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PREFACE

This study is concerned with the analysis of various individual
differences as they relate to the demand for unionism. Of special
interest is the individual characteristic locus of control. It is the
hypothesis of this study that an "internal''--someone who feels he is
in control of his own destiny--will be more inclined to support unionism.

This research encompassed several significant areas of interest,
and encountered several significant areas of conflict. Because of the
vary nature of the project, it required extensive analytic and
organizational expertise, as well as common sense. Throughout this
project that was provided by my major adviser, Dr. Charles R. Greer.
It has been a difficult process for both of us, and one I could not
have completed successfully without his guidance and assistance.
Additionally, I would like to express my appreciation to the other
members of my committee, Dr. Ivan Chapman, Dr. H. Kirk Downey,

Dr. R. Dennis Middlemist, Dr. John C. Shearer, and Dr. Clifford E.
Young, III. Their comments and suggestions are reflected in this
final manuscript.

I would like to extent my thanks to the staff and faculty
of the College of Business at New Mexico State University. Throughout
my tenure here all have been supportive of my efforts, and considerate
of my obligations. Particular thanks go to Dr. John L. Loveland for
his advice and counseling, and to Carolyn Fowler and Pam Speer for

their administrative support.
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I would like to say a word too to all those doctoral candidates
who never reach this point. Perhaps they are in fact the wise ones,
who found that other things are more important. And especially to a
good friend, Ambrose Vaughn, who taught me what a good teacher is.

Lastly, I want to dedicate this work to my family. Returning to
school at my age required a sacrifice and commitment on the part of
all my family. My wife, Shirley, became the breadwinner for us all.
Not once, during all this ordeal have I heard a single complaint.

Not even about my prevarications. But most of all I want to recognize
them for just being wonderful people. I recently heard about a study
in which 80 percent of the people surveyed said they would not have
children if they could do it over. My four children are what makes
it all worthwhile. They are the outstanding achievement of my life.
And any contribution I might make to society is but a small payment

for their love and association. Thank you.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Since the inception of the labor union movement, scholars have
searched for the reasons that prompt individuals to form or join unions.
In recent history, other employee organizations have displayed union-
like characteristics to achieve changes in the work environment.

Teacher organizations and the Fraternal Order of Police are examples

of these types of organizations. (For the purposes of this study the
term union will be defined to include these types of organizations as
well.) Through collective bargaining, at least in this country, these
organizations seek to influence the working conditions of their members.
As a result, unions constitute countervailing forces to the previously
unilateral powers of management.

Unions have been influential as economic forces, political forces,
and as social change agents. There is no consensus on the economic
impact of unions, but it is safe to say the economic situation prevalent
in the workplace is different from what it would have been in their
absence (Lewis, 1963; Weiss, 1966; Kahn, 1978; Freeman and Medoff, 1979).
As a political force, labor organizations have occupied several roles.
They have pushed for broad social changes in society, for example,
civil rights legislation, the Occupational Safety and Health Act, and
the Employee Retirement Income Security Act. As pragmatic and realistic

lobbying organizations, they have sought to protect their own interests



within the industrial relations system. As a major political interest
group they have typically supported the Democratic party.

As a social agent, labor organizations have been instrumental in
effecting change in the very nature of work. Job content, hours,
benefits, retirement provisions, crew sizes, and many other work environ-
ment factors have been changed by unions. But any social change agent,
be it church, political partj, revolutionary group, or union, cannot
effect this change without constituents. Thus, interest in attitudes
toward unions, the membership of labor organizations, and the reasons
individuals join these organizations, is not surprising. It is to
these questions thatvthis research is directed.

Previous research that has examined aggregate union growth in the
United States provides several clues as to why individuals become union
members. This literature will be reviewed in the next chapter. However,
some research results will be reviéwed at this time to provide background

for introduction of the specific purposes of this study.
Trends in Research on Unionism

Why individuals wish to become union members or members of any
organization has been a topic of interest to economists, psychologists,
sociologists, and industrial relations researchers for some time.

Early efforts were general inquiries into individual decision making
processes (Bakke, 1945; Seidman, London, and Kars, 1951). Next, after
early applications of econometric techniques (Kornhauser, 1961;
Ashenfelter and Pencavel, 1969; Scoville, 1971), more sophisticated
analyses were conducted of the economic and non—-economic factors that

influence the desire for collective bargaining and organized job action



(Blinder, 1972; Lee, 1978; Fiorito and Dauffenbach, 1982). This research
has been facilitated by the availability of national and international

micro-level data sources.

Patterns of Union Membership

Demographics

The literature reveals several patterns of union membership. One
such pattern concerns race. Non-whites are more likely to be repre-
sented by a labor organization than whites, regardless of occupation
(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1977). In the white-collar area this
relationship is almost two to one. Men are much more likely to be
represented by labor organizations than women, especially in the blue-
collar and service areas. In all regional areas, the patterns of
higher collective bargaining coverage for non-whites persists (Bureau

of Labor Statistics, 1977).

Right-to-Work Laws and Regional Influences

As might be expected, the traditionally non-union sectors of the
country, those characterized by right-to-work (RTW) legislation, are
the least organized. Whether these lower densities are due strictly to
less industrialization or other factors, such as right-to-work laws, ié
not clear. The literature on RTW legislation is somewhat conflicting.
Several authors (Lumsden and Peterson, 1975; Warren and Strauss, 1979)
have found RIW laws to have a negative effect on state levels of
unionization, that is, decreased unionism in these states. Others
(Elliott, 1977; Bennett and Johmnson, 1980; Wessels, 1981) have found

that RTW laws do not have the impact often attributed to them. Hirsch



(1980), on the other hand, found that RTW had little impact on contract
coverage, but significant impact on actual union membership due to the
"free-rider" problem.

The question most often raised over RIW laws concerns causality.
Does a state have RTW laws because of its non-union attitudes, or are
its non-union attitudes a result of its RIW laws? Sandver (1982)
examined the outcomes of National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) supervised
representation elections and found that the lower rate of union success
in the South was due to the size and types of elections conducted, rather
than the so-called "Southern effect.'" Hunt and White (1983) found, in
accordance with the saturationist hypothesis, that a higher level of
union organizational activity occurs in RTW states because of the
larger concentrations of unorganized workers. They in fact found
different levels of expenditures programmed for the RTW states, and
different organizational strategies employed by the national unioms.

Much has been said too about greater employee resistance to
unionization in the South due to differing cultural values. 1In an
analysis of the large southern textile manufacturer, J. P. Stevens,
Mullins and Luebke (1982) found that much of the success of unionism
is determined by the type of industry involved, capital-intensive or
labor-intensive. Much of the recruiting in southern states has been
of capital-intensive industries; but the Middle-Atlantic, East-North-
Central, and Pacific regions remain the most heavily unionized (Bureau

of Labor Statistics, 1977).

Industry

There are substantial differences across industries in the



proportion of employees who are represented by unions. Of particular
interest is the public sector which has become more heavily unionized
in recent years, changing from a virtually non-union sector in 1960 to
one of the more heavily organized today. The reasons for these

disparities in labor organization membership are elusive.

Occupations and Job Conditions

Likewise there are differences in unionism across occupations.
Explanations of the phenomenon of occupational differences in collective
bargaining coverage have ranged from ascribing a manualist mentality to
blue collar workers (Lyon, 1965), to stating that the inclination toward
unionism is inversely related to the amount of individual bargaining
power possessed by the individqal (Perlman, 1928). 1In more recent
research, Hirsch (1980) found that such occupational characteristics
as mobility, skill differentiation, identification with management,
and probability of self-employment all affect the demand for unionism.
Fiorito and Dauffenbach (1982), using a cross-sectional analysis
technique, and occupation as the unit of analysis, supported several
hypotheses which have long been in the literature. They found the
alienating influence of machinery and assembly work, and job-consciousness
among skilled workers as factors affecting the demand for unionism.
Specifically, some of the job characteristics they found that enhanced
the likelihood of unionization were low use of mental processes,
assembly work, machine operations, and unpleasant and manualist job
content. On the other hand, Angel (1982, p. 100) concluded that
"today's professionals have joined the rank and file" in their inability

to control their work. Through anti-trust legislation and first



amendment decisions they are losing the protection of their professional

trade associations, and hence are turning to organized labor for support.
Union Instrumentality

DeCotiis and LeLouarn (1981) examined union voting behavior using
union instrumentality and work perceptions as variables. They found
that people join unions in order to increase the likelihood that their
interests will be served, and that the individual behaves in ways that he
or she perceives to be instrumental to the attainment of personally
relevant outcomes such as pay, benefits, working conditions, fair play,
and so fourth. They found that as felt influence decreases, the
perception of union instrumentality as a source to serve employee needs
and interests increases. They found that these perceptions of union
instrumentality were by far the most important determinant of union
voting. They did not find individual characteristics as the primary
impetus to unionization, but did conclude the following:

The poor results obtained for personal characteristics

either supports our initial conclusion (i.e., that there

is no 'union type' of person) or the sense that the right

personal characteristics simply have not been included in

prior or the present research. The search for such

characteristics constitutes a legitimate research

interest within the larger context of understanding why

individuals join organizations in general and the uniquely

interesting question of why they join unions in particular

(DeCotiis and LeLouarn, 1981, p. 117).

0f equal dinterest, and of particular concern to the present study,
are explanations of attitudes toward unions and union membership.

The examination of union membership has captured the interest of
researchers for some time. Continued efforts in the area of union

organizational research have been encouraged, specifically of the

attitudes of workers toward unions and the causes of their propensity



to join unions (U. S. Department of Labor, 1979). Alienation is one

such individual characteristic that has received attention.

Alienation

Alienation has been found to be related to militant organizational
membership. After extensive research on the concepts of alienation
and powerlessness, Seeman (1975, p. 97) made the point that, '""The thrust
of all this is that the combination of high sensed powerlessness
relative to the system and low personal powerlessness is most likely
to breed activism." 1In the context of this research then, the person
who feels powerless to fight the system, but who personally feels in
control of himself (that is an internal), is more likely to take overt
action, that is, join a union. Lefcourt (1976, p. 32) too felt "belief
in personal control and low expectancy of social system control could
prove to be decisive interactive predictors of the likelihood that a
person will join militant movements."

It is the intent of this research to examine yet another individual
characteristic, locus of control, as a possible predictor of union

membership behavior.

Locus of Control

In this research the specific psychological construct locus of
control is the independent variable of primary interest. Rotter (1960)
has suggested that there are individual differences in the way a person
perceives a particular reward, and consequently in how he responds to
it. Therefore, in its function as a reinforcing agent, reward may be

conceived as following from or being contingent upon a behavior being



demonstrated. This is a reiteration of social learning theory that says
reinforcement, reward, and gratification are crucial to performance. It
follows then that the effectiveness of the reinforcer depends in large
part upon whether or not the person exhibiting the behavior perceives
the existence, of a causal relationship between behavior and the
reinforcer.

According to Rotter (1960), if a person perceives that a reinforcer
is either contingent or dependent upon his own relatively permanent
characteristics, that person is said to believe in the internal control
of reinforcement (an internal). If a person perceives that a particular
reward, although it may follow some action of his own, is not entirely
contingent upon his action, he is thought to have a belief in an
external control of reinforcement‘and is considered an external. The
latter is likely to perceive the reward as the result of luck, change,
fate, or politics. The central notion in Rotter's generalized theory
of the control of reinforcement lies in whether or not the individual
perceives, and furthermore believes, that his own behavior, skills or
dispositions actually determine what reinforcements he receives. He
defines this concept as locus of control.

Extensive empirical research has been conducted to verify the
validity of the internality-externality dimension as a psychological
variable. The results have generally supported the hyﬁothesis that
there is a significant difference between internals and externals with
regard to their feelings, beliefs, and action tendencies toward some
aspects of everyday life. It has been found that such a generalized
belief can be measured reliably; and that as a psychological dimension

it is predictive of behavior in a variety of circumstances.



The interpretation of locus of control used in this research is
that described by Rotter (1966) in his discussion of a generalized
expectancy model. "Such generalized expectancies can be measured and
are predictive of behavior in a variety of circumstances" (Rotter, 1966,
P. 25). As opposed to a specific expectancy, it is an abstraction
developed from a host of experiences and situations in which expecta-
tions have met with varying degrees of validation. However, this is
not meant to imply that all behaviors that are reinforced are repeated.
Rather, the individual is selective, based on his/her perception of
the relationship between the reinforcement and the preceeding behavior.

Locus of control is a specific and important example of such a
generalized expectancy; it is a personality dimension which can be
quantified and used in conjunction with other variables to predict
human social behavior. The locus of control concept would suggest
that internals are more cognitively active, they exhibit better
learning and acquisition of material, they more actively seek information,
and they are more highly motivated to perform well in situations allowing
the exercise of skill and control. The basic characteristic of the
internal then appears to be greater skill or greater effort at coping
with or attaining mastery over the environment. If an individual is
going to exercise such control a desire for reward as a result of that
control must be expected, and a reasonable chance of success must be
anticipated.

This then leads to the consideration of attribution as it relates
to locus of control. Phares (1976, p. 135) states '"the topic of
attribution of responsibility is intimately related to locus of

control. The latter is a personality variable that, by definition,
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deals with stable tendencies to attribute control or causality to either
personal or extrapersonal forces." DuCette and Wolk (1973) address
this same issue as follows:

The mediating power of locus of control resides in both
its cognitive and motivational qualities, neither of which
is sufficient but both of which are necessary . . .
differing expectancies of control will give rise to
differing decisions about the exertion of control (motivation)
as well as differing efficiency with which this control is
exerted (cognition) . . . The decision to engage in a task
must be a function of the ability to do the task and vice
versa (pp. 425-426).

The literature discusses several types of attributions.

Kelly (1983) discusses the understanding of the causality
of a particular event; Hamilton (1980) investigates the
assessing of responsibility of a particular outcome; and
Jones and Davis (1965) attempt to assess the personal
qualities of persons involved in the events being
considered (Lord and Smith, 1983, p. 50).

Broedling (1975), in discussing this apparent difference, defines
locus of control as a relatively enduring, stable personality trait,
regarding the world in general, while attribution is a perception
based primarily on the current situation. Sims and Szilagyi (1976,
p. 214) defined it this way, '"Locus of control is often termed a
generalized [emphasis added] expectancy because it refers to expectancies
of life in general rather than to the contingencies of specific
situations." Jones and Nisbett (1971) in their examination of the
actor and observer argued that actors attribute their own actions to
situational requirements (attribution) whereas observers tend to
attribute the same actions to stable personal dispositions (locus of
control). Kelly (1973, p. 126) says '"that attribution theory deals
only with the processes by which attributions are derived from

informational input."



The foregoing is not to suggest that the attribution or attempted
attribution of causal effect is not significant, as compared to locus
of control. 1In reality it may be the more important, as, in the terms
of Weiten and Upshaw (1982, p. 705), it may be the "framework actually
employed by the man in the street." However, as it is situation
specific, it is neither measurable nor predictive. Therefore, the
"stable personality dimension" (Andrisani, 1964, p. 311)--locus of
control--will be used as the primary explanatory variable of interest

in this evaluation.
Purpose of Research

The objective of this research then is to demonstrate how a
generalized personality variable--locus of control--relates to an
important human activity. Specifically, the relationship between
perceived locus of control and union attitudes and union membership
will be investigated. The hypothesis is that an individual classified
as an internal will have more positive views of unions and a greater
demand for union membership. These relationships, if demonstrated,
could be useful in predicting the demand for unionism. The next
chaptef will review the literature that peftains to union attitudes,

union membership, and locus of control.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

The question of why individuals seek membership in labor organi-
zations, and their attitudes towards such organizations or organizations
in general, has intrigued psychologists, sociologists, economists,
historians, industrial relationists, and others for years. The majority
of the research has centered on economic issues. 1In a recent study,
Gordon and Long (1981, p. 306) concluded "Results indicate that across
all age-sex subgroups, the most important factors in joining a union
are economic ones.'" However, from the beginning scholars have
recognized there is more to this decision than just economic issues.
Geographic region, community size, and occupation have all been found
to be related to unionism (Kérnhauser, 1961; Scoville, 1971). Pencavel
(1971) found social and political factors to be important determinants

of unionism.
Individual Differences

As is true of all elements of society, individual differences are
a significant factor in all areas of the work environment. As mentioned
previously, labor researchers have been aware of this phenomenon as
well, beginning with Bakke (1945) who found that a sense of justice as
well as economics was of concern to employees. Sex and race (particularly

the latter) have been associated with unionism (Kornhauser, 1961;

12
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Scoville, 1971). 1In an extension of this research, Blinder (1972) found
sex to be an important determinant of unionism but found education (and

occupation) to be more important.
Attitudes

With the increased interest in behaviorally oriented research in
the workplace, it is understandable that union related research has been
forthcoming in this area. Significant correlations have been found
between job satisfaction, lack of satisfaction with superiors, and the
demand for unionism (Evans, 1974; Bigoness, 1978; Hamner and Smith,
1978; Schriesheim, 1978; Behrman, Bigoness, and Perreault, 1981; King,
Murray, and Atkinson, 1982). Voting behavior has been used by several
researchers as a surrogate for pro-union attitudes, and at least omne
study has found that voting behavior is largely independent of campaign
tactics (Getman, Goldberg, and Herman, 1976). The significant conclusion
of the Getman et al. (1976) study relative to the present study is that
the demand for unionism is inherent to the individual and for "other"
reasons. That is to say, the decision to vote for or against the union
(or management) is an attitude resident in the individual prior to the
election, and not subject to activities as superficial as the campaign.

Negative life experiences and work involvement have been found
related to the demand for unionism in the public sector (Smith and
Hopkins, 1979). Such factors as socioeconomic status, skill level or
occupational status, and education were found related to pro-union
attitudes. A negative correlation was found between employee involve-
ment in the organization and a demand for unionism, which might imply

the union gives the individual a source of political release. This



expressed need for influence in the environment relates to Rotter's
internals' need for control. However, not all researchers agree on the
relationship, and at least one study has indicated that union activists
(1) tend to have a higher overall job satisfaction, (2) tend to be more
interested and involved in their work, and (3) tend to be no more
negative about the employing organization and its management than
inactivists (Huszczo and Schmitt, 1983). As far as the present study
is concerned, there is a connection between these two research efforts.
Both indicate that the unionist actively seeks to influence his
enviornment. The internalist seeks to act upon the situation rather
than be acted upon. He prefers to proact rather than react.

Several researchers have recently measured directly the attitudes
of workers toward unions (Kochan, 1979; LeLorarn, 1979; Smith and
Hopkins, 1979). Such factors as socioeconomic status, skill level,
occupational status, and education are related to attitudes toward
unions (Smith and Hopkins, 1979). As indicated earlier, blacks and
other minorities are supportive of unions and indicate that their
desire for participation in workplace activities could be provided
by union membership. It has been found that the major reason workers
vote against unions is not philosophical, they just feel a union is
not needed. One conclusion of these studies has been the development
of a four component model of the unionization process: attitude toward
unions —> intent to vote —> actual vote —> union membership. Given
the interest in employee attitudes toward unionism, and the often
inconsistent findings about the needs the union satisfies, there is a
need for the investigation of other alternatives. This lack of

consistency in the literature is highlighted by the Department of

14



Labor charge (1979) to continue efforts in the area of organizational

research, specifically of worker attitudes and the demand for unionism.

Locus of Control

Phares (1957) pioneered the éffort to construct an instrument to
measure individual differences in a generalized belief in the control
of reinforcement. Using a Likert-type scale consisting of 26 items,
13 of which reflected the attitudes of internals, Phares was able to
predict individual behavioral differences between internals and
externals. Phares' scale was subsequently revised by James (1957),
and later by Rotter, Seeman and Liverant (1962). Rotter and his
coworkers broadened the James-Phares scale by adding several subscales
to distinguish such areas as achievement, affection, and the general
and political attitudes. Rotter, Liverant, and Crowne (1961) conducted
an item validity study, and reduced the number of items of the scale.
The wording of some items was changed to make them more appropriate
for non-college subjects (the population used in earlier studies).

In an early study, Strickland (1965, p. 353) stated "individuals
who are inclined to see themselves as determiners of their own fate
tend to commit themselves to personal and decisive social action."”

In her study of black college students involvement in civil rights
activities, her conclusioﬁ was '"clearly, the internal-external scale
appears to be a useful instrument for the prediction of social action"
(1965, p. 358). 1In fact, she felt the more internal the subject, the
greater the likelihood of membership in an active group. However,

she did find that her data were confounded by the variables of age

and education.
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The most definitive source of locus of control in the literature
is Rotter's (1966) monograph. In it he argued that:

. . . a generalized attitude, belief, or expectancy regarding

the nature of the causal relationship between one's own

behavior and its consequences might affect a variety of

behavioral choices in a broad band of life situations

(p. 2).

