < .001.
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Figure 5. Illustrative model of cross-level mediation: Mediators of the
relationship between external leadership and loyalty. *p < .05. **p < .01.
p < .001.



in the Model 3 columns in Table 2, illustrate that externally focused union leadership
contributed positively to the variance in both instrumentality for wages (B =0.17, p < .01) and
instrumentality for non-wage outcomes (B =0.08, p < .05). The explained pseudo-R’s were 8%
for wage instrumentality and 2% for non-wage outcomes instrumentality. These figures
amounted to only about 2% and less than 1% of the total variance of these variables,
respectively. Both are significant, but hardly impressive, additions. The results provide weak
support for Hypothesis 2a. In fact, when we ran both of the leadership variables in the same
equation, external leadership was no longer significant for either outcome variable.

Hypothesis 2b stated that the time and effort union presidents expend on externally
focused union activities will be positively related to members’ perceptions of wage equity. The
results, listed in the last column in Table 2, supported the hypothesis (B = 0.15, p < .001). The
addition of external leadership to the equation increased the union-level pseudo-R2 by 5%,
which is a significant, but modest, increment that amounts to 1% of the total variance in the
wage equity variable. When both leadership variables were entered in the equation, both
external leadership (B = 0.09, p < .05) and internal leadership (B = 0.38, p <.001) were significant.

To test Hypotheses 3 and 4, which described the mediating role of instrumentality and
justice perceptions on the leadership— union commitment and leadership—participation
relationships, we ran a set of HLMs for each outcome variable to estimate the cross-level
mediator effects. As was the case with the previous models, we entered individual- and union-
level control variables in the first three steps. In the fourth step, we entered the leadership
variable and estimated its direct effect (B,). In the last step, we entered the mediators as one
set to estimate the direct effect of leadership after statistically accounting for the mediator
effects (By). The difference between these two coefficient estimates (B, — By) measures the
extent to which the mediators as a set account for the relationship between leadership and the
outcome variable in question. A full mediation is suggested when By is significant and Bis zero
or close to zero. A partial mediation is suggested when By is significant and Bs decreases in
value but is not close to zero (e.g,, still significant).

The mediator effect for each mediator is calculated by using the estimates of the effect
of leadership (B,) on the mediator (from Table 2) and the estimates of the mediator (B,) on the
outcome variable (from Tables 3 and 4). The product of these two estimated coefficients (BX
By) is an estimate of the cross-level mediated effect for each hypothesized mediator. The
standard errors of these cross-level mediated effects are calculated by using the multi-level
first-order Taylor series expansion as recommended by Krull and MacKinnon (1999).

The results of these analyses are presented in Tables 3 and 4 and in Figures 1 through 5.
We first describe the results from the tests of Hypothesis 3, which stated that the relationship
between union presidents’ internally focused leadership and members’ commitment to the
union will be partially mediated by members’ instrumentality perceptions and procedural
justice. The results for the affective commitment dimension, union loyalty, are shown in Models
1-3 in Table 3. The coefficient estimated for the internal leadership—loyalty relationship
dropped from 0.54 to 0.19, with no change in its standard error (SE = 0.03), once the
instrumentality and justice perceptions were entered in the equation. Figure 1shows the cross-
level mediated effects for all three mediators; these were significant and positive. Although
wage equity was not part of Hypothesis 3, we examined its effects as a mediator of the internal
leadership— union loyalty as well. It was negative.



The mediation results for the two behavioral dimensions of union commitment and for
union participation are shown in Table 4 and Figures 2—4. Union instrumentality perceptions
and procedural justice also partially mediated the relationship between internal leadership and
members’ willingness to work for their union. The coefficient estimated for the internal
leadership— willingness to work relationship dropped from 0.26 to 0.08, with almost no change
in its standard error (SE = 0.03 vs. 0.04,respectively), once the instrumentality and justice
perceptions were accounted for (Table 4, first three columns). The cross-level mediator effects
for both union instrumentality perceptions and procedural justice were significant and positive,
but the effect was negative for wage equity (see Figure 2).

