




regressions predicting the outcome variables by using control variables and internal and 
external leadership. Fourth, we estimated the same coefficients conditional on the mediators. 
Finally, we calculated the mediating effects and corresponding standard errors of internal and 
external leadership on the outcome variables. 

Results 

Descriptive statistics, ICCs, and correlation coefficients for both individual member and 
union levels are provided in Table 1. Internal and external leadership were positively correlated 
at the union level (.37), which suggests that the two leadership variables are related but 
conceptually distinct from each other. With respect to the control variables, we note that salary 
is positively correlated with wage equity at the individual level (.20) and the union level (.40) as 
well as with members’ perceptions of union instrumentality for wage outcomes (.16 and .31, 
respectively). District size, a close correlate of local union size, was correlated with externally 
focused union leadership (.32 and .27 at the individual and union levels, respectively). Of the 
survey data, instrumentality and justice perceptions were positively intercorrelated and were 
related to union loyalty in particular. The three union commitment dimensions were also 
positively correlated. Union participation was positively correlated with union commitment, the 
strongest relationship being, naturally enough, with members’ willingness to work for the union 
(.49). 

To test the first set of hypotheses, we regressed internal and external leadership on 
union instrumentality and justice variables by using HLM. The results are shown in Table 2. For 
each outcome variable, all the control variables (the individual-level demographic variables, the 
union characteristics, and employer– union relations) were entered in Step 1 and internal 
leadership at Step 2. In a third model, we entered externally focused leadership at Step 2. 

Internally focused leadership had, as hypothesized, a significant positive coefficient (B = 
0.68, p <.001) and explained 32% of variance at the local union level in members’ perceptions 
of union instrumentality for wages after controlling for individual- and union-level control 
variables. This amounted to 7% of the total variance in the wage instrumentality variable. 

Internal leadership was also significantly related to union instrumentality for non-wage 
outcomes (B =0.51, p < .001). Adding internal leadership to the equation increased the union 
level pseduo-R2 by 48%, after controlling for individual- and union-level control variables. This is 
equivalent to around 5% of the total variance in the union instrumentality for the non-wage 
outcomes variable. These results provide strong support for Hypothesis 1a. 

Hypothesis 1b stated that internally focused leadership would be positively related to 
members’ perceptions of procedural justice. As can be seen in Table 2, the internal leadership 
coefficient is significant (B = 0.66, p < .001). Adding internal leadership to the model increased 
the union-level pseudo-R2 by 55%, which equals about 6% of the total variance in procedural 
justice, supporting the hypothesis. 

Hypotheses 2a and 2b described the relationship between the union president’s 
externally focused leadership and members’ perceptions of union instrumentality and wage 
equity (distributive justice), respectively. Hypothesis 2a stated that external leadership will be 
positively related to instrumentality for both wage and non-wage outcomes. The results, shown 



Table 2 
Summary of Hierarchical Multilevel Analysis: Dependent Variables are Union Instrumentality Beliefs, Procedural Justice, 

and Wage Equity 

Variable 

Gender 
Union tenure 
Salary (log) 
District size (log) 
District wealth 
Employer–Union 

relations 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2 (dfs = 6) 

Internal leadership 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2 (dfs = 1) 
External leadership 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2 (dfs = 1) 

Model 1 

Robust 
B SE 

- 0 . 2 1 * " 0.03 
—0.007* 0.003 

1.47*** 0.26 
0.12 0.11 
0.29** 0.10 

0.05 0.03 
2% 

19% 
118*** 

Instrumentality (wage) 

Model 2 

Robust 
B SE 

-0.20*** 0.03 
—0.008** 0.003 

1.64*** 0.25 
0.01 0.10 
0.16 0.10 

0.07** 0.03 

0.68*** 0.08 
2% 

51% 
q i *** 

Model 3 

Robust 
B SE 

Step 1 

-0.21*** 0.03 
—0.007* 0.003 

1.45*** 0.26 
0.00 0.11 
0.27** 0.10 

0.05 0.03 

Step 2 

0.17** 0.05 
2% 

J*'. 
i , - * * * 

Instrumentality (non-wage) 