He warned that the individual is selective about what behaviors are
repeated or strengthened based on his perception of the relationship
between behavior and reinforcement. It is on this premise that he
developed the internal-external construct.

Appendix A presents Rotter's Internal-External Scale (I-E Scale)
which was developed to measure these situations. Rotter (1966, p. 19)
found this instrument most useful in situations where people were
attempting to "better their liﬁe conditions; that is, to control their
environment in important life situations." Joining a union would seem
a particularly pertinent example of this behavior. In conclusion,
Rotter felt that generalized expectations could be measured and were
predictive of behavior in a variety of circumstances. Specifically,
he found that individuals with a strong belief that they could control
their own destiny, that is, internals, would take steps to improve
their environmental conditions. It is the hypothesis of this research
that such an individual will turn to a union as one method for this
increased control. A further refinement of the I-E Scale was completed
by Mirels (1970) using factor analysis to further identify the two
elements of personally relevant items versus the more universal issues
of politics and world affairs.

A more contemporary version of the original I-E Scale has been

developed and will be used in this research. It is called the
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Different Situations Inventory (DSI) (Gardner and Warren, 1978). The
DST 1is attached as Appendix B and is discussed in detail in Chapter IV,

Methodology.

Applications of Locus of Control

to the Workplace

The use of the internal-external construct in empirical research
has been extensive, particularly in psychology and sociology. Several
such studies have been related to organizations (Seeman, 1964; Runyon,
1973; Mitchell, Smyser, and Weed, 1975; Glick, Mirvis, and Harder, 1977;

Lewis, Cheney, and Dawes, 1977; Dalton and Todor, 1982).
Unionism

Only one study has attempted to measure directly union membership
as a function of the I-E construct--Seeman's (1964) investigation of
Swedish workers. 1In this (unpublished) study, Seeman found that union
membership, union activity, and a general knowledge of political affairs
were all significantly related to internality. Runyon (1973) in an
in-depth analysis of interactions between personality variables and
management styles, used locus of control as the personality variable.
Several of Runyon's (1973) findings support the rationale for the
present research:

the most interesting finding of the study, however, is

the apparent strength of the I-E Scale in discriminating

between subordinates in terms of their responsiveness to

differing managerial styles. The strength of the I-E

measure in this regard suggests that it has unrealized

potential for use in corporate organizations (p. 293).

Runyon (1973) also found that internals are more involved in the

job (sought control) and that age is a critical factor in moderating



internality. Runyon felt the tendency on the part of older workers to
be more internal was due to their additional experience that provided
them an opportunity for a more balanced perception of the sources of
reinforcement. Mitchell, Smyser, and Weed (1975) found that internals
were more satisfied with participative management, that is, wanted a
larger role. This could be extended to include union-management
relationships.

Glick, Mirvis, and Harder (1977) in an extension of the Mitchell
et al. (1975) study, found a correlation between a willingness to
participate in union activities and an interest in decision making.
Lewis, Cheney, and Dawes (1977) using a situation-specific locus of
control measure, found it to be an effective instrument for predicting
behavior; yielding adequate psychometric properties and sufficient
construct validity to warrant further research. A study of the impact
of union shop stewards on grievance‘procedures found that internal
stewards filed fewer formal grievances (Dalton and Todor, 1982).
Internal stewards preferred instead to work things out for themselves
with management. The authors felt the internal-external dimension
was predictive of steward behavior and felt it had not been adequately
evaluated in the union environment.

Bigoness (1978) investigated the correlates of college faculty
attitudes toward collective bargaining, using the locus of control

instrument and others to identify differences in individual personality
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characteristics. Bigoness hypothesized that in the academic environment

externals who perceived the conditions of employment beyond their
control would support collective bargaining. This hypothesis was

supported, but only moderately. After perceived pay equity was
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considered, the contribution of locus of control to explained variance
was insignificant. Bigoness felt this finding supported the earlier
finding of Broedling (1975) that internals saw a stronger relationship
between performance and reward. 1In Bigoness' study (1978) control of
rewards was not seen as relating directly to performance, because of
the structure of academia, hence the interest in collective bargaining.
Additional applications of the locus of control construct to the
workplace, and ones that have direct application to this research, are
studies by DuCette and Wolk (1973), Evans (1974), Broedling (1978),
Reitz and Jewell (1979), Behrman, Bigoness, and Perreault (1981),
Knoop (1981), King, Murray, and Atkinson (1982), Kasperson (1982),
and Spector (1982). When relating the concept of locus of control
to union membership, the question arises as to whether an external--
who feels he is not "in control"--might not be more inclined to seek
unionism as a means of gaining at least some control. Or, would an
internal--who feels he is in control--be more inclined to seek unionism
as a means of assuring this control? As the following will suggest,
the literature is not in’consensus. In fact, one author (Bigomness,
1978) stated specifically that externals are more favorable toward

collective bargaining activity than internals.
Control

The basic issue according to this researcher is one of control,
and as stated in the hypothesis, the internal will take positive steps
to obtain control. As can be seen, that is the issue in most of these
studies. DuCette and Wolk (1973), as a result of the many earlier

studies on locus of control, felt that it had been proven that internals
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had more ability to extract information from ambiguous situations and to
use this information more effectively. However, they did not feel the
prior research had adequately addressed the situation-personality
interaction. Their research indicated '"the internal subject differed
from the external subject motivationally as well as cognitively, and
that these differences were most salient under demanding task conditions"
(DuCette and Wolk, 1973, p. 425). They felt this difference is
operationalized in the workplace by an exertion of that expectancy of
control into the attainment of various reinforcements. Specifically,
they felt the internal would be more inclined to "attempt to directly
control the immediate environment" (p. 425).

In an extension of the path-goal theory of motivation, Evans (1974)
found that internal subjects who perceive their environment as meaningful
and consistent, and who feel able to control it are more likely to make
rational decisions, that is, instrumental decisions. Broedling (1975),
in a study of the relationship between the I-E concept and expectancy
theory, found that internals were more likely to see rewards as being
contingent upon job performancé, that is, behavior is instrumental to

reward and the perception of environment influences behavior.
Autonomy

In an in-depth study of individual characteristics as moderators
of job characteristics, Sims and Szilagyi (1976) found that locus of
control was a moderator between autonomy and job satisfaction. In a
similar study, Kimmons and Greenhaus (1976) examined locus of control
as it moderated the relationship between autonomy, feedback, and job

involvement with job satisfaction. While the Sims and Szilagyi study
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utilized laboring personnel, this study used managers. They did in fact
find that internals perceived more autonomy and feedback in the work

environment, and were in fact more involved in the work situation.

Cross Cultural Implications

Reitz and Jewell (1979) in a study conducted in six countries
(United States, Turkey, Mexico, Yugoslavia, Thailand and Japan) examined
the relationship between locus of control and job involvement. The
authors defined job involvement as the '"degree to which one's work is
an important part of his or her life" (Reitz and Jewell, 1979, p. 72),
and found it to be a function of both job and individual characteristics,
with locus of control being the individual characteristic of interest.
The results of this study revealed a strong cross-cultural positive
relationship between internals and job involvement, that is, internals

see work as a more important aspect of their life.

Job Conditions

Knoop (1981) examined the relationship between locus of control
orientation and job enrichment. His hypothesis was that because
externals do not feel they‘control outcomes they would be more receptive
to job enrichment activities. This hypothesis was supported. It was
found that internals already perceive their jobs as being enriched,
and therefore feel less need for enrichment activities than externals.
King, Murray, and Atkinson (1982), in an examination of a Canadian
national survey (1977), found the two strongest personality correlates
of job satisfaction to be alienation and locus of control. Of

significance to the present study was not the strong association



22

between job satisfaction and the personality variables, that is,
alienation and locus of control, but evidence that the two are
independently associated with job satisfaction. This would indicate
individual expectations and traits interact with objective characteristics
of the work environment to determine a response to that environment.

In this same vein, Kasperson (1982, p. 825) concluded "there is no
conclusive evidence that changes in an individual's locus of control

' and that locus of control is a

can be affected by the organization,'
personality construct that mediates the satisfaction or dissatisfaction
an employee will project into the organization.

Spector (1982) in an extensive study of locus of control as it
relates to employee behavior in organizations, found locus of control
to be related to motivation, effort, performance, satisfaction,
perception of the job, compliance with authority, and supervisory
style. He stated the intent of his study was to demonstrate the
usefulness of personality in explaining human behavior in the organiza-
tion and to focus on locus of control. Of particular interest to the
present research were the following conclusions: (1) "not only do
internals perceive greater control, but they may actually seek
situations in which control is possible" (Spector, 1982, p. 483).

This would certainly support the hypothesis of this research, that
internals will seek unionism as a means of exerting control. 1In a
summary of Phares (1976) study, Spector (1983, p. 484) states
"internals exert greater efforts to control their environments;"
(2) the basic distinguishing characteristics between internals and
externals will have significant effect on the organization. As

internals tend to believe in personal control, they will attempt to
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exert more control provided that control leads to desired outcomes.

For some individuals, however, control itself might be more rewarding,
leading some internals to attempt control for its own sake" (Spector,
1982, p. 485); (3) locus of control should be a useful selection device
for predicting employee suitability. Knowing the job demands, a better

match can be made with employee characteristics.

Other Applications of Locus of Control

The I-E instrument has been used extensively in research applicable
to other aspects of behavior (Joe, 1971; Silverman and Shrauger, 1971;
Silvern and Nakamura, 1971; Abramowitz, 1973; Korte, Kimble, and Cole,
1978; Pandey, 1979; Morris and Carden, 1981). Joe (1971) in an
in-depth analysis of studies using the internal-external control
construct as a personality variable, supported the construct validity
of the instrument in the work environment. He suggested further
research using the instrument on specific issues and areas. Silverman
and Shrauger (1971) examined the relationship between locus of control
and the attraction toward others, and found the attribute most
significant to intermnals was their resistance to manipulation. This
supports the present research in that the internal individual, if
management attempts to manipulate him, will seek other alternatives
to maintain control.

In a departure from most other researchers, Silvern and Nakamura
(1971) found a positive correlation between externality and political
knowledge and activity. However, this activity may be described as
left-wing social-political views, particularly of the protest or

demonstration type. They felt this activity was the result of a
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disbelief in the individual's ability to control his personal destiny,
and felt it would occur in spite of any individual feeling of personal
powerlessness. Externality was seen to be associated with an expression
of defiance. Abromowitz (1973) tested the dimensionality of Rotter's
(1966) I-E Scale as a concept in understanding commitment to social-
political action, and found that this behavior could be predicted by
the I-E scale. However, he did find some inconsistencies due to region
and race, but felt these could have been population specific (college
students). Korte, Kimble, and Cole (1978) found that similarity in
locus of control increases the likelihood of attraction, that is,
internals are attracted to internals. Previous studies had not shown
this and the authors felt their results were more meaningful because

of their technique of describing similarity, that is, more specific

I-E information. Pandey (1979) found that internals participated more
actively in efforts for social help and change, since they believed
their efforts would have an effect. In a study of academic behavior,
Morris and Carden (1981, p. 804) found '"clearly, the major predictor

of performance differences was locus of control."”

Other Determinants of Unionism

Research pertaining to other constructs related to unionism
include studies by Allutto and Belasco (1972), Coleman (1973), Seeman
(1959, 1962, 1964, 1966, 1975), and Nord (1977). 1In a study of
"decisional deprivation'" of university faculty, Allutto and Belasco
(1972) concluded that such deprivation constitutes the basis for the
increased militancy evidenced among many professional organizatioms

(which may take the form of unionization). Power is another relevant
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construct. Coleman (1973) studied power as it relates to the individual
and the organization. His basic premise was that the rights inherent
in property and other resources can be divided into benefit rights and
usage rights, and that in society persons give over usage rights (that
is, direct control over actions) through membership, to increase
benefit rights. The resources invested may be money (investment or
dues), the right to act as agent (negotiation of a contract), or time
and effort. This decision to yield control to some outside agency is
given in expectation of greater combined resources. The decision is
between acting independently with more freedom, or collectively with
more power. But, the point relevant to the present study is that the

individual feels he has the freedom to make the choice. He is still

able to control his own destiny. Only the mechanism of such control
is the issue.

A construct somewhat similar to the idea of internality-externality
is that of alienation and powerlessness. ~Perhaps the foremore exponent
of this construct is Seeman. In a series of studies (Seeman, 1959,
1966, 1975; Seeman and Evans, 1962; Neal and Seeman, 1964) this concept
was examined as it affects the individual in the workplace. 1In the
1962 study, Seeman and Evans examined the individuals' desire for
knowledge as a function of powerlessness. They found that the
individuals sense of control in the situation will determine his level
of interest, and the degree of knowledge he will seek in the situation.
The authors further found that this feeling extends to work associations,
and summarized their research with this quote from Kornhauser's (1959)

study:
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Informal work groups supply some basis for fellowship

and control at work, but with the growth in scale and

complexity of the factory, office, and work institutions

generally, they are insufficient. Therefore, all kinds of

formal work associations are needed. To the extent that

they fail to develop, or, at the other extreme, themselves

grow so far out of reach of their members as to no longer

be capable of providing the individual with a sense of

participation and control, people are less likely to find

the whole sphere of work an interesting or rewarding

experience (p. 108).
This again identifies the individual's need for control at work
(interal) with the demand for a labor organization. In a 1964 study,
Neal and Seeman found that organizational membership would mediate
powerlessness. They found that the organization (union) served as an
instrument of personal mobility for the employee, and for the manual
worker served as an instrument of security and economic well-being.

In a 1966 study, Seeman related his construct of alienation, as
a part of mass society theory (Kornhauser, 1959), to social learning
theory as described in Rotter's (1966) locus of control construct.
He saw the idea of internal and external control as a corollary to
powerlessness. Perhaps the most significant finding of the study,
relative to the present research was that organized workers expressed
significantly greater interest in political affairs, which reflects a
generalized interest in knowledge (control) which is empirically
traceable (can be measured). This motivation to learn was seen as
being dependent not only upon expectancies for control of the outcome
(internal), but also upon the value one places on those outcomes
(valence).

Nord (1977) examined the issue of the powerlessness-alienation

hypothesis as it relates to job satisfication and found, contrary to

popular belief, that alientation and dissatisfaction are not the same
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thing. He felt that only the politically conscious worker was able to
experience alienation, and was therefore apt to be an agent for social
change. That while the person experiencing job dissatisfaction or
meaningless work looks to rearrange the work within the existing social
structure, the powerlessness—alienation view would cause the
individual to focus on the structure itself. A labor organization
might provide such a mechanism for structural change.

In the next chapter an in-depth discussion of the theoretical
rationale for the internal-external construct is provided, along with

a suggested model for examination of the relationship.



CHAPTER III
THEORY

The questions of why an individual joins a labor organization or
develops certain attitudes about unions are not easily answered. While
it is the primary intent of this research to examine the locus of
control construct as a factor in the decision to join a union or ‘in the
formation of attitudes about unions, it is obvious from the literature
that many variables have been examined and are of interest. As a
review of previously cited studies, Table I is provided.

In this chapter, the theoretical rationale for the models to be
used in this research will be developed. Three models will be used,
each to examine one of the dependent variables: wunion instrumentality,
union effectiveness, and union membership. Union effectiveness, union
membership and union instrumentality will also appear as independent
variables, attitudes, in the models as well. Each of these dependent

variables will be influenced by the independent variables of interest.
Dependent Variables

In this research three factors will be evaluated as dependent
variables, union membership, union instrumentality, and union

effectiveness.
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Union Membership

Union membership is defined as simply the fact of belonging to a
union or union-like organization.

As shown by Kochan (1979) and Chacko and Greer (1982), union
membership also has a strong influence on how the other two dependent
variables--union effectiveness and union instrumentality--are evaluated.
Therefore, union membership will also be considered as an independent
variable in the measurement of these other two dependent variables.

For the purpose of this evaluation, only active membership at the time
of the survey will be considered as "union membership', and is
expected to be positively correlated with union effectiveness and

union instrumentality.

Union Instrumentality

The concept of union instrumentality refers to the perceived
usefulness of a union to a particular individual. As discussed
previously, why the union may be perceived as important may vary
significantly from individual to individual, and perhaps from
situation to situation. In general, the respondent who sees the
union as "instrumental" feels that unions have a lot of influence
in how the country is run, over what laws are passed, who gets
elected to public office, and is in general more powerful than
employers. In the specific job situation being evaluated, the
respondent sees the union as being beneficial, and as a means to
gain influence in the work environment. Union instrumentality is
predicted to be positively related to both union effectiveness and

union membership when it is evaluated as an independent variable.

\



Union Effectiveness

Webster (1976, p. 724) defines effectiveness as (among other
things): "Capable of bringing about an effect, productive of results,
marked by the quality of being influential, and exerting authority."
Kochan (1979) in measuring the "effectiveness" of a union attempted
to evaluate his variable in terms of workplace conditions. Chacko
and Greer (1982) describe this characteristic as '"union service",
the degree to which the union is able to care for its own. The
individual who evaluates the union as effective feels it protects
workers against unfair actions by employers, improves job security,
improves wages and working conditions, and gives the member his money's
worth for his dues. Two other items examine union leadership as
evaluated by the respondent, leader behavior and control. This
variable, when examined as an independent variable, is predicted to
be positively correlated with union instrumentality and union
membership because for an individual to seek membership in an
organization, and to evaluate subjectively that organization as useful,

he must evaluate its activities as effective.

Independent Variables

Employee attitudes towards unions have been of substantial
interest to researchers (Rosen and Salling, 1971; Schriesheim, 1978;
Hamner and Smith, 1978; Smith and Hopkins, 1979; Odewahn and Petty,
1980; Maxey and Mohrman, 1980; Hirsch, 1980; Perry and Angle, 1981;
Hammer and Berman, 1981; Brief and Rude, 1981) and have been
extensively examined in recent research. Schriesheim (1978) found

that pro-~union attitudes and job satisfaction were significant



contributors to pro-union voting, but that these parameters take months
and perhaps years to develop. They are not the result of a brief
election campaign. Hamner and Smith (1978) evaluated work attitudes

as predictors of unionization activity. They found that job-related
attitudes that indicate dissatisfaction with the work setting can
predict the success a union will have in gaining support.

The present research is not only concerned with union attitudes
as pre-conditions of the demand for unionism, but also with the
determinants of pro-union attitudes. Smith and Hopkins (1979)
examined the factors determining public sector employee attitudes.
In examining the literature, the authors found that:

Personal characteristics constitute one of the most

commonly examined clusters of factors related to human

attitudes. These have typically been examined because !

of their surrogate measurement of pre-work and life

experiences. Among the most frequently examined

indicators have been employee family socioeconomic

status, skill level or occupational status, and

education (Smith and Hopkins, 1979, p. 485).

In this context, the authors cite Bakke's (1945) finding that
independence and the opportunity to exercise some control over one's
life are major reasons for favorable union attitudes and union
membership. Smith and Hopkins (1979) argue that while specific
characteristics such as education and socioceconomic situations are
significant, that individual characteristics and early life
experience will be more important in the development of union
attitudes. Perry and Angle (1981) examined the structure of the
bargaining unit as it relates to various parameters, to include

employee attitudes, and found that workplace democracy (influence)

was related to union activity.
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In an extensive study of the determinants of unionism, Hirsch
(1980) found wage level, occupation, and sex related to the demand
for unionism; he did not examine personality variables. Brief and
Rude (1981), in a conceptual analysis of union voting behavior,
defined the event of an employee seeking unionization as a two-part
process; the actual act of voting they describe as an index of the
subjective probabilities that the union will lead to better benefits,
wages, job security, and so on. The subjective support for unionism
was hypothesized to be a function of tenure, education, occupation,
ability, commitment, involvement, age, income, and locus of control.
They did not, however, test the hypothesized relatiomships.

Those independent variables to be considered in this research,
in addition to union membership, union instrumentality, and union
effectiveness, previously discussed, are: ethnic background, income,
geographic region, right-to-work laws, occupation, sex, organization
size, perceived equity of pay, alienation, perceived influence,
participation in decision making, dissatisfaction with supervision,
satisfaction, effort/reward expectations of work situation, and work

involvement. Each of these variables is discussed as follows.

Perceived Influence

Several authors have examined the idea of perceived influence
and influence deprivation as it relates to union attitudes and unionism.

Maxey and Mohrman (1980, p. 327) defined perceived influence as

". . . employee perceptions of their own ability to modify current

1

organizational policies or practices." And in their study which

measured influence deprivation, the authors found that the development
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of pro-union attitudes was a response to such conditions. Price (1972,
P. 43) called this aspect "centralization'" and defined it as an
objective situation in which '"the degree to which members of a social
system believe that their behavior can determine the outcome they seek."
In Hammer and Berman's (1981) study of ﬁoneconomic factors in faculty
union voting, they found that the desire for more influence in
organizational decision making contributed significantly to the
decision to unionize. The union was found to be an attractive
countervailing force against arbitrary and unfavorable treatment, and
as a means to regain control. Unionization was viewed as a means of
redistributing power.