The results of the models for the second behavioral commitment dimension,
responsibility to the union, are listed in the middle three columns in Table 4. There was a
significant but weak relationship between internally focused leadership and members’
responsibility to the union to begin with (.06), and the addition of the mediators reduced this
coefficient to zero. The cross-level mediated effects for procedural justice and union
instrumentality for non-wage outcomes were positive and significant, although the latter effect
was small. The cross-level mediated effect for union instrumentality for wage outcomes was
not significant. The mediated effect for wage equity was significant and negative (Figure 3).

The results for union participation are listed in the last three columns in Table 4 and in
Figure 4. The coefficient of the relationship between the presidents’ internal leadership and
union participation changed from 0.10 to —0.01 when the mediators were accounted for, which
suggests a possible mediation effect. However, both of these coefficients had high standard
errors (0.09) and were therefore not significantly different from zero. The mediated effects
were similar to the results we found for responsibility to the union except that the mediated
effect of union instrumentality for non-wage outcomes was also not significant; altogether, the
results of cross-level mediation provide partial support for Hypothesis 3. The hypothesis was
supported with respect to union loyalty and willingness to work for the union, but not with
respect to responsibility to, and participation in, the union.

Hypothesis 4 stated that the relationship between external leadership and loyalty to the
union will be mediated by perceptions of union instrumentality and wage equity. The results,
listed in the last two columns in Table 3 and in Figure 5, partially supported the hypothesis. The
coefficient for the direct relationship between external leadership and loyalty dropped from a
significant 0.08 (p < .05) to 0.02 (ns) after accounting for the effects of the mediators. The
mediated effects for both union instrumentality variables were positive and significant,
whereas the mediated effect of wage equity was negative and significant (Figure 5). The
mediated effect of procedural justice was also positive.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to discover how, and to what extent, union presidents can
contribute to union members’ perceptions of union instrumentality, wage equity, and beliefs
about the union’s use of fair decision making processes. Such perceptions and beliefs are initial
steps in the formation of union commitment and participation, the usual outcome variables in
psychological research on union membership. We focused the study on members’ experiences



with wages and related collective bargaining outcomes because these are of central importance
to union members and often are the main reason why members belong to a union. We
assumed that a relationship between leadership and union involvement would come through
the leader’s influence on instrumentality and justice perceptions. A secondary purpose was,
therefore, to test mediation models of union commitment and participation.

We took it as a given that part of the variance in members’ perceptions of union
instrumentality and wage equity, union commitment, and participation would come from the
union itself—that is, there would be differences between local unions that could explain
members’ beliefs, attitudes, and involvement levels. We argued that a significant part of those
differences could be attributed to local union presidents. The data supported those hypotheses.

The results showed that there were substantial differences between local unions with
respect to members’ beliefs about union instrumentality for wage outcomes and wage equity,
reflecting in part the reality of the unions’ accomplishments at the bargaining table. There were
more modest between-union differences in members’ perceptions of the union’s role in
improving job security and working conditions and of the fairness with which wage bargaining
goals were set.

Both internally and externally focused leadership explained significant amounts of
variance in members’ perceptions of union instrumentality and justice. In unions where
members reported that their president was more engaged in making the union a viable and
useful presence in the members’ daily work life—solving their problems, consulting with them,
and encouraging their involvement— members saw the local as more instrumental for outcome
attainment, and as more inclusive, than was the case in unions with presidents who were less
active internally. The positive relationships held as well where the presidents were engaged in
meeting the external obligations of their leadership role—working with the employer,
preparing for negotiations, monitoring the school board, building coalitions, or planning for the
future. The amount of between-union variance captured by internally focused leadership was
larger than the variance explained by externally focused leadership. This is not surprising given
the distance in time and space between the presidents’ externally focused activities and the
members’ personal experiences with bargaining processes and outcomes. The immediacy of
what a union leader tells the members, or demonstrates directly to them, about the union’s
efforts, accomplishments, and future plans is likely to have a stronger effect on the members’
perceptions and beliefs than will the largely unobservable outside efforts the leader expends on
the members’ behalf. However, some of the difference in effect sizes between internal and
external leadership may be due to common method variance that will have biased the
coefficients of internal leadership upward. The data on internal leadership and outcome
variables came from the union members, while a different source—union staff—provided the
information about external leadership.