Model 1 

Robust 
B SE 

-0.11*** 0.03 
0.009** 0.003 

—0.28 0.23 
0.09 0.08 
0.29** 0.08 

0.07** 0.02 
1% 

16% 
c^r*** 

Model 2 

Robust 
B SE 

-0.10*** 0.03 
0.008** 0.003 

—0.22 0.22 
0.01 0.07 
0.20** 0.07 

0.09*** 0.02 

0.51*** 0.05 
1% 

64% 
101*** 

Model 3 

B 

-0.11*** 
0.009** 

—0.31 
0.04 
0.28*** 

0.07** 

0.08* 
1% 

21% 
7.1** 

Robust 
SE 

0.03 
0.003 
0.23 
0.09 
0.08 

0.02 

0.03 



Table 2 
(Continued) 

Model 1 

B 

—0.11** 
0.00 
1.12*** 

—0.11 
0.17* 

—0.02 
1% 
4% 

c i * * * 

Robust 
SE 

0.03 
0.00 
0.31 
0.09 
0.08 

0.02 

Procedural justice 

Model 2 

B 

-0.10*** 
0.00 
1.17*** 

—0.19* 
0.05 

0.01 

Robust 
SE 

0.03 
0.00 
0.26 
0.08 
0.07 

0.02 

Model 3 

B 

—0.11** 
0.00 
1.09*** 

—0.19* 
0.16* 

—0.02 

Robust 
SE 

Step 

0.03 
0.00 
0.30 
0.09 
0.08 

0.02 

Model 1 

B 

1 

-0.18*** 
—0.01** 

2.11*** 
0.23 
0.23* 

0.10** 
2% 

26% 
121*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.04 
0.003 
0.30 
0.13 
0.11 

0.03 

Wage equity 

Model 2 

B 

-0.18*** 
—0.01** 

2.22*** 
0.20 

—0.14 

0.11*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.04 
0.003 
0.30 
0.12 
0.10 

0.03 

Model 3 

B 

-0.18*** 
—0.01** 

2.10*** 
0.12 
0.21* 

0.10** 

Robust 
SE 

0.04 
0.003 
0.30 
0.13 
0.10 

0.03 

Step 2 

0.66*** 
1% 

59% 
122*** 

0.05 0.44*** 
2% 

37% 
- j o*** 

0.08 

0.11** 
1% 

10% 
10** 

0.04 0.15** 
2% 

31% 
13** 

0.04 

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; t^idf) = chi-square model comparison test based on deviance statistics. 
* p < .05. " p < .01. *** p < .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 

Variable 

Gender 
Union tenure 
Salary (log) 
District size (log) 
District wealth 
Employer–union relations 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2(6) 

Internal leadership 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2(l) 
External leadership 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2(l) 

Union instrumentality (w) 
Union instrumentality (nw) 
Procedural justice 
Wage equity 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2(4) 

Model 1 

B 

-0 .10*" 
0.007** 
0.21 
0.04 
0.10 
0.02 
2% 
5% 

f^Q*** 

Robust SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.19 
0.06 
0.05 
0.02 

Loyalty to the union 

Model2 Model 3 

B 

-0.10*** 
0.006** 
0.34* 

—0.04 
—0.01 

0.04** 

0.54*** 
2% 

96% 
214*** 

RobustSE B 

Step 1 

0.02 —0.04 
0.002 0.006** 
0.16 0.05 
0.04 0.01 
0.04 —0.08* 
0.01 0.01 

Step 2 

0.03 0.19*** 

Step 3 

0.17*** 
0.23*** 
0.23*** 

-0.09*** 
43% 
81% 

1,817*** 

Robust SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.14 
0.03 
0.04 
0.01 

0.03 

0.02 
0.02 
0.02 
0.01 

Model 4 

B 

-0.10*** 
0.008** 
0.18 

—0.01 
0.09 
0.02 

0.08** 
2% 
14% 

i < * * * 

Robust SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.19 
0.07 
0.05 
0.02 

0.03 

Model 5 

B 

—0.05* 
0.007** 

—0.25 
0.04 

—0.05 
0.02 

0.02 

0.18*** 
0.23*** 
0.23*** 

-0.09*** 
38% 
73% 

1,977*** 

Robust SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.15 
0.04 
0.04 
0.01 

0.01 

0.02 
0.02 
0.02 
0.01 

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. 
* p < .05. " p < .01. *** p < .001. 