Cameron (1982) in an investigation of university faculty unionism
gave two explanations for the growth of such unions. One, that
faculty seek unions to reduce the equivocality of the organization;
that is, to increase their own influence capabilities. The other
explanation Cameron gave is that faculty seek unions to increase the
effectiveness of the organization in times of reduced budgets, funding,
and enrollments. The point to be made is that on the one hand the
individual faculty member is seeking increased personal power, while
on the other he is seeking increased organizational effectiveness,
both within the mechanism of the union.

High levels of responsibility and a demand for unionism were
found to be positively correlated by Fiorito and Dauffenbach (1982).
This finding relates to issues also raised about occupation and to

the question of "

professionalism." The issue of decisional deprivation
relates to this same issue. The distance between management,

particularly middle management, and the decision making echelon is
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increasing, making yesterdays ''manager" simply.feel he too is "only"
an employee. -

‘Perceived influence should be negatively correlated with the
dependent variables as the'dndiwidual who feels he already has
influence in the work emvironment will mnot see the union as an

effective or a necessary mechanism-to- gain it.
Alienation

As discussed previously, the attitude of alienation has been
extensively examined, particulaxly.by-Seeman ¢1959). In a 1959 study
Seeman identified five alternative meanings of alienation. One,
powerlessness, he defined as>*'the Zxpectancy or probability held by an
individual that his own behavior..cannot determine the occurrence of
the outcomes, or reinforcement, hé:iseeks" (Seéman, 1959, p. 784).

As can be seen, this definition correlates well with that of the
external belief in locus of contvol..- Seeman also raised the issue

of individuals being "differentially realistic! in different areas,
that is, may feel powerless with Tegard to war or politics, but feel
quite differently about work relatiomships. 1In a study of particular
relevance to the present work, Neal and Seeman (1964) looked
specifically at the association between powerlessness and organization
membership. The authors theoyized from Kornhauser's findings that
the individual who seeks to control his life (internal) will seek
intermediate groups in the workplace. (unions) to facilitate this
control. King, Murray, and Arkinsgon (1982) found alienation to be

a significant factor in job satisfaction. It-is therefore anticipated
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that alienation will correlate 'positively with a demand for union
membership, and a positive evaluation of union instrumentality and

effectiveness.

Ethnic Background

.

As can be seen in Table I, the literature is anything but consistent
on several of the variables-—thé.iésue of race for example. Certainly
the preponderance of the litetatpre indicates that non-whites are prone
to look favorably upon unionization activities as a means to achieve
their ends. 1In a particularly éignificant study, Kochan (1979) found
that approximately 67 percent'oflthe minority workers surveyed
indicated they would vote to unionize. Scoville (1971) in a reevalu-
ation of the Kornhauser (1952, 1954) studies, found a strong correlation
between non-whites and the demand for labor organizations. The Bureau
of Labor Statistics (1977) data reported in the Introduction shows a
strong relationship in the white-collar areas. In fact, it is only
in the blue-collar areas that the races are equally represented.

Hirsch (1980) however, found that the question of race and unionization
was not an easy one to specify. He found race to be negatively

related to union membership if sepafated from contract coverage.

He found that union discriminétion practices, both past and present,
often outweighed the relative benefits to be gained by non-whites

as union members. He felt this apparent dichotomy might be exhibited
by non-whites voting for union ‘representation, but then not joining

the union. With respect to locus of control, the preponderance of the
literatureihas shoﬁn that blacks tend to be external (Andrisani, 1964;

Strickland, 1965; Joe, 1971; Abramowitz, 1973). Thus, race (non-white)
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would be predicted to be positively related to pro-union attitudes or
perceptions of union instrumentality, and to union effectiveness.
The relationship to union membership is more difficult to predict but

it should be positive.

Occupation

Such issues as decisional deprivation are of paramount interest
only to certain echelons of occupations, so what is said here somewhat
pre-supposes those areas. Again, Kochan (1979) looked closely at the
aspect of occupation as it related to the individual's demand for
unions, and found several interesting results. For white-collar

"content" issues, rather than

workers the issue was more often job
bread-and-butter economic issues. He found that dissatisfaction can
rise both because of absolute standards (like seniority, pay scales)
or because of perceived inequities in the way standards are admini-
stered. This latter condition is particularly pertinent to the rapid
growth of unions in the white-collar and "professional' occupations.
Kochan (1979) found a significant positive correlation between
perceptions of inequity and the propensity to unionize. Much of the
recent literature discussing faculty unionization addresses this same
point. Scoville (1966) too found that the demand for unionism was
inversely related to occupational status. It is predicted that this

relationship will hold in the present research as the individual will

see the union as a way to improve his occupational situation.

Region and Right-to-Work

The question of geographic region too is a complex one. The



so-called "southern effect" has frequently been mentioned with respect
to unionism, often in conjunction with the issue of right-to-work (RTW)
laws. As indicated in Table I, and as .discussed in the introductory
chapter, the literature is far from unanimous in evaluating the RTW
effect. 1In a recent study, Hunt and White (1983) found that unioni-
zation activity was highest in RTW states simply because the quantity
of unorganized labor was greater there. And that, in fact, national
union organizational budgets reflected this emphasis.

It is predicted that all three dependent variables will be less
supported in those areas where the employee is given a legal option
in the decision to choose or reject union protection because in those
situations the employee will be at liberty to act freely upon his

opinions and/or convictions.

Sex

Perhaps the most consistent variable with respect to the demand
for unionism has been the propensity of male employees to favor
unionism. But Kochan (1979) found that even this is changing, and
the female professional is equally willing to support the idea of
representation. This, of course, appears to be congruent with the
changing relationship of the female in the workplace. No longer is
her work temporary or an interlude between marriage and babies.
Today's professional woman looks upon her career with all the
permancy of her male counterpart, and recognizes the union as an

influential entity to be considered. Hirsch (1980) on the other hand,

still found males more positive in their attitudes toward unionism.



For these reasons, it is predicted that the sex relationship (male)

will be positively associated with all three dependent wvariables.

Organization Size

The question of organizational size as it relates to the demand
for unionism has been addressed in the literature (Rose, 1972). The
conclusion of Rose's research was that the very large firm, because of
its benefit programs, and the very small firm, because of its
inherent "togetherness" are less likely to be unionized.

However, the literature is certainly not in agreement as to what
constitutes a good measure of size. Alternatives include number of
personnel, amount of assets, and extent of expenditures. The concern
with using '"number of employees'" is that this might not be a true
indication of size if the organization is heavily automated, etc.
Thus "scale of operations" mighf be a better measure, with number of
employees one indicator of this scale. This, however, would require
a knowledge of the company few employees have. Also, often the
employee will identify the size of his individual work unit when
asked for organization size. Because of these and other factors
present, the relationship between organization size and the dependent

variables will have to be determined empirically.

Income and Perceived Equity of Pay

Income, whether evaluated as actual pay level, or in terms of
pay equity, has been found to be a contributor to the demand for
unionism. This factor bears heavily too on the evaluation of union

instrumentality and union effectiveness. Income can be and is used
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as an indicator of status and soci-economic situation, among other
things, and may be used in conjunction with education to evaluate
"success."

Perceived equity of pay is defined by Allen and Keavey (1981,

p. 583) as ". . . strong desire to earn the right amount, that is,
receive neither too little nor too much income relative to one's job
responsibilities." Price (1972, p. 94) calls this "distributive
justice—-perceived probability that pay depends upon job performance
factors." Bigoness (1978) found that perceived equity is every bit
as important to the employee as actual equity. Kochan (1979) found
that perceptions of pay equity were significantly related to a
propensity to unionize among white-collar workers: those respondents
with inadequate income and/or fringe benefits, or the belief that
such was true, were more likely to support unionism.

In this study it is hypothesized that income and perceived equity
of pay will be negatively correlated with all three dependent variables
because a poor evaluation of these variables by the respondents will
reflect a need for the union, hence will increase the attractiveness

of union activities.

Participation in Decision Making

As Alutto and Belasco (1972) discussed, there are several
indentified themes of partic¢ipation in decision making by employees.
The first concerns organized changes. It has been found that employees
who participate in decision making are more inclined to accept change,
and that overall organizational effectiveness as a result of this

change is higher. Secondly, the authors found that participation in
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decision making was a function of the perceived influence of superiors.
And lastly, and of most importance to this research, they found that a
strong relationship exists between participation in decision making
and job satisfaction. However, not all elements of the work force

are equally desireous of participation. The question then is do
individuals who want the opportunity to participate in decision making
have it?

The authors found that a correlation exists between those who
have this desire and greater militance--as exhibited by union
membership. In a subsequent study, Hammer and Berman (1981) found
the union to be an attractive mechanism for use against arbitrary
and unfavorable treatment, and a means to redistribute power in
organizational decision making. Maxey and Mohrman (1980) found the
union an effective mechanism to influence organizational policies
and practices. In the present research.it is predicted that partici-
pation in decision making will be negatively correlated with the three
dependent variables, union instrumentality, union effectiveness,
and union membership as the individual who is participating and who
does feel he has influence will not see the union as necessary to gain

this capability.

Work Involvement

Work involvement is defined by Lodahl and Kejner (1965, p. 24)
as ". . . the degree to which a person's work performance affects
his self-esteem." This variable was examined by several researchers

(Kimmons and Greenhaus, 1976; Reitz and Jewell, 1979) and all found

a positive relationship between an internal locus of control



orientation and involvement in the work situation. In this research it
is predicted that this involvement will be extended to include union
membership, a positive attitude toward union instrumentality, and a

belief in the effectiveness of unions.

(Dis)Satisfaction with Supervisors

While no implicit definition of dissatisfaction with supervision
was found, it can be considered included in such definitions as
"general attitudes expressing dissatisfaction with the work environment"
(Hamner and Smith, 1978, p. 415) in which these researchers found
dissatisfaction with supervision to be(a significant predictor of
unionization activity. The literature commonly distinguishes various
dimensions of satisfaction to include that of supervision. So it is
possible to have different degrees of satisfaction for different
dimensions. Inherent in this discussion too is Herzberg's (1968)
contention that dissatisfaction and satisfaction are not opposite
ends of the same continuum. Herzberg (1968) points out that
dissatisfaction is generally a result of the conditions of work
(as compared to work content) and supervision is listed as one of
the major sources of dissatisfaction. It is felt dissatisfaction
with supervision will be positively correlated with all three

dependent variables.

Satisfaction

For the purpose of this research this variable will be evaluated
using the definition provided by Price (1972, p. 156) ". . . the

degree to which the members of a social system have a positive
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affective orientation toward membership in the system." This will be
evaluated by ascertaining the employee's opinions of the company's
interest in him as an individual. Satisfaction should be negatively

correlated with the dependent variables because the satisfied employee

should see no need for unionism nor see the union as instrumental.

Effort/Reward Expectations

This variable is a measure of the employees belief that performance
is dependent upon effort and that reward is contingent upon performance.
It is particularly relevant to the employee interested in doing above
average work. It is predicted this variable will be negatively
correlated with union membership, union instrumentality, and union
effectiveness in that as the employee feels there is less of a
relationship between performance-reward, he is more inclined toward
joining a union. He sees the union as a way to correct this situation
(Hamner and Berman, 1981).

Table II is provided as a summation of the predicted relationships.

Moderating Variable

In this research, it is hypothesized that the relationships
between the independent and dependent variables will be moderated
by the locus of control construct. This relationship is shown in
Figures 1, 2, and 3. As discussed previously, it is hypothesized that
the internal locus of control individual will be more positively
inclined toward the dependent variables of union membership, union

instrumentality, and union effectiveness.



TABLE II

PREDICTED RELATIONSHIPS
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Independent Union Union Union
Variables Membership Instrumentality Effectiveness
Perceived Influence - - -
Alienation + + +
Ethnic Background + + +
(non-white)
Occupation - - -
Region and Right-to- + + +
Work Laws
Sex (male) + + +
Organization Size ? ? ?
Income - - -
Perceived Pay Equity - - -
Participation in - - -
Decision Making
Work Involvement + + +
(Dis)Satisfaction with + + +
Superiors
Satisfaction - - -
Effort/Reward - - -
Expectations
Union Membership + + +
Union Instrumentality + +
Union Effectiveness + +
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Figure 1. Suggested Model of Locus of Control Effect on
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The literature provides several examples of this phenomenon as
follows. Sims and Szilagyi (1976) found locus of control to be a
moderator between autonomy and job satisfaction. Blinder (1972)
found females to be more internal than males. Smith and Hopkins (1979)
defined life experiences as a personal assessment of the quality of
one's life experiences, and they found that those holding negative
views of their life will be predisposed to unionism. Their definition
of negative life experience would more closely correspond to the

external locus of control predisposition.

Locus of Control

In his development of the locus of control construct, Rotter (1966)
suggested that there are individual differences in the way a person
perceives a particular reward, and consequently, how he responds to it.
Therefore, in its function as a reinforcing agent, reward may be
conceived of as following from or being contingent upon a behavior
being deménstrated. It follows then that the effectiveness of the
reinforcer depends in large part upon whether or not the person
showing the behavior perceives the existence of a causal relationship
between his behavior and the reinforcer.

In the case of an internal individual in the workplace who looks
for and expects a causal relationship between performance and reward,
and does not‘find it, it is the hypothesis of this research that he
will look to a union organization to enhance or improve this
relationship.

Extensive empirical research has been conducted to verify the

validity of the internality-externality dimension as a psychological



variable. The results have generally supported the hypothesis that
there is a significant difference between internals and externals with
regard to their beliefs, feelings, and action tendencies toward some
aspects of everyday life. It has also been found that such a
generalized belief can be measured reliably, and that, as a psycho-
logical dimension, it is predictive of behavior in a variety of
circumstances.

Other relevant empirical work examined political participation as
a function of locus of control and found that such activity did
correlate positively with an internal locus of control (Rosen and
Salling, 1971). 1In fact, Rosen and Salling found that many of the
traits of politically active individuals resembled those of Rotter's
criterion for the internal: (1) greater alertness to important and
useful information in the environment, (2) increased effort to
improve the present environment, (3) heightened concern with skill
and individual ability, and (4) greater resistance to subtle attempts
to be influenced. Odewahn and Petty (1980, p. 154) suggest that
"future studies that attempt to predict pro-union behavior should
include personality measures of competence/self-esteem', as the
employee rather than the organization may be the source of dissatis-
faction.

If individuals possess a general set of beliefs that they have
little control over the occurrence of rewards in their lives, then it
is difficult to/understand how or why they would engage in activities
calculated to attain power or influence over their énvironment.

Therefore, if the individual is going to make an effort to exercise



such power, then a belief in the intermal locus of control would appear
to be a prerequisite.

The most basic characteristic of internal individuals appears to
be their greater efforts at coping with or attaining mastery over their
environments. This is the most elemental dedgction that can be made
from the nature of the I—E variable. This hypothesis has found support
both in the field and in the laboratory. The literature has indicated
there is reason to expect a relationship between the locus of control
belief and the attempt to influence the environment. It is the belief
of this researcher that this phenomenon is evidenced in the workplace
by pro-union attitudes, perceptions that unions are instrumental, and
the propensity to form or join labor organizations. Therefore, this
study will investigate the hypéthesis that an internal locus of control
belief is positively related with both pro-union attitudes and labor

organization membership.

Control and the I-E Construct

As the basic‘difference between internals and externals is the
question of where responsibility for the decisions for their life
resides, the issue of control is paramount to any discussion of the
impact of locus of control. Three studies that specifically address
this issue in the workplace are Lyon (1965), Hammer and Berman (1981),
and Allen and Keaveny (1981). In a study of job security as it
relates to the individual employee, Lyon (1965, p. 4) asserts that
since the passage of the Wagner Act in 1935 that "only collectively
can they (the employees) assert their individuality at work." He

therefore feels this makes the union attractive for two reasons.
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(1) As work is necessary, the collective action afforded by the union
protects job and pay, and may prevent or at least alleviate arbitrary
treatment by the employer. (2) While membership in a union is in
itself somewhat of a restriction, it is an expression of independence
from management control; greater control of the work environment--
through restrictions on the formal authority of management--may be
possible.

Hammer and Berman (1981) examined the impact of several work
related issues on pro-union voting in a representative election.

In this study the authors found the union to be an attractive counter-
vailing force in the work situation to regain control. That
"unionization is a means toward a redistribution of power through
the collective bargaining process" (Hammer and Berman, 1981, p. 416).
They did find, however, that the type of union desired was different.
For employees who joined a union to obtain power, a militant or
aggressive union was desired. For the employee looking to enhance
the rewards of employment, a more ''protective' union was desirable.
The more significant finding was the admonitation to researchers

of psychological determinants of unionism to be aware of contextual
differences. But, that the fundamental issue, collective action to
gain power because of distrust of the power holders, holds across
all relationships.

In another study, of university faculty, Allen and Keaveny (1981) -
looked at several demographic and perceptual characteristics as they
relate to the demand for unionism. 1In research related to the present
effort, they examined the question of control as it relates to faculty

interest in unionizing. They found that faculty see the union as



instrumental in several situations. First, they felt union support
might be an attempt on the part of the faculty to improve a deficient
performance--reward situation. Or that secondly, it could be a
backlash against the administration for failure to establish an
adequate performance--reward link. But in any case, in a situation
in which the faculty see a loss of control over the performance--
reward situation--the union is seen as a mechanism to regain it.

The techniques for analysis of the locus of control variable as
it moderates these relationships will be discussed in the following
chapter. Also provided is a discussion of the research design and

application.
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CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY

In the present research respondent data on opinions and attitudes
were collected using questionnaires. Analysis of this information was
performed using moderated regression, ordinary least squares regression,
factor analysis, and other statistical techniques. This chapter will
discuss the development of the questionnaire, methodology and rationale

for data collection, and statistical analysis.
Questionnaire and Instrumentation

A valid means of measuring locus of control expectancies is
necessary. Phares (1955) made the first crude efforts to develop such
a scale using an instrument of 13 skill and 13 chance items in a Likert
format. These were developed from a priori ideas about the nature of
skill-chance situations, and common sense. James (1957) followed by
improving and revising Phares' work. His version of the scale has been
used in several studies. Extensive scale development work was
initiated by Rotter, Seeman, and Livernant (1962).

In order to develop a satisfactory instrument, it is desirable
to make explicit exactly what is to be measured. Rotter and his
associates distinguished among ideal, theoretical, and operational
definitions for the Internal-External variable. The ideal definition

refers to the verbal description of the I-E concept in broad general
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terms. The theoretical definition states the antecedent conditions for
the I-E and the subsequent behavior that is mediated by the I-E. The
operational definition refers to the test or measure of I-E that is
utilized. It is this last definition that is of primary concern to the
present research.

Early efforts to develop the scale recognized that for any given
individual, behavior based upon locus of control beliefs would be more
highly related within a given need area than across several different
needs. That is to say, with respect to a specific need the individual's
locus of control beliefs could be predicted, but that does not mean
that this same belief will hold across all need areas. From an appli-
cations standpoint, this means that prediction ought to be enhanced
when we measure perceived locus of control separately in different
life areas. Therefore, early efforts at scale development contained
subscales from several areas--academic recognition, social identification,
love and affection, dominance, social-political events, and general
life philosophy. The first version of the I-E scale by Rotter, Seeman,
and Liverant (1962) contained 100 forced-choice items with an’internal
and external response. However, item and factor analysis, social
desireability measures, and subscale correlations forced abandonment
of the subscale approach.

Rotter, Liverant, and Crowne (1961) then collaborated to develop
the 23-item version that became known as the Rotter Internal-External
Scale, or the I-E Scale (see Appendix A). The criterion for selection
of the final 23 items was based on internal consistency and validity

as demonstrated in two early studies. Six filler items were added
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to partially disguise the intent of the instrument. The scale is
described as a measure of generalized expectancy, and is additive.

Internal consistencies have been reported ranging from .65 to .79.
Rotter (1966) felt the generalized nature of the items precluded
higher consistency. Test-retest reliability of the instrument appears
adequate. Phares (1976) gives figures from four studies as follows:
.49 to .80, .48 to .84, .71 to .83, and .26 to .75, over three and nine
month intervals.

Social desirability effects are always a problem in any instrument,
but extensive examination of the I-E scale reveals that while at least
a portion of the variance associated with the scale is attributable
to social desirability, it would be incorrect to conclude the scale is
seriously impaired (Phares, 1976).

As indicated earlier, the present I-E Scale consists of 29 items,
of which six are fillers. The maximum score which an individual may
obtain is 23, indiciating an extreme degree of externality. The more
nearly the score is to zero, the more internally oriented the
individual.