Relationships Between Union Leadership and Member Commitment and Participation

The union-level effects on member commitment and participation were considerably
smaller than the effects on members’ perceptions of union instrumentality and justice. It
appears that specific beliefs about, or perceptions of, the union are more sensitive to what
union members experience directly than are more global attitudes and behavioral intentions.
This means that there will be less between-union variance in members’ actual involvement in



the union to explain with leadership. Judging by the psychologically grounded studies on unions
to date, however, it is commitment and participation that have captured researchers’ interests.

We found significant positive relationships between the president’s internal leadership
and member loyalty to, and willingness to work for, the union, partially mediated through
instrumentality and procedural justice. We had not expected to see full mediation because
internal leadership could influence union commitment for reasons we did not include in the
study, such as by fostering more ideologically based pro-union attitudes or by increasing
perceptions of union support (e.g., Tetrick, Shore, McClurg, & Vandenberg, 2007). As predicted,
externally focused leadership was also positively related to union loyalty, explained fully by
procedural justice and instrumentality perceptions.

The effects of wage equity did not support an economic model of social exchange. We
had predicted that instrumentality and wage equity perceptions would be positively related to
union loyalty. As expected, union instrumentality and union loyalty were positively correlated.
Wage equity, however, was negatively related to all the outcome variables when we controlled
for instrumentality and procedural justice. The mediating effects of wage equity were modest
and should therefore not be overinterpreted, but they do suggest that union members who
believe they are paid what they deserve see less of a need for getting involved in the union. The
union is not the sole provider of distributive justice when it comes to wages and benefits,
however. In this study, wage equity was also a function of school district wealth that influenced
wage levels, so part of the members’ beliefs that they were fairly paid could justifiably be
attributed to employer munificence. Members’ beliefs that the union had helped them obtain
fair wages contributed positively to loyalty and willingness to work for the union, so it was not
the union’s role in ensuring wage equity that lowered affective and behavioral commitment.

The effects of procedural justice, on the other hand, were consistent with the
predictions from group-value theory (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Members’ beliefs that their president
used fair procedures to set union wage goals were strongly related to all commitment
components and to participation.

Before we discuss the implications of our findings for union presidents, or local unions
as institutions, it is worthwhile to examine the other factors that had an effect on union
members’ perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors. Both demographic and economic variables
were related to the outcome variables in this study. Women were more inclined to report
higher instrumentality and justice ratings than were men, and women reported more loyalty
but less behavioral commitment. Union tenure was negatively related to instrumentality and
wage equity perceptions but positively related to union commitment and participation. Wages
had, as one would expect, positive effects on perceptions of wage equity, wage instrumentality,
and procedural justice, as well as on behavioral commitment and union participation, but
wages did not contribute to union loyalty.

There is little union leaders can do about the demographic composition of the membership, of
course, other than being aware of the effects of demography and targeting the less committed
and involved for inclusion.

The effects of school district size, a proxy for union size, and district wealth, an indicator
of the employer’s ability to pay, speak to the special challenges local leaders have in larger
unions and in unions that bargain with wealthier employers. In larger unions, members were
likely to report less procedural justice, and less willingness to work for, show responsibility



toward, and participate in the union. These negative effects of size on member commitment
were augmented by district wealth. A large union local where members can be spread over
several workplaces could certainly constrain a president’s ability to keep in contact with, service,
and engage the members. Because it is easier for members in large unions to avoid active
participation—it is more difficult to hide in smaller bargaining units—it suggests that internal
leadership responsibilities should be more widely shared.

Implications for Local Union Leadership

Given the findings from prior research on union commitment, it was not surprising to
see strong direct relationships between internally focused union leadership and members’
perceptions of union instrumentality as well as mediating effects of the latter on union
commitment. Our results suggest that union leaders would be well advised to make sure
members see the connection between what the union is doing to obtain favorable outcomes
for the membership and the outcomes they experience, not only through formal collective
bargaining but also through less noticeable activities, such as informal negotiations with the
employer and external coalition building. Most, if not all, union leaders will recognize the
importance of bringing a “union utility” message to the membership, but it may not be obvious
to a union president that spending more time directly engaged with the rank-and-file would be
time well spent.