Table 4 

HLM Analyses of Cross-Level Mediator Effects of Instrumentality Beliefs and Justice Perceptions on the Relationships Between Leadership and Willingness, Responsibility, 

and Participation 

Variable 

Gender 
Union tenure 
Salary (log) 
District size (log) 
District wealth 
Employer-union relations 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax

2(6) 

Internal leadership 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2(l) 

Union instrumentality (w) 
Union instrumentality (nw) 
Procedural justice 
Wage equity 
Pseudo R2 (within) 
Pseudo R2 (between) 
Ax2(4) 

Model 1 

B 

0.03 
0.006** 
0.27 

-0.28*** 
-0 .05 

0.00 
2% 

26% 
92*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.16 
0.05 
0.04 
0.02 

Willingness to work 

Model 2 

B 

0.03 
0.006** 
0.33* 

-0.32*** 
-0.09* 

0.01 

0.26*** 
2% 

65% 
51*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.16 
0.04 
0.04 
0.02 

0.03 

Model 3 

B 

0.06* 
0.005** 
0.36* 

-0.28*** 
-0.13* 

0.01 

0.08* 

0.08*** 
0.11™ 
0.17™ 

-0 .12™ 
14% 
48% 

489*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.15 
0.04 
0.04 
0.02 

0.04 

0.02 
0.02 
0.02 
0.01 

Responsibility 

Model 1 

B 

0.06** 
0.007** 
0.20 

-0.17*** 
-0.09** 
-0 .01 

3% 
52% 

157*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.14 
0.03 
0.03 
0.01 

to the union 

Model 2 

B 

Step 

0.06** 
0.007*** 
0.22 

-0 .18™ 
-0.10** 
-0 .01 

Step 

0.06* 
3% 

58% 
5* 

Step 

Robust 
SE 

1 

0.02 
0.002 
0.14 
0.03 
0.03 
0.01 

2 

0.02 

3 

Model 3 

B 

0.06*** 
0.006*** 
0.38** 

-0 .15™ 
-0 .11™ 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 
0.03** 
0.11™ 

-0 .11™ 
10% 
47% 

273*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.02 
0.002 
0.14 
0.03 
0.03 
0.01 

0.03 

0.01 
0.01 
0.01 
0.01 

Model 1 

B 

0.10 
0.02** 
2.16™ 

-1 .00™ 
-0 .21* 
-0.07 

5% 
38% 

241*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.05 
0.005 
0.41 
0.13 
0.10 
0.04 

Participation 

Model 2 

B 

0.10 
0.02** 
2.19*** 

-1.01*** 
-0.23* 
-0.07 

0.10 
5% 

39% 
1.2 

Robust 
SE 

0.05 
0.004 
0.41 
0.13 
0.10 
0.04 

0.09 

Model 3 

B 

0.10 
0.02** 
2.36*** 

-0.93*** 
-0.23*** 
-0.05 

-0 .01 

0.04 
0.00 
0.27*** 

-0 .21™ 
8% 

41% 
126*** 

Robust 
SE 

0.05 
0.005 
0.40 
0.13 
0.10 
0.04 

0.09 

0.05 
0.04 
0.04 
0.03 

a z 
C z 
r 
> 

7Z 
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> 
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-
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-
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Note. All independent variables are centered around their grand mean. All Level 1 slopes are fixed. Average Level 2 size 
'p < .05. "p < .01. *"p < .001. 

15.7. Number of Level 2 units = 248; number of Level 1 units = 3871. 
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Figure 1. Illustrative model of cross-level mediation: Mediators of the 

relationship between internal leadership and loyalty to the union. ***p < .001. 
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 2. Illustrative model of cross-level mediation: Mediators of the 

relationship between internal leadership and willingness to work for the 

union. *'"p < .001. 

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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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-R2s 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 (Bd). 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 (Bd’). The difference between these two coefficient estimates (Bd – Bd’) 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 Bd is significant and Bd’is zero 
or close to zero. A partial mediation is suggested when Bd is significant and Bd’ 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 (Ba) on the mediator (from Table 2) and the estimates of the mediator (Bb) on the 
outcome variable (from Tables 3 and 4). The product of these two estimated coefficients (BaX 
Bb) 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. 
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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 I need him/her. 

* SEA =State Education Association; NEA =National EducationAssociation 