The I-E Scale has been modified for specific uses ranging from a
four question I-E format used in the National Longitudinal Study done
by Ohio State University, to the full questionnaire, and almost every
combination in between. The most frequently deleted questions are
those dealing with the academic environment (5, 10, 23) when the
instrument is to be used in a work setting.

The particular version to be used in the present research is
called the Different Situations Inventory (DSI), and is a more

contemporary instrument for measuring locus of control (see Appendix B).
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This instrument was developed in 1978 by Gardner and Warren of Boston
University. The scale has been evaluated as follows: (1) A test-retest
reliability of .90 was reported by Ifenwanta (1978) in an unpublished
doctoral dissertation at Boston University. (2) Item analysis revealed
the instrument to be a 'very reliable instrument with about 85 percent
of the test items significantly correlated to the total score"
(Ifenwanta, 1978, p. 13). Criterion validity of the DSI and Rotter's
I-E Scale has been found to be r = .66 (p < .01). Content validity

was measured by Curry (1980) using three professional judges who had
published research on locus of controi in refereed journals. Assess-
ments of the judges with respect to internal versus external was 100
percent in agreement. Construct validity was evaluated by Ifenwanta
(1979), Cowan (1979), and Bigelow (1980). All found good consistency
between the instrument and locus of control theory.

As the population to be sampled in this research was primarily
blue-collar, and several in fact spoke no English, several of the DSI
questions were modified in terminology. As an example, one question
asked: "I might attribute difficulty in learning to improve at

tennis to . . ." This was changed to read: "I might attribute

difficulty in learning to improve at my favorite sport to . . ."
Several questions were altered in a similar manner to make them more
compatible with the sample population.

As the purpose of this research was to investigate the moderating
effects of locus of control on several attitudes normally prevalent
in the workplace, a proven mechanism for sampling these attitudes was

required. Therefore, the remainder of the instrument to be used in

this research was extracted from proven instruments, as will be discussed.
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The questionnaire (see Appendices C, D, and E) is basically divided
into four sections, with one being the Different Situations Inventory
previously discussed. The purpose of this section is to ascertain the
respondents' position on the Internality-Externality continuum. This
section contains 20 questions in a forced choice format. One answer
is "internal" in orientation, the other "external." This section is
scored with a zero for an internal answer, a one (1) for an external
answer. The range is therefore 0-20 with the higher score being the
more external. As might be expected, the literature indicates that
frequently the I-E results are skewed toward the internal end of the
scale (Rotter, 1966; Joe, 1971). This could be as a result of the
populations sampled, which to a large degree have been college
students. In the incumbent re;earch, however, the population is
predominantly blue-collar employees, consequently the selection of
criteria to identify an "internal' versus an "external" is somewhat
problematic.

In this research the I-E scores will be used to determine the
range of the values of this variable. The mean and standard deviation
of the sample will be calculated. Then, using the technique of
Runyon (1973), Mitchell, Smyser, and Weed (1975), and Kasperson (1982),
those individuals scoring one standard deviation or greater above the
mean will be classified as externals, and those scoring one standard
deviation or more below the mean will be identified as internals. The
group in the center, identified as '"moderates" (Kasperson, 1982) will
not be considered in one part of the analysis. The reason for this
technique is because the data have normally been skewed toward the

internal side, that is, respondents tend to mark the more "socially
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acceptable'" answers which skews the data to the left. This technigue
is an attempt to get a more definitive sample. 1In a second set of
evaluations, the locus of control variable will be applied and evaluated
as a continuous variable. That is to say, the actual locus of control
value for each respondent will be used in the calculation of the various
regression coefficients and interaction terms used in the analysis.
These two techniques will be compared and discussed.

The second section of the questionnaire deals primarily with
the independent variables of interest in this research. In this
section the respondent is asked to answer 30 questions on a five point
Likert scale ranging from "Strongly Agree" to '"Strongly Disagree."
The following sections will discuss the specific questions used to
tap each independent variable, and the coding scheme used with that

particular series of questionms.

Pay Equity

This variable will be addressed by the following three questions:

1. In my opinion, the pay here is lower than other companies.

2. I'm paid fairly compared with other employees.

3. I feel I am adequately paid for what I do.
The source of these questions is the Science Research Associates
Attitudes Survey, which is described in Miller (1977). This instrument
was reported to have a product moment correlation of .89 with
reliabilities of from .96 to .99 reported for groups larger than 50.
Validity of the instrument was measured by conducting nondirective
interviews among a cross-section of employees, with a good correspondence

found to exist between study results and the considered judgments of
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experienced observers. 1In a factor analysis of the SRA instrument,
Dabas (1958, p. 221) identified this factor as ''general satisfaction
with financial reward for effort."

The "value" to be assigned the pay equity variable will be
obtained by summing the response to these three questions. In all
cases, the questionnaire is set up on a five-point Likert scale ranging
from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree." However, as the wording
of the question is often altered to reduce order effects, the coding
of the questions is important. 1In this particular instance, the coding
is 1-5, 5-1, and 5-1 respectively. The value for all remaining
variables will be determined in a similar fashion; the appropriate

coding will be indicated after the question.
Income

The amount of compensation received can be used, along with
education and other wvariables, as an indicator of status and socio-
economic position. The following question will be asked:

4, The benefit program here provides well for my needs
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree).

This question too came from the SRA survey (1977), as evaluated by
Dabas (1958). 1In addition, the respondent will be asked a direct
question about income. This will be discussed in the material covering

section four of the questionnaire.
Alienation

Alienation will be examined by the following questions:
5. I often do things here that I wouldn't otherwise do if it

were up to me (5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree).
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This question was taken from an instrument designed by Pearlin (1962).
Pearlin determined a reliability of .91 for this scale. This instrument
is described in Price (1972).

One question from an instrument by Dean (1961, p. 751) was also
used to evaluate alienation:

6. Sometimes I have the feeling other people are using me
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree).

Dean determined a reliability of .78 for his instrument.

7. A person who wants to make his own decisions would be quickly
discouraged here. (5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)
Question (7) was taken from a study by Aiken and Hage (1968, p. 928)
which gave no estimates of reliability or wvalidity, but which has been

used extensively in other studies.

Perceived Influence

This attitude was examined using the following questions:

8. Even small matters have to be referred to some one else for
a final decision. (1 = Strongly Agree, 5 = Strongly Disagree).
This question was also taken from the study by Aiken and Hage (1968,
p. 928). |

9. 1 am often able to do my job independently of others.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)
This question was taken from a study by Dunnette, Campbell, and Hakel
(1967, p. 151).

10. I have to ask my boss before 1 do almost everything.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree) (Aiken and Hage, 1968,

p. 928).



Work Involvement

The following question was taken from an instrument used by Lodahl
and Kejner (1965, p. 137):

11. I'm really a perfectionist about my work. (5 = Strongly
Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)
Lodahl and Kejner (1965) determined a split-half reliability for their
instrument for three groups of respondents (nurses, engineers, and
students) corregted by the Spearman-Brown formula, of .72, .80, and
.89 respectively.

A fourth question from the SRA survey (Miller, 1977, p. 357) was:

12. I'm really doing something worthwhile in my job.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

13. I often have the opportunity to do a job from beginning
to end. (5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree) (Aiken and Hage,
1968, p. 928).

14. 1 often see projects or jobs through to completion.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree) (Dunnette, Campbell, and

Hakel, 1967, p. 151).

Satisfaction

The questions to be used to evaluate this attitude include:
15. I find real enjoyment in my work. (5 = Strongly Agree,
1 = Strongly Disagree.)
This question was taken from the work of Brayfield and Rothe (1951,
p. 310) in which the authors calculated a reliability for their
instrument of .77 using split-half calculations, corrected to .87

using the Spearman-Brown formula, and a wvalidity of .92.
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Additionally, two questions from the SRA survey were used to
evaluate satisfaction (Miller, 1977, p. 359):

16. Management is really interested in the welfare of employees.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

17. You always know where you stand with this company. (5 =

Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

(Dis)Satisfaction with Supervision

The questions to be used to evaluate this attitude include:

18. My boss tells me where I stand. (1l = Strongly Agree, 5 =
Strongly Disagree.)
This item was obtained from an instrument developed by Smith, Kendall,
and Hulin (1969, p. 322) who rgported a reliability of .87 (corrected
using the Spearman-Brown formula).

19. My boss really tries to get our ideas about things. (1 =
Strongly Agree, 5 = Strongly Disagree.)

20. My boss knéws very little about his job. (5 = Strongly
Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)
The above questions are part of the SRA attitude survey (Miller,
1977, p. 359).

21. My boss insists that everything be done his way. (5 =
Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

22. My boss emphasizes the quality of work. (1 = Strongly
Agree, 5 = Strongly Disagree.)
These last two questions were extracted from a 48-item questionnaire
developed by Fleishman (1957, p. l11) which has a test-retest
reliability range from .46 to .87 and a split-half reliability from

.68 to .98.



63

Effort/Reward Expectations

Effort/Reward expectations concerns the belief that performance
is dependent upon effort and that reward is contingent upon performance
(Sims and Szilagyi, 1976). This will be evaluated using the following
questions:

23. Producing high quality work is rewarded with higher pay here.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

24, Management gives me recognition when I produce high quality
work. (5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)
These questions are taken from the study by Sims and Szilagyi (1976,

p. 218), who reported a Cronbach alpha reliability of .88.

Participation in Decision Making

This variable will be examined as follows:

25. 1 frequently participate in decisions to hire new personnel.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

26. I often have the opportunity for independent thought and
actions. (5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)
These questions were extracted from the work of Aiken and Hage (1968,
p. 928).

27. People like myself often have a lot of say in the way
things are done here. (5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)
This question was taken from the study done by Pearlin (Price, 1972,

p. 30).



64

Union Instrumentality

This variable is concerned with evaluating the apparent "usefulness"
of a union to the individual involved, and is evaluated by two questions:

28. Employees in my job classification would benefit from a union.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

29. A union is an effective means to gain influence. (5 =
Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

These questions were taken from the work of Maxey and Mohrman (1980,
P. 329), and were specifically designed to measure the potential
efficacy of a union and to evaluate the respondents' subjective
expectation of benefits. Correlation between the two items was found
to range from .63 to .91 (depending on the type employee), however, no
overall evaluation of validity and reliability was given.

The third section of the questionnaire deals with the respondents'
evaluation of union instrumentality and union effectiveness. These
attitudes will be measured using 10 questions from the 1977 Quality of
Employment Survey (Kochan's (1979) study called these factors ''general
union attitudes'"). Eight of these same items were evaluated in Chacko
and Greer's (1982) study. Using test-retest techniques, Chacko and
Greer's reliability coefficients for the instrumentality questions
were .69, .56, .64, and .43 while the reliability coefficients for the
effectiveness items were .73, .69, .63, and .75. Again because of
the wording of these questions the coding is sometimes different.

The items used are as follows.



65

Instrumentality

Unions in this country

1. Have a lot to say about who gets elected to public office.

(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)
2. Have a lot of influence over what laws are passed.
(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

3. Are more powerful than employers. (5 = Strongly Agree,
1 = Strongly Disagree.)
4, Have a lot to say in how the country is run. (5 = Strongly

Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

Effectiveness

Unions in this country

5. Protect workers from unfair actions by employers. (5 =
Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

6. Improve the job security of workers. (5 = Strongly Agree,
1 = Strongly Disagree.)

7. Improve the wages and working conditions of workers. (5 =
Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

8. Give members their money's worth for the dues they pay.

(5 = Strongly Agree, 1 = Strongly Disagree.)

9. Have leaders who do what is best for themselves rather than
what is best for their members. (1 = Strongly Agree, 5 = Strongly
Disagree.)

10. Require members to go along with decisions they don't like.

(1 = Strongly Agree, 5 = Strongly Disagree.)
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The final section of the questionnaire, to a large degree, deals
with demographic information on the respondent and is solicited for the

most part by direct questions.

Union Membership

This variable is addressed simply by asking the respondent the
direct question if he or she is a member of a union. (The question
of choice of union membership is clouded somewhat by the fact that
the large preponderance of the responses were collected in non-right-
to-work states, so membership could be (and is) a condition of work
in several cases.) This response was coded "1" for membership, "O0"

otherwise.

Sex

This variable was coded "0" for male respondents; "1" for female.

Ethnic Background

As has been indicated previously, ethnic background and the locus
of control variable have been e#tensively investigated. 1In this
particular research, because several of the sampled population are
nonwhite (mostly Hispanic), the influence of race could be evaluated.
Racial categories specified were Hispanic, black, caucasian, indian,
oriental and other. Examination of the relationship between race and

locus of control was conducted in a white/nonwhite format.
Income

In addition to the single question on income discussed in
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section two of the questionnaire, the respondent was also asked to
indicate his/her income on a scale provided. The scale choices and
coding are as follows: under $5000 = 1; $5001-$8000 = 2; $8001-$11000
= 3; $11001-$14000 = 4; $14001-$17000 = 5; $17001-$20000 = 6; $20001 or
greater = 7. This type of scale format was used to increase the
likelihood the respondent would answer this sensitive item. The
response on this scale, rather than the question in section two, was

used to categorize the respondent with respect to income.

Size of Organization

In this research the employees were asked a simple question
requesting an estimate on the part of the respondent as to the
number of employees in his/her organization. Size of the organization
was identified as follows: less than 100 employees = 0; from 100-
1000 = 1; greater than 1000 = 2. (Obviously, the size variable would
be the same for all subjects from the same organization but with pooled

observations from all subject organizations the variable has variance.)
Occupation

The respondent was asked to describe his occupation in his own
words. This was then categorized into one of the following groups:
professional, technical, or kindred worker; business managers, official,
or proprietor; clerical or sales; craftsman, foreman, or kindred worker;

operator or kindred worker; and unskilled, service, or domestic worker.
Administration of the Questionnaire

For the most part the questionnaire was administered personally
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by the researcher. In a large segment of the sample population, because
of the nature of the work, a video tape was prepared and presented to
a portion of the work force to explain the questionnaire. The
respondents were promised anonymity and allldata collection, coding,
etc. was done by the researcher. However, in the case of the Spanish
speaking and reading respondents, ah assistant was used with transla-
tions and to answer questions. The purpose of the research was explained
to the respondents, along with the promise that in no way would it be
possible for their supervisors to become aware of their responses.
They were then given the opportunity to withdraw from the survey.
Three individuals in one of the New Mexico groups exercised this option.
The respondents were given all the time they wanted to complete the
questionnaire, though most finished in less than 20 minutes. Question-
naires are provided in Appendiceé C, D, and E. To protect against
order bias in the responses, two versions of the questionnaire were
developed (in both English and Spanish) with both the order of the
questions scrambled as well as the order of the sections. Appendices
C and D are examples of the same questionnaire with the order of the
questions scrambled. The questionnaire at Appendix E is an example
of one of the Spanish versionms.

The respondents for the most part were not volunteers, but had
in fact been directed to participate in the survey by their supervisors.
Consquently, the problem of non-response bias was for the most part
non-existant.

In each instance, a brief introductory presentation was given
to explain the purpose of the study. The respondents were told the

research was being done to complete requirements for a degree program.
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They were told the kinds of things being investigated were job
satisfaction, satisfaction with supervision, and attitudes toward
unions. The respondents were encouraged to ask question, and many
did--particularly about how they might benefit from the research.
They were told the employer would be provided a cumulative analysis
of his particular employees with respect to the variables of interest,
and of the sample population as a whole. They were told however that
how-—or if--the employer used this information was beyond the control
of the researcher. But they were told that the supervisors had all
indicated interest in the results. If a union was present, the
subjects were told that it too would be ?rovided the information.
Last but not least, the subjects were assured anonymity.

As the work units surveyed were for the most part small, it was
possible for the researcher to develop some rapport with both
employees and management.

The preponderance of the research was conducted using firefighter
personnel (70 percent). However, these personnel represented a good
cross—section with respect to age, education, race (17 percent
Hispanic), union membership, income, location, and even to some
extent sex as there were 17 female firefighter personnel in the sample.
For the most part the respondents were cooperative, and’ interested in
the research. And while they often wanted to know '"what is in it
for me?"--a natural reaction--they were none-the-less supportive of
the research objectives. In practically every instance they wished

the researcher well in his endeavors.



Sample Organizations

Several organizations were used in this research. They are
briefly described in the following sectionms.

1. The custodial section of the physical plant of a large
southwestern university. The parent organization in this situation
was responsible for providing the utilities, maintenance, and other
support for the academic and staff sections of the university. The
custodial section was responsible for the direct housekeeping duties
within the various organizations. These employees work primarily
during the night hours, and were examined during that period. They
were, for the most part, Hispanic, low income, and low education
individuals. Many, in fact, spoke only Spanish, and several were
"green carders'"; Mexican citizens with temporary work permits in
the U.S. The entire custodial section, to include supervisors,
completed the questionnaires. The response rate was 100 percent
except for three employees that were excused due to an inability to
read either Spanish or English.

2. The employees of a large high quality motel in Las Cruces,
New Mexico. These employees ranged broadly in education, income,
age, and skill level. They were Hispanic and caucasians, as well
as females and males. Due to a recent incident in the organization
in which employee confidentiality had been compromised, fewer of
the employees agreed to participate in the survey than had been
anticipated. Again, these questionnaires were administered by the

researcher.
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3. The third group of employees were the management section of a
light manufacturing company located in Dallas, Texas. The personnel
of this organization ranged from semi-skilled to semi-professionals.
Income levels, educational levels, and ethnic background also varied.
This was the only group from a right-to~work state. In this instance,
due to the nature of the work, the researcher gave an orientation to
the supervisors, and they administered the questionnaire.

4. Firefighters, which represented the preponderance of the
survey population, consisuted the final group of subjects. Specific
organizations evaluated were as follows: Oklahoma City, Oklahoma;
Las Cruces, New Mexico; Enid, Oklahoma; Midwest City, Oklahoma;
Guthrie, Oklahoma; Bartlesville, Oklahoma; and Stillwater, Oklahoma.
This sample represented a cross-section of most of the demographic
categories discussed. TFor example, since firefighters from both
New Mexico and Oklahoma were used, Hispanics, blacks, caucasians, and
indians were sampled. Also, as the Las Cruces and Enid firefighters
were not unionized, nonunion employees were represented in the sample.
Variable organization size was represented by Guthrie, Oklahoma (less
than 50), and Oklahoma City, Oklahoma (greater than 600). Income
variations were also apparent between the Las Cruces firefighters
and several of the smaller Oklahoma cites, when compared to the pay
scales in Oklahoma City and Bartlesville. 1In addition, as would be
expected, the respondents varied greatly in age, and work experience.
With respect to education, most had at least finished high school.

In the case of the firefighters, due to the nature of the work, the
researcher administered the questionnaire to one '"shift". The

orientation and explanation of the questionnaire was video-taped,
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and administered to the other two shifts by their supervisors. As far
as could be determined response was 100 percent of those who were

available to take the questionnaire.
Statistical Analysis

The procedures used in this analysis were done for the most part
using the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) package.

The determination of the internal-external "split" points to be
used was made by the researcher. This required the computation of data
set means and standard deviations. ' The mean * 1 standard deviation
was used to identify the internal and external respondents (as
indicated in the literature by Runyon, 1973; Mitchell, Smyser, and
Weed, 1975; and Kasperson, 1982). The results obtained using this
"splitting'" of the locus of control measure were compared to results
obtained with the continuous locus of control measure.

The questionnaire was produced in two versions to test for order
effects of the questions (answers biased due to the procedural order
of the questions). The literature suggests this is often a problem,
hence suggests the use of two forms of the questionnaire with both the
order of the questions altered, as well as the order of responses
within given questions. This was done in this research (see Appendices
C, D, and E). To ascertain whether there were order effects, a t-
statistic was calculated to evaluate the mean score of the same
question on the two versions (question order differences). For example,
question 1 of version A appears as question 44 of version B. The
t-statistic permits the opportunity to evaluate the hypothesis that

the means of the two data sets~-for the data item in question--are
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not significantly different. If the hypothesis is supported, that is
the means are not significantly different, then it can be said that
order bias is not a factor in the analysis (within some selected level
of significance).

Factor analyses were conducted of both the questionnaire items and
the summed item variables (Pay Equity, Satisfaction, and so on). The
primary purpose of performing this analysis was to determine whether
the independent variables were really "independent.'" If these variables
are not in fact independent, this technique facilitates the condensation
of the original set of wvariables into a smaller set of variables (each
measuring a similar phenomenon). Additional analysis can then be
conducted using this new configuration. 1In this research an a priori
assignment of questionnaire items to each of the summed variables was
made (as discussed perviously). However, factor analysis was performed
of the allocations to examine compatibility.

Several alternatives were available with respect to the criteria
for selection of the number of factors to be extracted. The first
used in this analsyis was the latent root criteria, or the eigenvalue
method of factor selection. 1In this technique, only factors having
an eigenvalue of one or greater were utilized. The rationale for
this selection was that any individual factor should account for at
least the variance of a single variable if it were to be retained.