We suggest that the effective management of the union’s internal state, or “health,”
goes beyond the service orientation identified in the shop stewards studies (Metochi, 2002;
Nicholson et al., 1980) to include the creation and maintenance of an organization that is a
constant presence or force in the members’ work lives. In other words, an effective local
president should make sure members are aware of the union and what it is doing for them all
the time, not only during grievance hearings and contract negotiations.

The same argument holds with respect to procedural justice. The positive relationships
between the members’ beliefs that their leaders used fair processes and union commitment
and participation testify to the importance of including members in union decision making.
Giving members a voice in relevant decisions by consulting with them, and listening to them, is
not the same as getting them actively involved in working for the union—the ultimate goal of
increasing union commitment—but it appears to be a step on the way toward having a more
active membership.

Although the relationships between external leadership and members’ beliefs and
attitudes were modest, it does not mean that union presidents, or other union officers, can
ignore the external component of their jobs. We can say less about the possible effects of
external leadership on union members on the basis of our data, but that in no way diminishes
the importance of external leadership to the union and its members.

Our leadership measures were based on an analysis of the union president’s role and
were intended to capture different leader activities both within and outside the local. However,
neither the members nor the field staff ratings provided a clearly articulated picture of different
dimensions of either internal or external leadership. Scale items were highly intercorrelated—
the president who was perceived as active in one area was also seen as active in the other areas.
Internal and external leadership were also positively correlated, which suggests that the
president who worked to make the union an active and useful presence in the members’ work
life was also actively engaged in tending to the union’s business on the outside. The fact that



there was agreement about the general activity level of the presidents from independent
observers who rated leader behavior from different vantage points suggests there may be an
overall “union leader engagement” effect that includes most facets of the union president’s job,
certainly all the ones we measured.

This was a study of union presidents. A local union president, or any other chief officer,
is not alone in running the union. In some locals, the senior officer may not have much of a staff
or hard working individuals in other leadership roles, but there will nevertheless be additional
actors in union positions. We justified our research focus by arguing that a significant part of a
union effect on members’ beliefs and attitudes would be due to the president. The focus on the
senior, or central, officer very likely underestimated the effects of total union leadership. A
more complete study of union leadership effects might include a larger set of actors and an
expanded model of the areas they serve. It would also be useful to have a broader analysis of
different union leaders’ engagement in, and effects of, both servicing and internal organizing
activities than we were able to provide in this study.

By testing hypotheses about the psychological processes that explained the relationship
between union leaders’ behavior and members’ attitudes toward, and involvement in, their
union, we narrowed the study of the union president’s role to the influence component of
leadership. Occupying a leadership position in any organization requires more than exerting
influence, however. As general leadership theory makes clear (e.g., Yukl, 2002), the road to
leadership effectiveness includes administrative and managerial tasks as well. A more complete
study of local union leadership, or even of union presidents, would go beyond our definitions of
internal and external leadership to include an examination of how the leader manages, or
administers, the local, including the development and maintenance of an effective leadership
structure.

Methodological Concerns in Studies on Unions

This was a cross-sectional study, and if it had included only data on leadership and union
members’ perceptions and attitudes, we could make an argument about a reverse attribution,
in which presidents of effective local unions get the credit for the union’s success at the
bargaining table and descriptions of leader behavior reflect a positive halo. The only way to
dispose of such an alternative hypothesis in cross-sectional research is through the use of
control variables.

The demographic and economic controls used in this study have important implications
for psychological research on union membership and leadership. Gender, education, and union
tenure are the usual controls in studies on union commitment and participation.10 Based on
our results, we recommend that wages be added to the list of standard controls in research on
antecedents of union commitment because they are likely to create a halo effect (negative or
positive), influencing ratings of leader behaviors or characteristics that are unrelated to wage
bargaining.

It was also important to control for school district wealth and size. Both had direct
effects on bargaining outcomes and on member perceptions, which suggests that a search for

10 . . . . . - . .
In this study, education was highly correlated with salary because the latter was determined by a Seniority X Education grid. We therefore
excluded education from the statistical models.



pure union effects on members’ attitudes and behaviors will be biased upward unless we
control for exogenous causes of union success.

We recommend expanding research beyond single organizations. The benefit of a study
with multiple data sources and a large sample of local unions is that it makes it possible to
move beyond well-known and often-examined union attitude models to look at the effects of
union characteristics.

Finally, we want to note that it is also important to consider contextual variables at
levels above local unions and employers because these might influence the nature of the
relationships between leadership and member perceptions and attitudes. For example, in
states or cities with high union density, or with tight labor markets, union leaders’ use of
external networks and coalition building to secure wages and benefits for the members may be
more effective than it might be in areas where unions are less powerful and more constrained
politically. This, in turn, could mean that the relationship between a union official’s external
leadership efforts and members’ perceptions of union instrumentality, wage equity, and
commitment would be stronger in some contextual circumstances than in others.

Limitations and Conclusion

We focused the analysis of possible leadership effects on a set of instrumentality and
justice perceptions related to collective bargaining outcomes—wages, fringe benefits, job
security, the work environment, and job content. This decision was driven by the importance of
wage bargaining to the union and its members— the “bread and butter” of union
membership—but it meant that we excluded other factors that could have been significant in
the models of union commitment and participation, such as pro-union attitudes. Our primary
interests were the relationships between leadership and instrumentality and justice
perceptions, not commitment and participation, but it would have been a more complete study
of the latter two had we used an expanded model.

The usual concerns about single-source variance apply to the data from the union
members. The relationships between union leadership and member perceptions could contain
common method variance. On the other hand, the individual-level correlations between scale
scores ranged from .00, where there were no reasons to expect relationships, to a high of .63,
where there were very good reasons to expect high positive correlations (for example, between
responsibility toward, and willingness to work for, the union), which tends to mitigate the
concern somewhat. Having leadership data from two independent sources that produced
similar results also strengthens our findings.

A common problem for all studies that use leader behavior scales is the influence of
implicit leadership theories on ratings (Lord, 1985; Lord & Maher, 1991). There are no scale
construction procedures that will eliminate them, but there are steps one can take to
encourage the raters’ use of episodic memory (remembering) instead of semantic memory
(knowing; see Martell & Evans, 2005). One can ground measurement in specific events in
specific contexts that are less influenced by the raters’ general knowledge about leadership or
leader traits and prototypes (Gioia & Sims, 1985; Uleman, 1991). We designed our scale items
to be specific to the local unions in this study and to cover leader behaviors that were related to
union activities and member’s concerns, such as talking to members about contract proposals,
contract negotiations, and members’ rights under the contract; talking to members about
becoming active in the local union; or helping members solve conflicts with school



administration. Some of the scale items were more general, however, such as counseling
members about work related problems, and therefore more likely to access semantic memory.
With respect to scale items triggering vivid memory as opposed to a general feeling (Martell &
Evans, 2005), we believe that the union context is sufficiently different from the teachers’
regular work context—they are exposed to the union context less regularly than to their
classrooms and school buildings and may therefore have had a better recall of what they
actually experienced or observed instead of a more general impression of internal leadership.
We cannot argue that our measure is free from implicit theory bias, however; we can argue
only that we did our best to minimize it.

The third question one can raise is whether our results can be generalized beyond
teachers’ unions or associations. This study was about relationships between variables, not
magnitudes. There is no obvious theoretical reason why public school teachers should respond
differently to union instrumentality and justice than do members of other unions. There is also
some empirical evidence that demonstrates the similarity of responses to union commitment
scales between members of teachers’ associations and mail carriers’ unions (Bayazit et al.,
2004). The external role of the president of a teachers’ union local is to some extent shaped by
the special political constraints on, and opportunities provided by, the public funding for
education and by the nature of the teaching profession, but local union leaders will always have
to respond to their specific environments regardless of their members’ occupations and
industry. The common denominator for all unions is the effort to improve the conditions of
employment for the membership.

We think this study demonstrates the value of including union-specific institutional
knowledge in research on union commitment and participation. Knowing what was of particular
importance to the state and national association shaped our models with respect to the
definition of union leadership and the emphasis placed on wage bargaining and justice. Both
proved important as explanatory and outcome variables. We believe that conceptual and
empirical work on the psychology of leadership, attitudes, and involvement in unions would
benefit from increased knowledge about unions as institutions as well as increased knowledge
of industrial relations theory.