A second technique, also used in this research to verify the
a priori assignments, was an a priori factor selection by the
researcher. 1In this situation, the researcher simply specified the
number of factors to be used and the computer allocated items to these

factors optimally. These results will be discussed in the next chapter.
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Reliability can be broadly defined as the degree to which a
measure is free from error, and therefore will yield consistent results.
While it is true that behavioral measures are seldom totally reliable,
that is free of error, their degree of reliability can be evaluated.

The literature identifies three basic methods of assessing the
reliability of a measurement scale: test-retest, internal consistency,
and alternative forms. The intent of all three is to determine the
proportion of the variance in a measurement scale that is systematic,
that is, recurring. All three make this evaluation by correlating
scores obtained from a scale with some form of replication of that
scale. If correlation between the two scores is high, then most of
the variance can be said to be systematic; and therefore the measure
can be depended upon to yield the same results in repeated use, with
some degree of consistency.

Due to the nature of the data collection used in this research,
the method used for determining reliability was internal consistency.
In this technique, a measurement scale is applied to all subjects at
one point and subsets of items within the scale are correlated.

The measure of reliability is Cronbach's coefficient alpha, which is
the most commonly accepted formula for assessing reliability of a
measurement scale with multipoint items (Peters, 1979). The

appropriate formulas are:

;o
O°=<(—1£_17> l—i—=i2—- (1
T
where k = number of items in scale,
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where k = number of items in scale,
P = proportion of respondents of first type,
Q = proportion of respondents of second type (1-P), and
OT = total variance.

Because the total variance can be restructured as the sum of the item
variances plus two times the sum of the item covariance, Cronbach

alpha can be computed using the following formula as well:
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item covariance.

The bulk of the primary aﬁalysis was done using two versions of
regression analysis. 1In both cases the technique used was moderated
regression (Saunders, 1956; Cohen, 1968; Zedeck, 1971; Darrow and Kahl,
1982; Greer and Castro, to be published). Moderated regression is a
variation of multi-variate regression in which the variable of
interest--locus of control, in this instance--is entered into the
equations as an interaction term with all other predictor variables
(Pay Equity, Satisfaction, and so on). It is felt this technique
is more informative than simply the use of dummy variables to explain

relationships. By this method the moderating influence of both
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perspectives of locus of control--internal and external--can be evaluated
on each of the other specific variables. 1In the first case a dichotomous
variable for locus of control was entered, and in the second case locus
of control was entered as a continuous variable.

The rationale for this technique is explained in Saunders (1956,
p. 209), "There are many examples of situations in which the predictive
validity of some psychological measure varies systematically in accord
with some other independent psychological variables." Zedeck (1971)
made the following observation about the technique:

Moderated regression resulted in increases in predictive

validity over the multiple correlation method and defines

a general moderator variable as a qualitative or

quantitative variable that improves the usefulness of

a predictor by isolating subgroups of individuals for

whom a predictor or set of regression weights are

especially appropriate (p. 301).
In a recent application of the technique, Darrow and Kahl (1982)
stated the following:

Using this technique, a moderator effect will manifest

itself as a relationship between the dependent variable

and the cross product of the independent and moderator

variable, allowing the postulations of individual
differences in the relationships between the variables

(p. 35).

In the present research, the relationship between the dependent
variables union effectiveness, union instrumentality, union membership,
and the cross product of locus of control and the other independent
variables was examined.

The second variation of the moderated regression analysis
technique investigated the relationship of the various independent
variables to the three dependent variables, using the continuous
version locus of control construct as an interaction term with the

various independent variables. That is to say, the variable "locus
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of control" was operationalized continuously across its entire range

of 0-20. 1In each specific instance, the measured locus of control

value was interacted with the other variable values for each respondent.
The results of the various analyses will be presented and discussed

in the next chapter.



CHAPTER V
RESULTS

This chapter contains an explanation of the statistical results
obtained using the methods described in Chapter IV. An analysis of
these results provides answers to the questions posed in Chapter I
concerning the degree and nature of the relationship between certain
employee attitudes, demographics, and measures of unionism (union
membership, evaluations of union instrumentality, and union effective-
ness). The conclusions that may be reached from these analyses are
discussed in Chapter VI.

This chapter is organized into three parts. The first section
gives a brief summary of the collection effort involved in the study.
This is basically qualitative. The second section will present
evidence indicating the validity and reliability of the information
collected, the techniques used and the results. The third section
discusses the data collected. In this section various tables are

provided to present graphic illustration of the responses received.
Data Presentation

Questionnaires were completed by 565 respondents. Table ITII
provides a summary of the demographic data of these persons. As can
be seen, a fairly wide cross-section was achieved. Table IV provides

a summary of the respondents by occupation and geographic locationm.
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TABLE III

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF RESPONDENTS

Data Item

Distribution

Sex

Ethnic Background

Size of Organization

Occupation

Location

Right-to-Work

Income

Male=493; Female=72

Hispanic=94; Black=19; Caucasian=433;
Indian=17

Less then 100=215; 100 to 1000=285;
greater than 1000=65

Business manager, official, proprietor=
23; clerical or sales=23; craftsman,
foreman=16; operator=387; unskilled,
service=116

Las Cruces, New Mexico=144; Dallas,
Texas=39; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma=139;
Midwest City, Oklahoma=59; Enid, Okla-

. homa=66; Guthrie, Oklahoma=21; Bartles-—

ville, Oklahoma=59; Stillwater, Okla-
homa=39

Yes=39; No=526

Under $5000=31; $5000-$7999=38; $8000-
$10999=57; $11000-$13999=66; $14000-
$16999=72; $17000-$19999=79; greater
than $20000=222




TABLE IV

LOCATION-OCCUPATION SUBGROUPS

Location Occupation Distribution
Las Cruces, N. M. Custodial Personnel 86
Las Cruces, N. M. Motel Employees 35
Las Cruces, N. M. Firefighters 22
Dallas, Texas Industrial Workers 39
Oklahoma City, Ok. Firefighters 139
Midwest City, Ok, Firefighters 59
Enid, Ok. Firefighters 66
Guthrie, Ok. Firefighters 21
Bartlesville, Ok. Firefighters 59
Stillwater, Ok. Firefighters 39
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Order Effects Test

In a data collection effort of this magnitude, certainly concern
for the collection effort is significant. Two tests were conducted of
this effort to evaluate this concern.

First, a test for order bias was performed on the pairs of
questionnaire items. As mentioned in Chapter IV, a t-statistic was
used for this evaluation. The hypothesis in this instance was that
the mean value of the answer to the same question (regardless of
location in the questionnaire) would be the same--within some level of
significance. 1In this instance a significance level of .05 was selected.
With a 60 item questionnaire, for the hypothesis to be supported (that
question position is not significant) no more than three item-pairs
could fail the t-~test. At Appendix F is a portion of these test
results. Two sets of item—pairs did in fact fail this test (using
the .05 criterion), but this is within the acceptable tolerance.

Thus, it can be said, that order or position bias in not significant

in this particular collection effort.

Reliability

Reliability of the questionnaire was evaluated using Cronbach's
alpha to examine internal consistency (this procedure is discussed in
Chapter IV). As the number of questionnaire items used to evaluate
the variables was often different, the Spearman-Brown formula (Guilford,
1954; Peter, 1979) was used to correct for attenuation. The results
of this evaluation are shown in Table V, with the attenuated values
adjusted to a questionnaire length of three. The literature has this

to say about coefficient alpha:
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INSTRUMENT RELIABILITY

82

Questionnaire Original Attenuated

Variable Items Coefficient Alpha Coefficient Alpha
Pay Equity 3 .61 .61
Alijenation 3 .54 .54
Perceived

Influence 3 42 42
Work Involvement 4 42 .35
Satisfaction 3 .52 .52
Dissatisfaction

with Supervision 5 .64 - .52
Effort/Reward

Expectations 2 .55 .67
Participation 3 .57 .57
Union

Instrumentality 6 .65 .48
Union

Effectiveness 6 .81 .68
Locus of Control 20 .71 27%

*
Locus of control was evaluated using a separate instrument of 20

dichotomous items.
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Though no hard and fast rules have been offered for evaluating
the magnitude of reliability coefficients, Nunnally (1967,
P. 226) suggests the following guidelines. 1In early stages
of research, modest reliability in the range of .5 to .6 will
suffice. For basic research, it is argued that increasing
reliability beyond .8 is unnecessary because at that level
correlations are attenuated very little by measurement error
(Peter, 1979, p. 15).

This would suggest that the instrument used in this research is in

fact a reliable measure.
Factor Analysis Results

On an a priori basis 13 "independent' variables were identified
for use in the aﬁalysis. Of these five were identified rather easily.
income (INCOME) and union membership (UNIONMEM) were identified by
direct questions. As noted earlier, locus of control (LOCUS), union
instrumentality (UNIONIN), and union effectiveness (UNIONEFF) were
measured using parts of instruments designed specifically to measure
these variables. The remaining eight variables were measured using
selected items from several source instruments. The selection of
questionnaire items to be used to measure each of these eight specific
variables was done a priori by the researcher. To evaluate the quality
of this selection process, a factor analysis was done on the independent
variables.

Using a criterion of eignvalues of one or greater, five factors
were extracted as significant from the 13 a priori variables. Table VI
shows the factor pattern as a result of this analysis. This is a
rotated pattern (varimax rotation technique). The highest loading
for each variable has been underlined. 1In this configuration, 63
percent of the variance is explained. This factor analysis was based

on 565 observations.



TABLE VI

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF SUMMED VARIABLES, N=5

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

PAYEQ 0.6808 0.1215 -0.3189 0.1720 0,0132
INCOME 0.7773 0.0043 0.1320 -0.1245 0.0475
ALIENA 0.3126 0.5654  ~0.1622 0.1137 -0.2033
PERINF 0.0750 0.7595 ~0.0145 0.1205 -0,0112
WORKINV 0.1127 0.1027 0.0904 -0.0126 ~0.7132
SAT 0.6697 0.4050 0.0195 0.0417 -0.1917
DISSAT -0.1283 -0.7902 0.0993 0.0750 0.0853
EXPECT 0.6048 0.4323 -0.0511 0.2033 0.0596
PARTIC -0.0757 0.2541 0.0512 0.8265 0.0137
UNIONIN 0.0387 -0.0621 0.38446 0.1274 0.0334
UNIONEFF -0.1043 -0.1410 0.7459 -0.2734 -0.0720
UNIONMEM -0.3635 0.2358 0.2947 -0.6296 0.0348
LOCUS (0.0998 -0.0508 0.0655 -0.0071 0.7629

VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY EACH FACTOR
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

2.1746 2.0436 1.5301 1.2919 1.1899




The value of factor analysis is in the apparent explanation
provided by the factors. For this to be meaningful, some definition
must be given to these newly identified factors, based on the variables
contained in them. This requires a substantive interpretation of the
pattern of factor loadings, based on the evidence represented by those
variables. Titles were assigned to the five factors identified in

this analysis according to the following rationale.

Factor l--Work Compensations

This factor contains four independent variables: Pay Equity
(PAYEQ) , Income (INCOME), Satiéfaction (SAT), and Effort/Reward
Expectations (EFFORT/REWARD). Analysis of these variables shows that
a high score on Pay Equity indicates the respondent perceives his pay
as equitable. A high score on Income means the respondent feels his
needs are being met. Satisfaction is an indication of the respondent's
attitude toward his work and management, a high score indicates satis-
faction (or economic satisfaction). Effort/Reward Expectations
reflect the opinion of the respondent toward an effort/reward
relationship. A high score indicates the respondent feels effort
is adequately rewarded. As these are all generally related forms

of compensation, this factor is labeled "Work Compensations."

Factor 2--Work Attitudes

This factor is made up of the variables Alienation (ALIENA),
Perceived Influence (PERINF), and Dissatisfaction (DISSAT). Alienation
is an indication of the respondent's feelings of alienation, or

isolation, in the work environment. A low score on this variable
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indicates low alienation, that is, the respondent does not feel
alienated. Perceived Influence is a measure of the respondents
perceived influence in the workplace, or a feeling of how much autonomy
he/she may have. A high score indicates he/she does feel they have
influence in the particular work situation. Dissatisfaction is an
indication of the respondent's dissatisfaction with supervision.

A low score indicates the employee is not dissatisfied with the quality
of the supervision. This factor is labeled "Work Attitudes" as all
these variables deal with how the respondent perceives his work

situation.

Factor 3--Union Attitude

This factor contains the two variables Union Influence (UNIONIN)
and Union Effectiveness (UNIONEFF). These variables are both the
result of a subjective evaluation on the part of the respondent about
what the union does, and how well it does it. In both cases, a high
score indicates that the respondent evaluates unionism positively.

Thus the factor is called "Union Attitudes."

Factor 4--Union Support

This factor contains two variables, Participation (PARTIC) and
Union Membership (UNIONMEM). As Union Membership is a dichotomous
variable, "1" indicating active union membership and "0" indicating
nonmembership, a low score on Union Membership indicates
nonmembership. Participation on the other hand is an evaluation
on the part of the respondent of his feeling about his ability to

participate in decision making in the workplace. A high score



87

indicates a feeling of an ability--or opportunity--to be involved. This
relationship is supported in the literature (Smith and Hopkins, 1979)

as participation in decision making was found to be negatively correlated
with union membership. This factor is labeled "Union Support" for

these reasons.

Factor 5--Control

This factor is the most supportive of the hypothesis of this
research. The factor contains two variables--Work Involvement (WORKINV)
and Locus of Control (LOCUS). Work Involvement measures the respondents
feeling about his involvement in various aspects of the workplace. A
high score indicates he is involved. Locus of Control on the other hand
is the measure of the respondents position on the Internal-External
Scale. 1In this particular evaluation, the respondents actual score
is used, so a high score indicates an external orientation. This
relationship then, a high locus of control score and a low work
involvement score would indicate an external does not get involved in
work situations. This is explained By the external's philosophy that
since he cannot change things anyhow, why try. Hence this factor
is called "Control." The internal will get involved, because he
seeks control.

While the literature suggests that loadings greater than .30 may
be used to identify factors, certainly these must be considered
cautiously. Loadings of greater than .50 are considered "good," with
those greater than .70 being considered '"excellent'" indicators of
commonality. A factor loading of .70 indicates that almost 50 percent

of the variance of the data variable in question is common to the
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factor. As can be seen in Table VI, at least one variable satisfies
this criterion in each factor identified, and all loadings are greater
than .50 (the least being .56, which indicates almost 32 percent common
variance). This would suggest a large degree of overlapping true
variance between the data variable and the factor. It will be noted
however, that many of the data variables are not "factor pure," that
is, do not just relate to a single factor. If again, a factor loading
of .30 is considered adequate, many of the data variables load to this
degree on two factors. This impacts the ability to make inferences
about the nature of the factor.

The literature suggests that factor analysis, unlike some other
analytic techniques, is a technique to evaluate interdependence in which
all variables are considered simultaneously. Four functions are
normally attributed to factor aﬁalysis. In this particular situatiom,
the "R" type analysis was done, which is simply the identification of
a latent set of dimensions in a large set of variables. In the "R"
type analysis, this is the end in itself. 1In addition, the amount of
variance explained was compared to that obtained in a second factor
analysis.

A second function of factor analysis is to identify appropriate
variables for subsequent regression, correlation or discriminant
analysis. This was done in a second set of factor analysis. This
set was used to validate the assignment process of the data items
to the original a priori 13 variables. As five of the original
variables were relatively well defined (Income, Union Instrumentality,
Union Effectiveness, Union Membership, and Locus of Control), a forced

factor selection of eight was used in the second factor selection.
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Only pertinent questionnaire items were used in contrast to the a priori
variables in the previous factor analysis. The analysis is based on
565 observations and the results are shown in Table VII.

Titles were assigned to the seven significant factors identified

in this analysis according to the following rationale.

Factor l--Autonomy

This factor contains the data received in response to the following
questionnaire items:

23. 1 often have the opportunity for independent thought and
actions.

31. I have to ask my boss before I do almost anything.

32. My boss knows very little ébout his job.

37. Even small items have to be referred to someone higher up
for a final decision.

40. A person who wants to make his own decisions would be quickly
discouraged here.

46. My boss insists that everything be done his way.
As can be seen, all the questions address the respondent's evaluation
of his autonomy, or ability to operate independently in the work
environment. Questions 32 and 46 are directly related to the
respondent's evaluation of his supervisor. They have a negative sign
in this situation because of the way they are scored in the original
analysis. It is felt that all these questions require a subjective
evaluation on the part of the respondent as to his independence on

the job. Hence the tital "Autonomy.'



TABLE VII

ROTATED FACTOR ANALYSIS, N=8

Fac 1 Fac 2 Fac 3 Fac 4 Fac 5 Fac 6 Fac 7 Fac 8
v21 -0.094 -Q.041 0.711 -0.122 -0.054 0.009 -0.050 -0.074
V23 Q.397 0.052 -=0.364 0.329 0.081 -0.004 0.273 -0.091
V24 -0.397 0.052 682 0.329 0.081 -0.004 0.273 -0.091
V25 -Q.008 0.497 -=0.373 0.117 0.079 0.340 0.098 0.078
V26 0.049 -0.114 -0.123 -0.009 0.728 0.034 0.100 -0.110
v27 0.172 0.280 0.377 0.148 0.532 -0.100 -0.188 0.065
V28 0.145 0.090 0.005 0.301 -0.159 0.132 0.501 0.191
V29 0.062 0.343 -=0.485 0.211 0.039 0.200 0.092 -0.173
V30 0.123 0.177 -0.329 0.642 0.068 0.012 0.023 -0.050
V31 0.710 -0.070 0.045 0.035 0.076 0.094 0.126 -0.205
v32 -0.587 -0.120 0.231 0.204 -0.280 -0.003 -0.007 -0.010
v3i3 -0.050 0.267 -=0.360 0.175 -0.004 0.518 0.029 -0.047
V35 0.017 0.612 -0.088 0.001 0.139 -0.017 0.054 -0.327
V36 0.034 0.774 0.024 0.189 0.040 0.037 0.010 0.067
V37 0.547 0.216 0.127 0.214 -0.014 0.078 0.165 -0.270
V38 -0.036 0.194 -0.130 0.724 -0.038 0.024 -0.024 0.123
V40 0.547 -0.033 -0.233 0.161 0.087 0.346 -0.080 0.031
V41 0.377 0.229 -0.068 -0.152 0.042 0.481 -0.104 -0.100
V42 0.202 0.658 0.030 0.020 -0.082 0.077 =0.011 0.189
V43 0.184 0.055 -0.282 0.117 0.171 -0.032 0.582 -0.137
V44 -0.174 -0.280 0.068 0.353 0.212 0.438 0.258 =-0.111
V45 -0.123 0.010 0.368 =-0.041 =0.271 -0.090 =0.145 0.310
V46 -0.687 -=0.067 0.246 0.030 0.069 ~0.034 -0.076 -0.122
V47 0.285 0.080 0.060 -0.027 0.068 0.699 0.031 0.070
V48 0.006 -0.010 -0.040 ~Q.168 0.154 -=0.010 0.746 ~-0.005
V49 -0.077 0.531 -0.359 0.303 -=0.112 0.187 0.028 -0.104
V50 0.060 0.096 -0.245 -0.028 0.707 0.181 0.187 0.103
VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY EACH FACTOR
2.608 2.521 2.504 1.705 1.586 1.487 1.198

1.717
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Factor 2--Compensation

The questionnaire items loading heaviest on this factor include:

25, Management is really interested in the welfare of the employee.

35. I'm paid fairly compared with other employees.

36. I feel I am adequately paid for what I do.

42. In my opinion, the pay here is lower than other companies.

49. Producing high quality work is rewarded with high pay here.
This factor is labeled "Compensation" as all the items deal with pay,
perceived equity of pay, or employee welfare. This is an evaluation
on the part of the respondent about his perception of his position
relative to that of others. It relates most directly to the "bread

and butter" question often raised in the literature.

Factor 3--Recognition

This factor taps the respondent's feelings about how well his/her
efforts in the workplace are recognized. It contains the questionnaire
items:

21. My boss tells me where I stand.

24. My boss really tries to get our ideas about things.

29. Management gives me recognition when I produce high quality
work.

45. My boss emphasizes the quality of work.

To a large degree this deals directly with the respondent's perception
of how well he/she is personally rewarded for work well done. It taps

the individual's need to be recognized.



Factor 4—-Influence

Two questionnaire items are used to evaluate this factor:

30. People like myself often have a lot to say or influence on
the way things are run.

37. I frequently participate in decisions to hire people.
This factor relates to Perceived Influence in the original analysis,
and measures the respondent's opinion of how well he/she is allowed to
participate in decision making. As is frequently the case, it requires

a very subjective evaluation on the part of the respondent.