References

Aryee, |. S., & Chay, Y. W. (2001). Workplace justice, citizenship behavior, and turnover
intentions in a union context: Examining the mediating role of perceived union support
and union instrumentality. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 239-246.

Bacharach, S. B., Bamberger, P. A., & Sonnestuhl, W. J. (2001). Mutual aid and union renewal.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Bamberger, P. A., Kluger, A. N., & Suchard, R. (1999). The antecedents and consequences of
union commitment: A meta-analysis. Academy of Management Journal, 42(3), 304—-318.

Barling, J., Fullagar, C., & Kelloway, E. K. (1992). The union and its members: A psychological



approach. New York: Oxford University Press.

Batstone, E., Boraston, |., & Frenkel, S. (1977). Shop stewards in action: The organization of
workplace conflict and accommodation. Oxford, United Kingdom: Basil Backwell.

Bayazit, M., Hammer, T. H., & Wazeter, D. L. (2004). Methodological challenges in union
commitment studies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 738-747.

Blau, P. M. (1986). Exchange and power in social life. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.

Bollen, K., & Lennox, R. (1991). Conventional wisdom on measurement: A structural equation
perspective. Psychological Bulletin, 110, 305—-314.

Bronfenbrenner, K, Friedman, S., Hurd, R. W., Oswald, R. A., & Seeber, R. L. (1998). Organizing
to win. New research on union strategies. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Bryson, A., Cappellari, L., & Lucifora, L. (2004). Does union membership really reduce job
satisfaction? British Journal of Industrial Relations, 42, 439—-459.

Catlett, J. L., & Brown, E. L. (1990). Union leaders’ perception of the grievance process. Labor
Studies Journal, 15, 54—65.

Chang, T. F. H. (2005). Local union leaders’ conception of ideology of stewards’ roles. Labor
Studies Journal, 30, 49-71.

Colquitt, J. A,, Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J,, Porter, C. O. L. H., & Ng, K. Y. (2001). Justice at the
millennium: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of organizational justice research.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 425—-445.

Cropanzano, R., Rupp, D. E., Mohler, C. J., & Schminke, M. {(2001). Three roads to organizational
justice. In G. R. Ferris (Ed.), Research in personnel and human resources management
(Vol. 20, pp. 1-113). Greenwich, CT: JAl Press.

Deutsch, M. (1975). Equity, equality, and need: What determines which value will be used as
the basis for distributive justice? Journal of Social Issues, 31, 137-149.

Dyer, N. G., Hanges, P. J., & Hall, R. J. (2005). Applying multilevel confirmatory factor analysis
techniques to the study of leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 16, 149-167.

Eaton, A. E., Rubinstein, A., & Kochan, T. A. (2008). Balancing acts: Dynamics of a union coalition
in a labor management partnership. Industrial Relations, 47, 10-33.

Edwards, J. R., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2000). On the nature and direction of relationships between
constructs and measures. Psychological Methods, 5, 155-174.



Fletcher, B., & Hurd, R. W. (1998). Political will, local union transformation, and the organizing
imperative. In B. Nissen (Ed.), Which direction for organized labor? (pp. 191-216).
Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press.

Folger, R. (1998). Justice as a moral virtue. In M. Schminke (Ed.), Managerial ethics: Moral
management of people and processes (pp. 13—-34). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Folger, R., & Konovsky, M. A. (1989). Effects of procedural and distributive justice on reactions
to pay raise decisions. Academy of Management Journal, 32, 115-130.

Freeman, R. B., & Medoff, J. L. (1984). What do unions do? New York: Basic Books.

Frost, A. C. (2000). Explaining variation in workplace restructuring: The role of local union
capabilities. Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 53, 559-578.

Fullagar, C., Clark, P., Gallagher, D., & Gordon, M. E. (1994). A model of the antecedents of early
union commitment: The role of socialization experiences and steward characteristics.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 15, 517-533.

Fullagar, C., Gallagher, D. G., Clark, P. F., & Carroll, A. (2004). Union commitment and
participation: A 10-year longitudinal study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 730-737.

Fullagar, C., McCoy, D., & Shull, C. (1992). The socialization of union loyalty. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 13, 13-26.

Fuller, J. B., Jr., & Hester, K. (2001). A closer look at the relationship between justice
perceptions and union participation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1096—1105.

Gioia, D., A., & Sims, H. P. {1985). On avoiding the influence of implicit leadership theories in
leader behavior descriptions. Education and Psychological Measurement, 45, 217-232.

Gordon, M., & Fryxell, G. (1993). The role of interpersonal justice in organizational grievance
systems. In R. Cropanzano (Ed.), Justice in the workplace: Approaching fairness in human
resource management (pp. 231-255). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Gordon, M. E., Philpot, J. W., Burt, R. E., Thompson, C. A., & Spiller, W. E. (1980). Commitment
to the union: Development of a measure and an examination of its correlates. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 65, 479—-499.

Grabelsky, J., & Hurd, R. W. {1994). Reinventing an organizing union: Strategies for change. In
Proceedings of the 46th annual meeting, Industrial Relations Research Association (pp.
95-104). Madison, WI: Industrial Relations Research Association.



Greenberg, J. (1996). The quest for justice on the job: Essays and experiments. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Hammer, T. H., & Avgar, A. (2005). The impact of unions on job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and turnover. Journal of Labor Research, 26(Spring), 241-266.

Hurd, R. W. (1998). Contesting the dinosaur image: The labor movement’s search for a future.
Labor Studies Journal, 22, 5-30.

Hurd, R. W. (2004). The rise and fall of the organizing model in the US. In M. Harcourt & G.
Wood (Eds.), Trade union and democracy: Strategies and perspectives. New York:
Manchester University Press.

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater reliability
with and without response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 85—98.

Johnson, N. B., & Jarley, P. (2004). Justice and union participation: An extension and test of
mobilization theory. British Journal of Industrial Relations, 42, 543-562,

Katz, H. C., & Darbishire, O. (2000). Converging divergences: Worldwide changes in employment
systems. Ithaca, NY: ILR Press.

Kelloway, E. K., & Barling, J. (1993). Members participation in local union activities:
measurement, prediction and replication. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 262—-279.

Kerchner, C. T., & Koppick, J. E. (1993). A union of professionals: Labor relations and education
reform. New York: Teacher’s College Press.

Kerchner, C. T., & Mitchell, C. T. (1988). The changing idea of a teachers’ union. New York: The
Falmer Press.

Kochan, T. A, Katz, H., & McKersie, R. (1986). The transformation of American industrial
relations. New York: Basic Books.

Konovsky, M. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1991). The perceived fairness of employee drug testing as a
predictor of employee attitudes and job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76,
698-707.

Konovsky, M. A,, & Pugh, S. D. (1994). Citizenship behavior and social exchange. Academy of
Management Journal, 37, 656—669.

Kosnik, R. D., & Brett, J. M. (1988). Perceptual patterns and inter-group conflict: A diagnosis for
union-management relations (Technical Report). Evanston, IL: Kellogg School of
Management, Northwestern University.



Krull, J. L., & MacKinnon, D. P. {1999). Multilevel mediation modeling in group based
intervention studies. Evaluation Review, 33, 418-444,

Krull, J. L., & MacKinnon, D. P. {2001). Multilevel modeling of individual and group level
mediated effects. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 36, 249-277.

Leventhal, G. S. (1976). The distribution of rewards and resources in groups and organizations.
In L. Berkowitz & W. Walster (Eds.), Advances in experimental social psychology (pp. 27—
55). New York: Plenum Press.

Lincoln, J. L., & Booth, J. N. {1993). Unions and work attitudes in the United States and Japan.
Industrial Relations, 25, 159-187.

Lind, E. A. (2001). Thinking critically about justice judgments. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 58,
220-226.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. {1988). The social psychology of procedural justice. New York: Plenum
Press.

Lipset, S. M., Trow, M., & Coleman, J. (1956). Union democracy. The inside politics of the
International Typographical Union. New York: The Free Press.

Lord, R. G. (1985). An information processing approach to social perceptions, leadership and
behavioral measurement in organizations. In L. L.

Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 7, pp. 87-128).
Greenwich, CN: JAIl Press.

Lord, R. G., & Maher, K. J. (1991). Leadership and information processing: Linking perceptions
and performance. Boston: Unwin Hyman.

MacCallum, R. C., & Browne, M. W. (1993). The use of causal indicators in covariance structured
models: Some practical issues. Psychological Bulletin, 114, 533-541.