Factor 5--Work Satisfaction

In this situation the respondent is required to evaluate his job
and work environment as they relate to his/her personal evaluation
scheme. The following questionnaire items are used to tap this
attitude:

26. I'm really doing something worthwhile in my work.

27. Most things in 1ife are more important than work.

50. I find real enjoyment in my work.

As can be seen, these items address the person's evaluation of the

job—--relative to his own specific expectancies.

Factor 6--Work Attitudes

The questionnaire items used to make up this factor include:
33. You always know where you stand with this company.
41. Sometimes I have the feeling other people are using me.

44, TI'm really a perfectionist about my job.
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47. 1 often do things in my work that I wouldn't otherwise do
if it were up to me.
In this situation the respondent is asked to evaluate several different
situations with respect to his/her work. 1In all cases he/she is asked
to evaluate some aspect of the work environment relative to some

personal standard.

Factor 7--Responsibility

In this situation the respondent is asked to quantify his/her
ability or opportunity to perform independent actions. For many,
this opportunity is significant to job satisfaction and good performance.
The questionnaire items used in this instance are:
28. I am often able to do my job independently of others.
43. 1 often have the opportunity to do a job from beginning to end.
48. T often see projects of jobs through to completion.
As can be seen at the bottom of Table VII using this factor
pattern, 57 percent of the variance is explained. This is determined
by summing the values given in "Variance Explained by Each Factor"
and dividing by the number of items. That is to say, if the individual
questionnaire items had been grouped into the seven factors discussed
(rather than the original 13 selected a priori), 57 percent of the
variance could be explained. The configuration reported in Table VI,
the original configuration, explained 63 percent of the variance.
Regression analyses were run using the seven factor arrangement
of questionnaire items. The results of these analyses are shown in

Tables VIII through XIII. The results of the analyses performed on



TABLE VIII

UNION EFFECTIVENESS (FACTOR), LOCUS=CONTINUOUS

Variable Column 1

INTERCEPT 16.25
(6.94) *x*
LOCUS
FACTOR 1 (Autonomy) -0.26
(4.30) ***

FACTOR 2 (Compensation) 22:53)***
FACTOR 3 (Recognition) (g:gg)
FACTOR 4 (Influence) 23:2?)
FACTOR 5 (Work Sat.) (g:gé)
FACTOR 6 (Work Atticudes)(?:éz)
FACTOR 7(Responsibility)(g:gg)
E 1.38)
WHITE/NONWHITE -(; gg) ex
RIGHT-TO-WORK (g:?g)
OCCUPATION (?:g?)*
UNION INSTRUMENTALITY (g:gg)***
UNION MEMBERSHIP (gzgi)***
FAC 1 * LOCUS
FAC 2 * LOCUS
FAC 3 * LOCUS
FAC 4 * LOCUS
FAC 5 * LOCUS
FAC 6 * LOCUS
FAC 7 * LOCUS
SEX * LOCUS
RACE * LOCUS
RTW * LOCUS
OCCUP * LOCUS
UNIONIN * LOCUS
UNIONMEM * LOCUS

N 564

&? 0.3133

F 19.341

Fl3

Fa-4

Column 2
17.46

(7.28)%%x
-0.15
(2.19)**
-0.26
(4.39) %%
-0.14
(2.66) *%x
0.06
(0.89)
-0.06
(0.56)
0.02
(0.25)
0.11
(1.52)
0.07
(0.68)
0.69
(1.30)
-1.20
(2.71) kxx
0.04
(0.06)
0.87
(1.88)*
0.35
(8.29) **x
2,47
(6.06) ***

564
0.3193

18.427

Column 3
17.13
(7.27) %%%

-0.21
(1.55)
-0.12
(0.99)
0.31
(2.56) %%
0.01
(0.05)
0.01
(0.08)
-0.23
(1.34)
0.17
(0.73)
1.28
(1.02)
-3.16
(2.98)*kx
0.60
(0.42)
0.34
(0.33)
0.35
(4.01)**x
2.80
(3.10) ***
-0.01
(0.56)
-0.01
(0.22)
-0.06
(2.73)*&x
-0.02
(0.42)
-0.01
(0.39)
0.08
(2.59) ***
-0.02
(0.49)
-0.18
(0.76)
0.41
(2.07)%*
-0.16
(0.56)
0.09
(0.50)
-0.01
(0.80)
-0.10
(0.56)

564
0.3431
10.809

1.87

Column 4
17.96

(3.15) %%
-0.17
(0.16)
-0.21
(1.51)
-0.13
(1.00)
0.29
(1.79)*
0.01
(0.01)
0.01
(0.05)
-0.23
(1.33)
0.16
(0.66)
1.26
(1.00)
-3.17
(2.98) ***
0.60
(0.41)
0.33
(0.32)
0.35
(3.77) %%
2,86
(2.98) ***
-0.01
(0.46)
-0.01
(0.19)
-0.05
(1.72)*
-0.01
(0.49)
-0.01
(0.34)
0.09
(2.54) %%
-0.02
(0.42)
-0.18
(0.74)
0.41
(2.07)**
-0.15
(0.55)
0.10
(0.51)
-0.01
(0.01)
-0.09
(0.51)

564
0.3432

i0.391

1.50

t-values indicated in parentheses
***Indicates significance at p¢.0l with two-tailed test
**Indicates significance at p¢.05 with two-tailed test
*Indicates significance at p¢.10 with two-tailed test
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UNION EFFECTIVENESS (FACTOR), LOCUS=BINARY

Variable
INTERCEPT

LOCUS
FACTOR 1 (Autonomy)
FACTOR 2 (Compensation)
FACTOR 3 (Recognition)
'FACTOR 4 (Influence)

FACTOR 5 (Work Sat.)

Column 1

14,21
(5.56) ***

~-0.25
(3.91) ***
-0.08
(1.42)
0.09
(1.30)
-0.10
(0.91)
-0.07
(0.70)

FACTOR 6 (Work Attitudes) 0.14

(1.70)*

FACTOR 7 (Responmsibility) 0.13

SEX
WHITE/NONWHITE
RIGHT-TO-WORK
OCCUPATION

UNION INSTRUMENTALITY
UNION MEMBERSHIP

FAC 1 * LOCUS

FAC 2 * LOCUS

FAC 3 * LOCUS

FAC 4 * LOCUS

FAC 5 * LOCUS

FAC 6 * LOCUS

FAC 7 * LOCUS

SEX * LOCUS

RACE * LOCUS

RTW * LOCUS

OCCUP * LOCUS
UNIONIN * LOCUS

UNIONMEM * LOCUS

2
F
Fi3

Fao4

(1.19)
0.70
(1.21)
-1.26
(2.61) %4
0.20
(0.30)
0.90
(1.79)*
0.39
(8.58)*x*
2.63
(5.99) ***

470
0.3360

17.792

Column 2
14.63
(5.69) ***
-0,45
(1.29)
-0.26
(3.95) ***
-0.07
(1.28)

0.10
(1.34)
-0.10
(0.93)
-0.08
(0.87)
0.13
(1.64)
0.12
(1.13)
0.71
(1.23)
~1.32
(2.72) **%
0.17
(0.25)
0.91
(1.80)*
0.40
(8.62) *%*
2.67
(6.07)***

470
0.3385

16.665

Column 3

14.60
(5.65) %**

-0.29
(3.34) %#x
-0.12
(1.55)
0.20
(2.34) %%
-0.01
(0.01)
-0.05
(0.47)
0.12
(1.20)
0.12
(0.84)
0.79
(1.02)
-2.08
(3.31) %%
0.40
0.47)
0.68
(1.03)
0.41
(6.90) *#*
2.74
(4.70) #%*
0.03
(0.20)
0.07

(1.99) **
-0.61
(0.43)
-0.02
(0.02)
-0.02
(0.28)
-0.25
(0.28)

470
0.3600
9.606

1.28

Column 4
14.29
(4.16)*%%
0.70
(0.13)
-0.28
(3.20) **x
-0.12
(1.54)
0.21
(2.31)%*
0.01
(0.02)
-0.06
(0. 44)
0.12
(1.20)
0.12
(0.85)
0.79
(1.02)
-2.07
(3.29) ***
0.40
(0.47)
0.68
(1.04)
0.41
(6.77)***

2.74
(4.69)***
0.02
(0.15)
0.07
(0.61)
-0.28
(1.88)*
~0.27
(1.19)
-0.08
(0.41)
0.19
(1.09)
-0.02
(0.07)
-0.79
(0.66)
1.99
(1.98)*%
-0.62
(0.43)
-0.02
(0.02)
-0.03
(0.31)
-0.26
(0.31)

470
0.3600

9.231

1.14

t-values indicated in parentheses
***Indicates significance at p¢.0l1 with two-tailed test
**Indicates significance at p¢.05 with two-tailed test
*Indicates significance at p¢.10 with two-tailed test



TABLE X

UNION INSTRUMENTALITY (FACTOR), LOCUS=CONTINUOUS

Variable Column 1
INTERCEPT 15.78
(7.19)%%x
LOoCuUs
FACTOR 1 (Autonomy) -0.08
(1.38)
FACTOR 2 (Compensation) -g,02
(0.38)
FACTOR 3 (Recognition) _g,I5
(2.40)**
FACTOR 4 (Influence) -0.12
(1.30)
FACTOR § (Work Sat.) 0.04
(0.49)
FACTOR 6 (Work Attitudes)g,is
(2.21)%*
FACTOR 7 (Respomsibility)g,33
' (3.51)*%*%
SEX -0.47
(0.94)
WHITE/NONWHITE -0.83
(1.98)**
RIGHT-TO-WORK -0.91
(1.46)
OCCUPATION -0.13
(0.30)
UNION EFFECTIVENESS 0.31
(8.20)***
UNION MEMBERSHIP -0.16
(0.41)

FAC 1 * LOCUS
FAC 2 * LOCUS
FAC 3 * LOCUS
FAC 4 * LOCUS
. FAC 5 * LOCUS
FAC 6 * LOCUS
FAC 7 * LOCUS
SEX * LOCUS
RACE * LOCUS
RTW * LOCUS
OCCUP * LOCUS
UNIONEFF * LOCUS

UNIONMEM * LOCUS

564
R? 0.1999
F 10.591
Fi_3
Fa_4

Column 2

14,90
(6.53)888
0.09
(1.40)
~0.07
(1.30)
-0.02
(0.50)
-0.15
(2.42) %
-0.12
(1.30)
0.06
(0.68)
-0.15
(2.13) %%
0.34
(3.57) %%
=-0.44
(0.88)
-0.75
(1.78)*
-0.88
(1.41)
-0.12
(0.29)
0.31
(8.29) %k
-0.21
(0.52)

564
0.2028

9.992

Column 3

15.46
(6.93) *kx

-0.06
0.47)
0.05
(0.49)
-0.27
(2.25)%*
-0.46
(2.21) %%
0.40
(2.13) %%
-0.09
€0.59)
0.09
(0.41)
0.98
(0.83)
-1.78
(1.76)*
1.26
(0.94)
0.86
(0.88)
0.25
(3.06) ***
0.96
(1.04)
-0.01
(0.03)
-0.02
0.92)
0.02
(1.10)
0.07
(1.90) **
~0.07
(1.95)*%
-0.02
(0.52)
0.05
(1.18)
-0.24
(1.09)
0.21
(1.15)
-0.43
(1.71)*
-0.18
(0.97)
0.01
(0.91)
-0.24
(1.41)

564
0.2294

6.161

Column &

11.83
(2.20) %%
0.75
(0.74)
-0.02
(0.17)
0.07
(0.63)
-0.20
(1.27)
-0.40
(1.83)*
0.42
(2,22) %%

(3.13)**%
1.06
(1.14)
~0.01
(0.27)
-0.02
(1.07)
0.01
(0.25)
0.06
(1.51)*
-0.07
(2.05)**
~0.02
(0.66)
0.03
(0.83)
~0.26
(1.14)
0.21
(1.14)
-0.44
(1.71)*
-0.18
(1.00)
0.01
(0.56)
-0.26
(1.50)

564
0.2302

5.948

1.47

t-values indicated in parentheses

***Indicates significance at p¢.0l1 with two-tailed test
**Indicates significance at p¢.05 with two-tailed test
*Indicates significance at p¢.10 with two-tailed test
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TABLE XI

UNION INSTUMENTALITY (FACTOR), LOCUS=BINARY

Variable Column 1
INTERCEPT 14.99
LoCus (6.25) %>
FACTOR 1 (Autonomy) ~0.06
FACTOR 2 (Compensation) <g:g§)
FACTOR 3 (Recognition) Eg:?g)

2.30) **
FACTOR 4 (Influence) 50.10)
0.10
FACTOR 5 (Work Sat.) ( )
0.04
FACTOR 6 (Work Actitudes)fg'ié)
. 1.60
FACTOR 7 (Responsibility)(o.zs)
(2.44)%%
SEX -0.38
(0.69)
WHITE/NONWHITE 0.69
(1.51)
RIGHT=-TO~WORK -0.95
1.47)
OCCUPATION 0.02
(0.03)
UNION EFFECTIVENESS 0.35
(8.58)*%x
UNION MEMBERSHIP ~0.61
(1.42)
FAC 1 * LOCUS
FAC 2 * LOCUS
FAC 3 * LOCUS
FAC 4 * LOCUS
FAC 5 * LOCUS
FAC 6 * LOCUS
FAC 7 * LOCUS
SEX * LOCUS
RACE * LOCUS
RTW * LOCUS
OCCUP * LOCUS
INIONEFF * LOCUS
UNIONMEM * LOCUS
N 470
R? 0.2117
F 9.439
Fi.3
Foog

Column 2

14.62
(6.02)***
0.33
(0.98)
-0.05
(0.86)
-0.03
(0.55)
-0.16
(2.33) %%
-0.10
(0.95)
0.06
(0.63)
-0.12
(1.55)
0.25
(2.48)%*
-0.38
(0.70)
0.65
(1.40)
~0.92
(1.43)
0.01
(0.02)
0.35
(8.62) *xx
~0.64
(1.49)

0.2133

8.832

Column 3

14.39
(5.89) %%

-0.01
(0.18)
-0.01
(0.04)
-0.24
(2.88) x*%
-0.19
(1.46)
0.13
(1.08)
-0.15
(1.60)
0.19
(1.46)
0.16
(0.22)
~0.67
(1.12)
~0.20
(0.24)
0.84
(1.36)
0.35
(6.73) *%%
~0.47
(0.81)
-0.05
(0.42)
-0.06
(0.59)
~0.06
(0.59)
0.17
(1.61)
0.24
(1.15)
~0.12
(0.64)
~0.01
(0.04)
0.12
(0.61)
-0.96
(0.85)
0.34
(0.35)
~-1.76
(1.75)*
0.02
(0.29)
-0.48
(0.55)
470

0.2361
5.277

1.09

Column &

13.13
(4.03)**%
2.88
(0.58)
-0.01
(0.01)
0.01
(0.02)
-0.22
(2.36)**%
-0.17
(1.32)
0.14
(1.17)
-0.14
(1.50)
0.21
(1.55)
0.16
(0.21)
-0.65
(1.07)
-0.20
(0.24)
0.85
(1.37)
0.36
(6.66)***
-0.46

, (0.80)

-0.08
(0.60)
-0.08
(0.70)
~0.08
(0.70)
0.12
(0.82)
0.21
(0.99)
~0.15
(0.78)
~0.01
(0.04)
0.08
(0.38)
~1.02
(0.90)
0.30
(0.31)
~-1.76
(1.76)*
0.01
(0.02)
-0.50
(0.57)
470

0.2367

5.087

1.04

t-values indicated in parentheses

***Indicates significance at p¢.0l1 with two-tailed test
#*Indicates significance at p¢.05 with two-talled test
*Indicates significance at p¢.10 with two-tailed test
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TABLE XII

UNION MEMBERSHIP (FACTOR), LOCUS=CONTINUOUS

Variable
INTERCEPT

Locus

FACTOR 1 (Autonomy)
FACTOR 2 (Compensation)
FACTOR 3 (Recognition)
FACTOR & (Influence)

FACTOR 5 (Work Sat.)

Column 1

0.17
(0.70)

0.01
(1.55)
-0.03
(5.19)**%
-0.01
(2.07)**
0.0l
(0.04)
0.01
0.76)

(
FACTOR 6 (Work Attitudes) _g g1

(1.
FACTOR 7 (Responsibility) _g, 01

SEX

WHITE/NONWHITE
RIGHT-TO-WORK
OCCUPATION

UNION INSTRUMENTALITY
" UNION EFFECTIVENESS
FAC 1 * LOCUS

FAC 2 * LOCUS

FAC 3 * LOCUS

FAC 4 * LOCUS

FAC 5 * LOCUS

FAC 6 * LOCUS

FAC 7 * LOCUS

SEX * LOCUS

RACE * LOCUS

RTW * LOCUS

OCCUP * LOCUS
UNIONIN * LOCUS

UNIONEFF * LOCUS

2
F
Fi-3

Fa_g

19)

(1.31)
~0.14
(2.69) ***
0.22
(4.96) ***
-0.17
(2.60) ***
0.35
(7.89) **%
~0.01
(0.41)
0.02
(5.92) ***

564
0.4557

35.481

Column 2

0.05
(0.21)
0.01
(1.87)*
0.01
(1.64)
~-0.03
(5.33) %*%
-0.01
(2.10)**
0.01
(0.03)
0.01
(1.01)
-0.01
(1.08)
-0.01
(1.20)
-0.14
(2.61)***
0.23
(5.15) **%
-0.17
(2.53) %
0.35
(7.87)**%
~0.01
(0.52)
0.02
(6.06) ***

564
0.4591

33.347

Column 3

0.09
(0.36)

0.03
(1.84)%
-0.04
(3.12)***
-0.03

(2.26)%*

0.0l
(0.25)
~0.01
(0.08)
-0.01
(0.75)
~0.02
(1.03)
-0.15
(1.08)

0.24
(2,23) **
-0.07
(0.45)

0.39
(3.79) ***

0.01
(0.64)

0.03
(3.00) ***
~0.01
1.25)

0.01
(1.04)

0.01
(1.46)
-0.01
(0.32)

0.01
(0.66)

0.01
(0.25)

0.01
(0.60)

0.01
(0.06)
~0.01
(0.01)
-0.02
0.77)
-0.01
(0.32)
~0.01
(0.99)
-0.01
(0.33)

564
0.4644
17.941

0.67

Column 4

0.10
(0.17)
-0.01
(0.02)

0.03
(1.70)*
-0.04
(3.09) ***
-0.03
(1.78)*

0.01
(0.23)
-0.01
(0.08)
-0.01
(0.74)
-0.02
(1.00)
-0.13
(1.08)

0.23
(2.21) %%
-0.07
(0.45)

0.39
(3.77) %%%

0.01
(0.62)

0.03
(2.89) ***
~0.01
(1.13)

0.01
(1.03)

0.01
(1.06)
-0.01
(0.29)

0.01
(0.65)

0.01
(0.25)

0.01
(0.58)

0.01
(0.06)
-0.01
(0.01)
-0.02
0.77)
~-0.01
(0.31)
~0.01
(0.95)
~0.01
(0.31)

564
0.4644

17.244

0.04

t-values indicated in parentheses

***Indicates significance at p¢.0l1 with two-tailed test
**Indicates significance at p¢.05 with two-tailed test
*Indicates significance at p¢.10 with two-tailed test
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TABLE XIII

UNION MEMBERSHIP (FACTOR), LOCUS=BINARY

Variable Column 1
INTERCEPT (?:g;)
LOCUS
FACTOR 1 (Autonomy) (?:g})
FACTOR 2 (Compensation) =0.03

(5.54) *x%
FACTOR 3 (Recognition) Eg:g?)**.
FACTOR 4 (Influence) zg:gi)
FACTOR 5 (Work Sat.) (8:22)
FACTOR 6 (Work At:itudes)zg:g;)
FACTOR 7 (Responsibility)zg:?é)
SEX PAPHIOR
WHITE/NONWHITE (gzig)*.*
RIGHT-TO-WORK zg:;;)**
OCCUPATION (‘7’:(3);)*“
UNION INSTRUMENTALITY E?:gé)
UNION EFFECTIVENESS (g:gg)..‘
FAC 1 * LOCUS
FAC 2 * LOCUS
FAC 3 * LOCUS
FAC 4 * LOCUS
FAC 5 * LOCUS
FAC 6 * LOCUS
FAC 7 * LOCUS
SEX * LOCUS
RACE * LOCUS
RTW * LOCUS
OCCUP * LOCUS
UNIONIN * LOCUS
UNIONEFF * LOCUS

N 470

& 0.4592

F 29.848

Fl-3

Fa-4

Column 2
0.30
(1.11)
0.06
(1.72)*
0.01
(1.27)
-0.03
(5.68) %%
-0.02
(2.62) %%
-0.01
(0.03)
0.01
(0.67)
-0.01
(0.71)
-0.01
(1.07)
-0.16
(2.63) **%
0.20
(4,25)%%%
-0.16
(2.30) **
0.35
(7.02) k%%
-0.01
1.49)
0.02
(6.07) *%%

470
0.4627

28.044

Column 3
0.31

(1.12)

0.02
(2.10)**
-0.04
(4.63) %%
-0.02
(2.42) **x
-0.01
(0.46)
-0.01
(0.25)
-0.01
(0.80)
-0.01
(0.82)
-0.14
1.75)*

0.21
(3.22) k*x
-0.14
(1.64)

0.37
(5.77)%%x
-0.01
(0.87)

0.03
(4.59)**x

(0.24)

(0.29)
-0.05
(0.36)
-0.05
(0.36)
~0.01
(0.50)
0.0l
(0.14)

470
0.4699
15.138
0.69

Column 4
0.21
(0.57)
0.23
(0.41)
0.02
(2.13)%*
-0.04
(4.57) *k%
-0.02
(2.01)**
-0.01
(0.37)
-0.01
(0.18)
-0.01
(0.74)
-0.01
(0.73)
-0.14
(1.75)*
0.21
(3.24) **x
-0.21
(1.64)
0.37
(5.77) k%%
-0.01
(0.79)
0.03
(4.59)**x
~0.02
(1.78)*
0.01
(0.71)
0.01
(0.32)
0.01
(0.31)
0.02
(1.16)
0.01
(0.11)
0.01
(0.08)
-0.03
(0.28)
0.02
(0.25)
-0.05
(0.37)
-0.06
(0.37)
-0.06
(0.60)
0.01
(0.02)

470
0.4701

14.556

0.47

t-values indicated in parentheses

#*%Indicates significance at p¢.0l with two-tailed test
**Indicates significance at p¢.05 with two-tailed test
*Indicates significance at p¢.10 with two-tailed test
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the original 13 a priori variables are presented in Tables XIV through
XIX. An examination of Tables VIII through XIII compared to Tables
XIV through XIX shows no significant difference in variance explained
by the regression results.

Recall there were three dependent variables to be investigated,
union effectiveness, union instrumentality, and union membership. Also,
these variables were being examined as they were moderated by the locus
of control variable when applied under two situations, locus of control
as a dichotomous variable (internal-external) and locus of control
applied in a continuous fashion. As can be seen in Tables VIII through
XIII and XIV through XIX, this makes for 12 different analyses. Each
of these tables is arranged similarly, as follows: Column 1 shows the
regression coefficients for the variables, without the moderating
variable--locus of control--in the equation. Column 2 shows the
regression results for the basic equation with locus of control entered
in the equation, but operating as just another independent variable.
Column 3 is the first of the two moderated regression equations, this
one including locus of control operating interactively, but not as an
independent variable. Column 4 is the most comprehensive equation
with locus of control appearing as both an interactive term and as an
independent variable. For all the equations, in addition to the
regression coefficients, shown in parenthesis is the t-statistic for
these coefficients. Significance levels of .01, .05, and .10 are
indicated. Also shown are the R2 and F values for these various
and F are a comparison of the equations

Fi3 2-4

in Columns 1 and 3, and 2 and 4, respectively.

regression equations.
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TABLE XIV

UNION EFFECTIVENESS (VARIABLES), LOCUS=CONTINUOUS

Variable Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4
INTERCEPT 11.24 12.17 11.50 9.98
(4.50)%%%  ° (4.8l)**x  (4,55)k%k  (3,55) k%%
Locus -0.15 -1.79
(2.15)** (1.68)*
PAY EQUITY -0.32 -0.31 -0.44 - -0.52
(3.98)**x (3.85)%%x  (2,29)%x (2.63) *%x
INCOME 0.31 0.31 0.27 0.23
(1.92)* (1.94)% (0.65) 0.57)
ALIENATION 0.07 0.06 -0.09 -0.19
(0.74) (0.63) (0.39) " (0.77)
PERCEIVED
INFLUENCE -0.05 -0.06 -0.02 -0.03
(0.67) (0.72) (0.08) (0.16)
WORK
INVOLVEMENT 0.05 0.02 -0.06 -0.08
0.49) (0.24) (0.31) (0.36)
SATISFACTION 0.06 0.06 -0.10 -0.11
(0.60) (0.60) (0.41) 0.47)
DISSATISFACTION
WITH SUPERVISION 0.22 0.23 0.42 0.31
(3.77)*%% (3.89) %% (3.72)%%%  (2,37)%*
EFFORT/REWARD
EXPECTATIONS -0.02 0.01 0.10 0.10
(0.14) (0.12) (0.39) 0.41)
PARTICIPATION -0.16 -0.15 -0.11 -0.30
(1.43) (1.32) (0.44) (1.06)
SEX 0.82 0.78 1.69 1.48
(1.56) (1.48) (1.30) (1.14)
WHITE/NONWHITE -1.04 -1.16 -2.19 ~2.43
(2.37) %% (2.63)%%%  (2.06)%* (2.27)%*
RIGHT-TO-WORK 0.05 0.02 0.67 0.58
(0.07) (0.02) (0.45) (0.40)
OCCUPATION 0.69 0.67 0.36 0.36
(1.50) (1.46) (0.34) 0.34)
UNION INSTRUMENTALITY 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.34
(8.11)%*x (8.21)***  (3,94)%%%x  (3,51)%kx
UNION MEMBERSHIP 2.40 2.45 2.69 2.31
(5.91) *x* (6.05)%%%  (2,81)%%x%  (2,35)%%
PAYEQ * LOCUS 0.02 0.04
(0.56) 0.95)
INCOME * LOCUS 0.01 0.02
0.17) 0.21)
ALIENA * LOCUS 0.03 0.05
0.75) (1.16)
PERINF * LOCUS =0.01 ~0.01
0.41) (0.01)
WORKINV * LOCUS ~0.01 -0.,02
0.24) (0.50)
SAT * LOCUS ' 0.04 0.04
(0.83) (0.95)
DISSAT * LOCUS =0.04 ~0.01
(1.85)% (0.56)
-0.02 -0.02
EXPECT * LOCUS
E (0.41) (0.42)
PARTIC * LOCUS ~0.01 ~0.02
T (0.25) (0.48)
-0.22 ~0.17
X * LOCUS
SEX * LO (0.89) (0-68)
0.21 0.27
* LOCUS
RACE * LOCU 1.08) (1.34)
~0.15 <0.13
* LOCUS
RTW * LOC (0.54) (0.45)
0.04 0.04
OCCUP * LOCUS
UP (0.18) (0.19)
-0.01 0.01
*
UNIONIN * LOCUS (0.28) 0.15)
~0.05 0.02
* LOCUS
UNIONMEM * LOC (0.28) 0.12)
N 564 564 564 564
2
R 0.3198 0.3255 0.3404 0.3439
F 17.207 16.526 9.188 9.013
Fi-3 1.11

F2-4 \ 0.99




TABLE XV
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UNION EFFECTIVENESS (VARIABLES), LOCUS=BINARY

Variable
INTERCEPT

Locus
PAY EQUITY
INCOME
ALIENATION

PERCEIVED
INFLUENCE

WORK
INVOLVEMENT

SATISFACTION

DISSATISFACTION
WITH SUPERVISION

EFFORT/REWARD
EXPECTATIONS

PARTICIPATION
SEX
WHITE/NONWHITE
RIGHT-TO-WORK
OCCUPATION

UNION INSTRUMENTALITY
UNION MEMBERSHIP
PAYEQ * LOCUS
INCOME * LOCUS
ALIENA * LOCUS
PERINF * LOCUS
WORKINV * LOCUS
SAT * LOCUS
DISSAT * LOCUS
EXPECT * LOCUS
PARTIC * LOCUS
SEX * LOCUS
RACE * LOCUS
RTW * LOCUS
OCCUP * LOCUS
UNIONIN * LOCUS

UNIONMEM * LOCUS

Column 1
9.54
(3.50) *=%

-0.21
(2.34) %%
0.31
(1.74)*
0.04
(0.37)

-0.06
(0.68)

0.07
(0.68)

0.04
(0.37)

0.23
(3.65) 4%+

-0.01
(0.04)
-0.17
(.34)
0.84
(1.43)
-1.30
(2.71)%%%
0.12
(0.18)
0.68
(1.36)
0.39
(8.33)t*t
.2.59
(5.89)%ax

470
0.3360

15.347

Column 2
9.82
(3.58)%%%
-0.39
(1.31)
-0.20
(2.25)%*
0.32
(1.76)*
0.04
(0.33)

-0.06
(0.72)

0.05

(0.54)
0.04

(0.39)

0.23
(3.68)**x

-0.01
(0.10)
-0.16
a.z7n) .
0.85
(1.46)
-1.35
(2.80) *#*x%
0.10
(0.15)
0.68
(1.36)
0.39
(8.42)*kx
2.63
(5.96) **x

470
0.3378

14,476

Column 3

9.51
(3.40) %=

-0.32 .
(2.74) %%
0.40
(1.65)*
-0.01
(0.01)

-0.01
(0.01)

0.05
(0.04)

0.02
(0.13)

0.32
(4.28)*%%

0.01
(0.03)
~0.14
(0.82)

0.96

(3.10)##%
0.27
0.32)
0.46
(0.70)
0.40
(6.54)%%*
2.68
([._57)#':
0.21
(1.14)
-0.20
(0.55)
0.13
(0.58)
-0.17
(1.01)
0.15
(0.08)
0.14
0.63)
-0.19
Q.78)*
-0.01
(0.04)
-0.06
0.26)
-0.59
(0.48)
1.58
a.s7)
~0.51
(0.35)
-0.09
(0.08)
-0.02
0.19)
-0.08
(0.90)

470
0.3565
8.125
0.93

Column 4

11.12
(3.07) %ax
-3.99
(0.77)
-0.33
(2.81)%4x
0.39
(1.58)
-0.02
(0.15)

-0.01
(0.09)

0.02
(0.13)

0.02
(0.16)

0.30
(3.78)xxx

0.01
(0.09)
-0.17
(0.98)

0.96

(3.12)%%x
0.27
(0.31)
0.44
(0.66)
0.39
(6.35)%**
2.64
(4.50) *x*
0.23
(1.23)
-0.19
(0.50)
0.17
(0.73)
~0.14
(0.79)
0.08
(0.40)
0.15
(0.69)
-0.13
(1.01)
~0.01
(0.34)
0.01
(0.04)
-0.51
0.42)
1.70
(1.66)*
~0.49
(0.36)
-0.02
(0.02)
0.01
(0.01)
-0.03
(0.03)

470
0.3572

7.872

0.88
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TABLE XVI

UNION INSTRUMENTALITY (VARIABLES), LOCUS=CONTINUOUS

Variable Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4
INTERCEPT 12.58 L 11.83 12.33 6.23
(5.34) xx* (4.91)%%%  (5,15)k*x  (1,15)
Locus 0.10 1.26
(1.54) (1.26)
PAY EQUITY -0.12 -0.12 0.10 0.15
(1.55) (1.62) (0.53) (0.81)
INCOME 0.22 0.22 0.04 0.07
(1.47) (1.45) 0.11) (0.18)
ALIENATION <0.17 -0.16 -0.17 <0.11
(1.82)% (1.73)% 0.79) (0.47)
PERCEIVED
INFLUENCE ~0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02
(0.31) 0.27) (0.03) 0.13)
WORK
INVOLVEMENT 0.26 0.27 0.20 0.31
- (2.97)%a% (3.12)%%%  (1,05) (1.49)
SATISPACTION -0.05 -0.05 0.23 0.24
(0.56) (0.55) (1.00) (1.05)
DISSATISFACTION :
WITH SUPERVISION -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02
(0.29) (0.39) (0.80) 0.12)
EFFORT/REWARD
EXPECTATIONS 0.08 0.08 -0.34 -0.34
0.76) 0.74) (.42) (1.40)
PARTICIPATION -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.09
(0.28) (0.35) (0.19) (0.33)
SEX -0.17 -0.15 1.65 1.76
(0.35) (0.30) (1.34) (1.43)
WHITE/NONWHITE -0.69 ~0.60 -1,96 -1.76
(1.64) (1.41) (1.94)* (1.72)%
RIGHT-TO-WORK 1.00 0.98 1.44 1.42
(1.60) (1.56) (1.05) (1.03)
OCCUPATION -0.29 -0.28 1.01 0.98
(0.66) (0.63) (1.00) 0.97)
UNION EFFECTIVENESS 0.31 0.32 0.27 0.29
(8.11)%%x (8.21)%%%  (3,09)%%%  (3,28)%#x
UNION MEMBERSHIP -0.30 -0.35 1.17 1.37
(0.75) (0.87) 1.24) (1.43)
PAYEQ * LOCUS -0.05 -0.06
(1.39) (1.64)
INCOME * LOCUS 0.03 0.30
(0.47) (0.42)
ALIENA * LOCUS 0.01 ~0.01
0.19) 0.13)
PERINF * LOCUS ~0.01 =0.01
(0.09) 0.31)
WORKINV * LOCUS 0.01 ~0.01
(0.39) (0.25)
SAT * LOCUS -0.06 ~0.06
(1.33) (1.41)
DISSAT * LOCUS 0.01 -0.01
(0.60) (0.18)
EXPECT * LOCUS 0.08 0.08
(1.88)* (1.70)*
PARTIC * LOCUS 0.01 ~0.02
(0.18) 0.37)
SEX * LOCUS -0.37 -0.40
(1.60) (1.70)*
0.29 0.25
RACE * LOCUS
v 1.57) (1.31)
-0.49 -0.49
* LOCUS
RTW % LOC (1.87)* (1.87)%
-0.25 -0.25
0CCUP * LOCUS
v (1.35) (1.32)
0.01 0.01
* U .
UNIONEFF * LOCUS (0.62) (0.35)
. -0.32 ~0.36
UNIONMEM * LOCUS (1.80)% (1.98)**
N 564 564 564 564
2
R 0.1902 0.1937 0.2160 0.2183
F 8.597 8.228 4.905 4.803
Fi-3 1.17
F2-4

1.12
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TABLE XVII

UNION INSTRUMENTALITY (VARIABLES), LOCUS=BINARY

Variable Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4
INTERCEPT 10.74 10.42 10.25 8.29
(4.18)kk% . (4.03)%k%  (3.89)%%k%k  (2.40)%*
LOCUS 0.38 4.72
(1.14) (0.88)
Y EQUITY -0.15 -0.15 -0.07 -0.06
PAY EQ (1.78)% (1.82)% (0.64) (0.49)
0.26 0.26 0.28 0.30
NCOME
r (1.56) (1.52) (1.21) (1.29)
ENATION -0.08 -0.08 -0.11 -0.08
ALIEN (0.76) 0.73) (0.80) (0.60)
D
PER‘;‘S%@CE -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02
(0.46) (0.41) (0.27) (0.14)
WORK
0.25 0.30 0.23 0.27
INVOLVEMENT (2.63)%%%  (2.74)%x%  (1.87)* (2.06) %%
-0.08 -0.08 -0.03 -0.03
SATISEACCION (0.76) (0.77) (0.19) (0.23)
DISSATISFACTION .01 0.0 0.07 0.0
VITH SUFERVISION (0.21) (0.25) (0.89) (0.58)
igggﬂﬁg:ﬁ” 0.14 0.14 0.04 0.04
(1.20) (1.25) (0.24) (0.27)
0.04 0.03 0.05 0.10
PARTICIPATION (0.32) (0.25) (0.35) (0.58)
sEx -0.14 -0.15 0.57 0.58
(0.25) (0.28) 0.77) 0.77)
-0.48 -0.43 -0.55 -0.52
WHITE/NONWHITE (1.06) (0.94) (0.90) (0.86)
-1.02 -0.99 -0.31 -0.30
RIGHT-TO-WORK (1.57) (1.53) (0.37) (0.37)
-0.11 -0.10 0.74 0.77
OCCUPATION (0.22) (0.22) (1.18) (1.22)
0.35 0.35 0.34 0.35
UNION EFFECTIVENESS (8.38) **x (8.42) *xx (6.29) *** (6.35) *x%*
-0.72 -0.76 -0.44 -0.42
UNION MEMBERSHIP (1.67)* (1.76)* (0.76) (0.72)
-0.20 -0.22
PAYEQ * LOCUS (1.10) (1.22)
-0.04 -0.06
INCOME * LOCUS (0.13) (0.18)
0.14 0.09
ALIENA * LOCUS 0.67) (0.43)
-0.03 -0.07
PERINF * LOCUS (0.20) 0.43)
0.08 -0.01
WORKINV * LOCUS - (0.49) (0.01)
-0.19 -0.21
SAT * LOCUS (0.94) (1.01)
0.10 0.03
DISSAT * LOCUS (0.93) (0.20)
0.29 0.27
EXPECT * LOCUS (1.27) (1.18)
0.02 -0.07
PARTIC * LOCUS (0.08) (0.29)
-1.75 -1.83
SEX * LOCUS (1.51) (1.59)
0.76 0.61
RACE * LOCUS (0.80) (0.62)
-1.79 -1.80
RTW * LOCUS (1.31) (1.31)
: -1.97 -2.03
OCCUP * LOCUS (1.99) (2.05)**
0.02 0.01 '
UNIONEFF * LOCUS (0.22) (0.01)
-0.84 -0.86
UNIONMEM * LOCUS (0.96) (0.98)
N 470 470 470 470
&2 0.2098 0.2120 0.2354 0.2368
F 8.051 7.634 4.516 4.393
Flos 0.98

F2-4 0.95




UNION MEMBERSHIP

TABLE XVIII

(VARIABLES), LOCUS=CONTINUQUS

Variable
INTERCEPT

LOCUS

PAY EQUITY
INCOME
ALTENATION

PERCEIVED
INFLUENCE

WORK
INVOLVEMENT

SATISFACTION

DISSATISFACTION
WITH SUPERVISION

EFFORT/REWARD
EXPECTATIONS

PARTICIPATION
SEX

WHITE/NONWHITE
RIGHT-TO-WORK
OCCUPATION

UNION INSTRUMENTALITY
UNION EFFECTIVENESS
PAYEQ * LOCUS
INCOME * LOCUS
ALIENA * LOCUS
PERINF * LOCUS
WORKINV * LOCUS
SAT * LOCUS

DISSAT * LOCUS
EXPECT * LOCUS
PARTIC * LOCUS

SEX * LOCUS

RACE * LOCUS

RTW * LOCUS

OCCUP * LOCUS
UNIONIN * LOCUS

UNIONEFF * LOCUS

F2-4

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4
0.24 0.14 0.17 0.42
(0.93) " (0.55) (0.65) (0.73)

0.01 -0.05
(1.96)* (0.49)
-0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01
(2.52)%* (2.60) *#* (0.56) (0.65)
-0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.31) (0.34) 0.50) (0.03)
-0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01
(1.43) (1.31) (0.14) (0.02)
-0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
0.21) 0.17) (1.19) (1.24)
0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03
(1.86)% (2.06)** (1.44) (1.12)
-0.02 -0.02, -0.03 ~0,03
(2.26) %% (2.23)%* (1.22) (1.12)
-0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03
(1.89)* (2.00) ** (2.34) %% (2.31)%%
-0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
0.31) (0.33) (0.74) (0.75)
0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03
(1.14) (1.22) (0.98) (1.09)
~0.14 -0.14 -0.16 -0.16
(2.68) **x (2.61)**% 1.20) (1.23)
0.23 0.24 0.25 0.24
(5.13) **=* (5.34)%%% (2.38) % (2.21) **
-0.21 ~0.20 -0.17 ~0.17
(3.11) %% (3.05) %% (1.12) (1.12)
0.36 0.36 0.34 0.34
(8.20) **% (8.20) **x (3.25) %% (3.22) *k%
-0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.75) (0.87) (0.74) (0.66)
0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03
(5.91)*%x (6.05)k** (2.82)%%x (2.68) *%x
~0.01 ~0.01
(0.57) (0.45)
~0.01 -0.01
(0.17) (0.16)
-0.01 ~0.01
0.71) (0.57)
0.01 0.01
(1.25) (1.31)
-0.01 -0.01
(0.53) (0.26)
-0.01 -0.01
(0.37) (0.39)
0.01 0.01
(1.55) (1.58)
0.01 0.01
(0.70) 0.72)
0.01 0.01
(0.50) (0.66)
0.01 0.01
0.20) (0.24)
-0.01 ~0.01
(0.05) (0.08)
-0.01 -0.02
(0.35) 0.34)
0.01 0,01
(0.24) (0.26)
~0.01 -0,01
(1.28) (1.18)
~0.01 «0.01
(0.18) (0.09)
564 564 564 564
0.4529 0.4567 0.4632 0.4634
30.302 28.793 15.357 14.848
0.68