Marchington, M., & Armstrong, R. (1983). Shop steward organization and joint consultation.
Personnel Review, 12(1), 24-32.

Martell, R. F., & Evans, D. P. {2005). Source-monitoring training: Toward reducing rater
expectancy effects in behavioral measurement. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 956—

963.

Martin, J. E., & Peterson, M. M. (1987). Two-tier wage structures: Implication for equity theory.



Academy of Management Journal, 30, 297-315.

Masterson, S. S., Lewis, K., Goldman, B. M., & Taylor, M. S. (2000). Integrating justice and social
exchange: The differing effects of fair procedures and treatment on work relationships.
Academy of Management Journal, 43, 738—748.

Mathieu, J. E., & Taylor, S. E. (2007). A framework for testing mesomediational relationships in
organizational behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 28, 141-172.

McShane, S. L. (1986). The multidimensionality of union participation. Journal of Occupational
Psychology, 59, 177-187.

Metochi, M. (2002). The influence of leadership and member attitudes in understanding the
nature of union participation. British Journal of Industrial Relations, 40, 87-111.

Nash, A. (1983). The union steward: Duties, rights, and status. Ithaca, NY: ILR Press.

Nicholson, N., Ursell, G., & Blyton, P. (1980). The dynamics of whitecollar unionism: A study of
local union participation. London: Academic Press.

Organ, D. W. (1990). The motivational basis of organizational citizenship behavior. In B. M. Staw
& L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 12, pp. 43-72).
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Raudenbush, S. W., & Byrk, A. S. (2001). Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data
analysis methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rubinstein, S. A. (2001). The local union revisited: New voices from the front line. Industrial
Relations, 40, 405—433.

Sayles, L. R., & Strauss, G. (1967). The local union. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World.

Shore, L. M., Tetrick, L. E., Sinclair, R. R., & Newton, L. A. (1994). Validation of a measure of
perceived union support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 971-977.

Skarlicki, D. P., & Latham, G. P. (1996). Increasing citizenship behavior within a labor union: A
test of organizational justice theory. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 161-170.

Skarlicki, D. P., & Latham, G. P. (1997). Leadership training in organizational justice to increase
citizenship behavior within a labor union: A replication. Personnel Psychology, 50, 617—
634.

Tetrick, L. E. (1995). Developing and maintaining union commitment: A theoretical framework.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 16, 583-595,



Tetrick, L. E., Shore, L. M., McClurg, L. N., & Vandenberg, R. J. (2007). A model of union
participation: The impact of perceived union support, union instrumentality, and union
loyalty. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 820-828.

Thacker, J., Fields, M., & Barklay, L. (1990). Union commitment: An examination of antecedent
and outcome factors. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63, 33-48.

Thibault, J., & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural justice: A psychological analysis. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2000). Cooperation in groups: Procedural justice, social identity, and
behavioral engagement. Philadelphia: Psychology Press.

Uleman, J. S. (1991). Leadership ratings: Toward focusing more on specific behaviors.
Leadership Quarterly, 2, 175—-187.

Urbanski, A. (1990). Restructuring schools for greater choice: The Rochester initiative. In S. B.
Bacharach (Ed.), Education reform: Making sense of it all (pp. 298—308). Boston: Allyn
and Bacon.

Yukl. G. (2002). Leadership in organizations (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Appendix

Union Presidents Leadership Scales: Internally Focused Leadership

In this scale, respondents {(union members) were asked to state how often their local
association president does the following:

Consulting and Encouraging Participation

1. Involves members in the decision making process.

2. Encourages members to become active in the association.

3. Asks members what they would like to see in the local’s contract proposals.
4. Solicits information from members about their needs and concerns.

Informing

5. Informs members about their rights under the contract.

6. Talks to members about the contract and about negotiations.

7. Keeps members informed about the local Association.

8. Makes sure members are educated about the local Association/SEA/NEA.*



Problem Solving

9. Helps members solve conflicts with school administrators.

10. Counsels members about work related problems.

11. Helps to solve conflicts between members or different groups
of members.

12. Is there for me when | need him/her.

* SEA =State Education Association; NEA =National EducationAssociation