105
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TABLE XIX

UNION MEMBERSHIP (VARIABLES), LOCUS=BINARY

Variable Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4
INTERCEPT 0.35 . 0.29 0.30 0.42
(1.24) (1.05) (1.04) (1.12)
Locus 0.07 -0.30
(1.82)* (0.50)
PAY EQUITY -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03
(3.18)wnx (3.28)%a%  (2.00)** (2.05)**
INCOME 0.0l 0.0l -0.01 -0.01
(0.13) (0.08) (0.43) 0.47)
ALIENATION -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.0l
0.52 0.46 0.26 0.16
PERCEIVED (0.52) (0.46) (0.26) (0.16)
INFLUENCE -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
€0.71) (0.63) 0.81) (0.87)
WORK
INVOLVEMENT 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02
(1.88)* (2.07) #** (1.90)* (1.63)
SATISFACTION -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
(2.64)hxx (2.65)**% (1.96)*x (1.94)*
DISSATISFACTION
WITH SUPERVISION -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 ~0,02
. (2.40) ** (2.45) %% (2.80) ** (2.91) *xn
EFFORT/REWARD
EXPECTATIONS 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.01
€0.04) (0.13) (0.44) 0.46)
PARTICIPATION -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02
(0.65) (0.75) (1.11) (1.12)
SEX -0.15 -0.15 -0.14 -0.14
(2.55) %% (2.58) *xx (1.70)* (1.70)*
WHITE/NONWHITE 0.21 0.22 0.23 0.23
(4.29) *a% (4.8a)wxx (3.48)Rxx (3.44)%x%
RIGHT-TO-WORK -0.20 -0.19 -0.18 ~0.18
(2.82) %% (2.75) %% (2.04) %% (2.04) %%
OCCUPATION 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.37
(7.40)*x% (7.37)%%%  (5.78)*%x (5.73) *ax
UNION INSTRUMENTALITY -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
] (1.67)* (1.76)* 0.67) (0.72)
UNION EFFECTIVENESS 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
(5.89) #x* (5.96)%%%  (4,56) %kn (4. 44)ha%
PAYEQ * LOCUS -0.01 -0.01
(0.75) (0.66)
INCOME * LOCUS ) 0.03 0.03
(0.80) 0.82)
ALIENA * LOCUS -0.02 -0.02
0.81) (0.66)
PERINF * LOCUS 0.01 0.01
(0.50) (0.61)
WORKINV * LOCUS -0.01 -0.01
(0.48) 0.19)
SAT * LOCUS 0.01 0.01
. (0.01) (0.05)
DISSAT * LOCUS 0.02 0.02
(1.56) (1.57)
EXPECT * LOCUS 0.02 0.02
.o 0.87) (0.90)
PARTIC * LOCUS 0.02 0.03
(0.88) (1.01)
SEX * LOCUS =0.,04 -0.04
0.34) (0.30)
RACE * LOCUS 0.01 0.02
0.11) (0.20)
RTW * LOCUS ~0.03 -0.02
. . .17 (0.16)
-0.04 -0.04
OCCUP * LOCUS
(0.41) (0.36)
-0.01 -0.04
* LOCUS
UNTONIN (1.16) (1.04)
0.01 0.01
UNIONEFF * LOCUS (0.06) (0.14)
N 470 470 470 470
2
R 0.4572 0.4612 0.4695 0.4698
F 25.553 24,286 12,978 12.547
F
1-3 0.68
F2-4
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The dependent variable "Union Effectiveness'" is examined in
Tables XIV and XV. As can be seen, explanatory power is increased
about three percent when the locus of control construct is operation-
alized as a continuous variable (Table XIV), and about two percent
when locus of control is used as a dichotomous variable (Table XV).
However, this minimal increase was achieved by the introduction of
15 additional variables. Obviously, this is not significant. In all
situations, too, the F value was reduced greatly, normally by a factor
of about two.

What should be noted however, is the behavior of some of the
variables. Pay Equity (PAYEQ) was significant at at least the .05
level in all equations with a negative coefficient. This supports
the literature (Getman et al., 1976; Kochan, 1979; Maxey and Mohrman,
1980) that one measure of union effectiveness is the ability of the
union to improve wages and working conditions. This relates to the
actual income (INCOME) measure which was significant in over half the
equations. Dissatisfaction with supervision was highly significant
in all equations. This would suggest a high correlation between
recognition of the union as effective, and a feeling of dissatisfaction
with superiors. This corresponds to one of the parameters of union
effectiveness that says the union protects workers from unfair actions
by employers. Race was very significantly related to the perception
of union effectiveness in all equations. As this variable was
evaluated on a white/non-white dichotomy, the negative sign on the
coefficient in all cases indicates non-whites evaluate union
effectiveness higher. This corresponds to Kochan's (1979) finding

that 67 percent of the non-white respondents in his study indicated
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they would support unionism if given the opportunity. Union instru-
mentality, too, was highly significant in all equations. What this
would suggest is that the respondent who evaluates the union as
effective also evaluates it as instrumental. That is to say, to the
respondent not only is the union doing the right things, it is doing
them well. There is also a highly significant relationship between
union membership and perceived union effectiveness. This supports
the study by Kochan (1979) in which he found over 70 percent of the
respondents that were union members were at least satisfied with their
union.

"Union Instrumentality" is evaluated in Tables XVI and XVII.
In this situation the effect of the variables is neither as significant
nor as consistent. As can be seen, Alienation, Pay Equity, and Work
Involvement all appear significant in some of the equations. However,
the only one showing any consistency is Work Involvement. Recalling
that Work Involvement consists of questions about how the respondent
evaluates his/her ability to control the work, and that instrumentality
addresses the question of the unions ability to control various aspects
of the social and political environment, perhaps these two tap the
same response. Union Effectiveness was highly significant in these
equations. Several of the moderated terms are also marginally
significant. So in these particular situations, locus of control
does have some interactive effect on Occupation, Union Membership,
Effort/Reward Expectations, and Right-to-Work status. However, as
can be seen in the F comparisons at the bottom of each table,

the moderating effect is small.
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The evaluation of "Union Membership" is interesting, particularly
with respect to the demographic variables. As can be seen (Tables
XVIII and XIX), Sex, Race, Right-to-Work, and Occupation are all highly
significant in almost all the basic equations, and in most of the
moderated equations. These results certainly support the literature,
at least in concept. Scoville (1971), Kochan (1979), Hirsch (1980),
and others have found race to be significantly related to a desire for
union membership. This was supported. Kornhauser (1961), Blinder
(1972), Getman et al. (1976), to name a few, found sex to be related
to the likelihood of union membership. This too was supported in
this research. However, what is most interesting is the difference
between desire for union membership and actual union membership.

In the present research race is in fact significantly correlated with
union membership. However, as this variable was coded "1" for white
and "0" for non-white, a positive sign on the coefficient suggests
that whites are more inclined to be union members than non-whites.
The relationship of sex to union membership was consistent with the
literature. The variable was significant in most cases but with a
negative sign. Based on the coding used, this would suggest males
are more likely to be union members. The Right-to-Work impact is

not so clearly understood in the literature (see Chapters I and III),
but non-the-less, in this research the relationship was significant.
However, as only 39 respondents (out of 565) were from a right-to-work
state this result should be evaluated accordingly. Occupation (Smith
and Hopkins, 1979; Hirsch, 1980) was highly significant with Union

Membership. This result too may be somewhat suspect in that (1) well
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over half the respondents fell into one occupational category and
(2) roughly 80 percent of these were union members.

Several variables were significantly associated with Union
Membership. Pay Equity was significant in 75 percent of the equations.
Again this would suggest, and support, the hypothesis that union members
are concerned about "bread and butter" issues. The same might be said
for the variable Satisfaction, which was also significant in 75 percent
of the equations. Satisfaction was defined in terms of management
related items, so perhaps the significance here means that the dis-
satisfied employee sees management as derelict, and looks to the union
for resolution. The significance of Dissatisfaction with Supervision
again refers to tﬁe respondent's reaction to this situation. If he/she
is in fact dissatisfied, the union is seen as a mechanism to allow for
a collective voice of disapproval--or the union serves to sensitize
employees to the failings of management.

While the regressions in Tables VIII through XIII were used
primarily to validate the a priori assignment of data items to the
original 13 variables, none-the-less an examination of them will
reveal that they support the results generated in Tables XIV through
XIX. 1In these equations Autonomy, Compensation and Recognition are
typically significant.

In addition to an examination of the six regression equations,
various other analyses were made of the dgta. Table XX examines
locus of control as applied to the data. 1In this situation locus of
control as a dichotomous variable (that is, split along the internal-
external lines discussed previously) was examined using the t-statistic.

In this analysis the data set was only 450 respondents as 95 "moderates"
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TABLE XX

ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES IN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ALONG LOCUS OF CONTROL DICHOTOMY

Variable Internal Mean External Mean t-statistic  Prob.
PAXEQ o -5.135 8.213 .3405 .73
INCOME 2,887 2.975 .8384 .40
ALTENA 8.178 8.620 2.3022 .02%%
PERINF 6.697 6.447 1.6708 .09%
WORKINV 11.036 10.553 3.1501 .001***
SAT 9.406 9.613 1.0099 .31
DISSAT 13.259 12.620 2.0970 L04%*
EXPECT 5.223 5.431 1.1841 .23
PARTIC 11.912 11.848 .3567 .72
UNIONIN 19.299 19.000 .8368 .40
UNIONEFF 19.620 19.650 .0723 .94
UNIONMEM .500 .528 .5910 .55

*
Indicates significance at .10 level.

*
Indicates significance at .05 level.

fkk
Indicates significance at .01 level.
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were dropped. As can be seen, four of the variables were significantly
different. What these differences suggest is that the individual
perceives the various situations differently, based on his/her own locus
of control orientation. For example, in the case of "Alienation'" the
conditions that create alienation is the "external" worker may not do so
for this "internal' worker, as he may feel these conditions are only
temporary--that given time he can get them under control. This is
supported by the literature (Seeman, 1966, 1975). The same explanation
may apply to Work Involvement. The internal who sees work involvement as
essential to his maintaining some degree of control in the work
environment, and as essential to the maintenance of self-esteem,

gets mot involved than the external. This too is supported by the
literature (Kimmons and Greenhaus, 1976). The questions concerning
Dissatisfaction with Supervision deal with the quality of work and

with the respondent's opportunity to contribute in the work environment;
the kind of things an internal would seek and want. As can be seen,

if those things are missing they are much more apparent (and important)
to the internal. Hamner and Smith (1978) investigated this phenomenon.
Finally, although these three differences are significant (Alienation,
Work Involvement, and Dissatisfaction with Supervision), their magnitude
is not large.

A comparison of the R2 values for the six regression equations is
shown in Table XXI. As can be seen, in the case of Union Effectiveness,
when the data set is separated on the internal/external dichotomy, a
large difference is noted. An additional 8.5 percent of the variance
can be explained for internals. This would suggest that the model

does a better job of explaining perceptions of union effectiveness
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for internals than for externals and that perhaps the employee with an
internal locus of control orientation does indeed evaluate these
characteristics somewhat differently, but that the technique of
moderated regression was unable to adequately evaluate this difference.
The difference noted on the other two dependent variables was less than
two percent of additional variance explained. In the case of Union
Instrumentality the external had more variance explained, and for

Union Membership the internal.

TABLE XXI

ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCE IN R2 ATLONG LOCUS OF CONTROL DICHOTOMY

Variable Locus of Control R2 F Sample Size
UNIONEFF INTERNAL .3710 14.05 274
UNIONEFF EXTERNAL .2860 6.74 196
UNIONIN INTERNAL .2139 6.48 274
UNIONIN EXTERNAL .2282 4.97 196
UNIONMEM INTERNAL .2478 7.85 274
UNIONMEM EXTERNAL .2352 5.17 196

Another perspective on locus of control is shown in Table XXII.

In this instance the regression coefficients for the various independent

variables, separated by internal-external and dependent variables, as

well as their t-statistic are shown.

There are a few differences in

results depending upon whether the data were collected from internals

or externals.

For example, the contribution of Pay Equity (PAYEQ) to
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ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES IN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES--BY DEPENDENT
VARIABLE SUB-GROUP, ALONG LOCUS OF CONTROL DICHOTOMY

INTERNAL N=274

EXTERNAL N=196

VARIABLE [PARAMETER EOT.] t-STAT |SICNIFICANCE | PARAMETER EST.| t-STAT |SIGNIFICANCE
UNIONEFF
PAYEQ 0.394 3.354 <004%** 0.131 0.973 .33
INCOME 0.412 1.708 .08* 0.237 0.879 .38
ALIENA 0.008 0.058 .95 0.174 1.034 .30
PERINF 0.004 0.035 .92 0.163 1.237 .21
WORKINV 0.002 0.014 .98 0.099 0.673 .50
SAT 0.027 0.193 .85 0.167 1.063 .29
DISSAT 0.322 3.949 001 %%%* 0.162 1.667 .09%
EXPECT 0.019 0.119 .90 0.022 0.121 .90
PARTIC 0.265 1.529 12 0.151 0.795 42
UNIONIN 0.420 6.858 <001 *** 0.386 5.432 001 %*%
U NIONMEM 2.126 4.252 .0Q]1 *** 2.660 4.780 001 ***
UNIONIN
PAYEQ 0.081 0.738 .47 0.279 2.179 .03*%
INCOME 0.310 1.377 a7 0.193 0.744 .46
ALIENA 0.073 0.539 .59 0.037 0.231 .82
PERINF 0.019 0.178 .86 0.098 0.777 44
WORKINV 0.256 1.970 L04%* 0.258 1.828 .07%
SAT 0.003 0.010 .99 0.237 1.561 A2
DISSAT 0.041 0.526 .60 0.034 0.356 .72
EXPECT 0.020 0.131 .90 0.346 2.035 04 %%
PARTIC 0.066 0.40Q9. .68 0.071 0.387 .70
UNIONEFF 0.362 6.858 001 % ** 0.357 5.432 001 ***
UNIONMEM 0.274 0.572 .57 1.448 2,599 Ol**
UNIONMEM
PAYEQ 0.038 2,717 .007*%*% 0.020 1.182 .24
INCOME 0.010 0.361 .72 0.018 0.549 .58
ALIENA 0.001 0.070 .94 0.023 1.112 .27
PERINF 0.033 2.395 .01%*% 0.000 0.001 .99
WORKINV 0.029 1.759 .08* 0.034 1.866 .06*
SAT 0.015 0.844 .40 0.057 2.935 . 004%*%
DISSAT 0.033 3.391 . 008* %« 0.033 2.750 007 k**
EXPECT 0.039 2.034 L04%* 0.030 1.356 .18
PARTIC 0.024 1.167 .24 0.006 0.268 .79
UNIONEFF 0.030 4.252 .00 % ** 0.041 4.780 .001*%**
UNIONIN 0.004 0.572 .57 0.024 2.599 L.01%*
*** Indicates significant at .0l level
** Indicates significant at .05 level
* Indicates significant at .10 level
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Union Effectiveness for the internal is significant at greater than the
.01 level. For the external, Pay Equity is not significantly related
to Union Effectiveness at all. On the other hand, Pay Equity is very
significantly related to the way an external evaluates Union
Instrumentality, but is of no significance to the internal's evaluation.
Several interesting observations may be made concerning Union Membership.
Pay Equity again is only an important consideration for the internal,
that is the internal views the union as a mechanism to gain equity.
Perceived Influence (PERINF) is important too only to the internal,
with respect to union membership. Because the internal seeks control
and influence in the work environment, he or she sees the union as
influential in this objective. This conclusion supports the hypothesis
of this research, that the internal--as a means to effectuate control--
will be more likely to join a union or be a union member. Effort/
Reward Expectations (EXPECT) are more highly valued by the internal
with respect to union membership. What is interesting too is the vast
disagreement on the part of the internal and external with respect
to Satisfaction (SAT) and union membership. For the external there is
a highly significant relationship for satisfaction while for the
internal there is no indicated relationship at all. This suggests
the external will seek union membership for reasons of lack of satis-
faction with the job itself, while the internal seeks union membership
for other reasons--like influence and equity.

The conclusion to be reached from all this is that Darrow and
Kahl (1982) were correct. Locus of control is a‘valuable and
informative parameter to be used in evaluating employee attitudes.

But as a moderating variable its effect may be too weak to measure.
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With a data set the size of the one used in this research and with
the type of questions asked, the effects of several demographics can be
investigated. These will be discussed in the following paragraphs.

Certainly no demograhpic has received more attention in the
literature than race. And this certainly extends to the locus of
control literature as well. In Table XXIII the summed variables are
examined as a function of ethnic background, using the t-statistic.

In this instance the division is on a white/non-white separation,
with non-white including Hispanics, blacks, indians, and orientals.
As can be seen, over half of the differences are significant, with
over one-third being significant at the .0l level, including locus
of control.

A second significant demographic in the literature is that of sex.
In a work environment in which the percentage of women is increasing,
differences in the sexes with respect to various work attitudes are of
great interest. As can be seen in Table XXIV, this was the case for
several of the variables examined in this research.

Table XXV uses t-statistics to evaluate the perspective of the
union and non-union member relative to the various attitudes used in
the research. As can be seen, almost all of them are significantly
different for the two groups of respondents, most to at least the .05
level of significance. However, locus of control was not significantly
different for the two groups. 1In fact the two means are virtually the
same.

Table XXVI examines the variables with respect to the question

of right-to-work laws. As can be seen, most were significantly
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EVALUATION OF VARIABLE DIFFERENCES FOR WHITE/NON-WHITE
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Variable Non-White White t-statistic
PAYEQ 7.7879 8.1709 .5655
INCOME 3.1288 2.8730 .2811%%*
ALIENA 8.5682 8.5427 .1572
PERINF 9.2424 9.9030 .0528%%%*
WORKINV 15.1742 15.4273 3417
SAT 9.9167 9.4319 .1092%%
DISSAT 14.1061 12,6143 4640% %%
EXPECT 5.5076 5.2333 <4543
PARTIC 8.8788 8.9400 .3887
UNIONIN 20.1894 18.9723 . 1496%%%
UNIONEFF 20.5303 19.6651 .1506%=*
UNIONMEN 0.2045 0.6120 .6262%%*%
LOCUS 5.4697 4.6582 .3606%%*
Significant at .10 level.
*Significant at .05 level.
***Significant at .01 level.



EVALUATION OF VARIABLE DIFFERENCES FOR SEX

TABLE XXIV
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Variable Male Female t-statistic
PAYEQ 8.0325 8.4167 1.3432
INCOME 2.9635 2.7222 1.5423
ALTIENA 8.4706 9.0833 2.8334%%
PERINF 9.6795 10.2222 1.9483%
WORKINV 15.3874 15.2361 0.6102
SAT 9.5213 9.7083 0.6634
DISSAT 12.9533 13.0277 0.178
EXPECT 5.2495 5.6250 1.7683%
PARTIC 8.9229 8.9444 0.1096
UNIONIN 19.2961 18.9861 0.5825
UNIONEFF 19.9736 19.1389 1.5674
UNIONMEM 0.5781 0.0972 9.5617%%%
LOCUS 4.8783 4.6389 0.8528
%
Significant at .10 level.
*%
Significant at .05 level.
Kk
Significant at .01 level.
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EVALUATION OF VARIABLE DIFFERENCE FOR UNION/NON-UNION MEMBERSHIP

Variable Non-Union Union t-statistic
PAYEQ 8.7949 7.4144 6.9136%%%
INCOME 3.0476 2.8253 2.3412%%
ALTIENA 8.7363 8.3733 2.6182%%%
PERINF 9.9194 9.5890 1.8049%
WORKINV 15.1758 15.5479 2.3242%%
SAT 9.9707 9.1473 4.4182%%%
DISSAT 13.0806 12.8527 0.8203
EXPECT 5.7179 4.9041 5.3880%%%
PARTIC 9.0513 8.8082 2.0623%%*
UNIONIN 18.9084 19.5822 1.7399%
UNIONEFF 18.3993 21.2397 8.0768*%*%*
UNIONMEM 0 1 infinity
LOCUS 4.8498 4.8459 0.0198
Significant at .10 level.
**Significant at .05 level.
***Significant at .01 level.
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EVALUATION OF VARTABLE DIFFERENCE FOR RIGHT-TO-WORK LAWS
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Variable Non-Right-to-Work Right-to-Work t-statistic
PAYEQ 7.9183 10.2821 6.1069%**
INCOME 2.9030 3.333 2.7484%%%
ALTIENA 8.5418 8.6410 0.3566
PERINF 9.6730 10.7692 3.1805%%*%
WORKINV 15.3479 15.6410 0.9237
SAT 9.4639 10.6410 3.8947%%%
DISSAT 13.0304 12.0513 1.8651%*
EXPECT 5.1996 6.6154 5.0938#%%*
PARTIC 8.9240 8.9487 0.1044
UNIONIN 19.3764 17.6410 2.4507%%
UNIONEFF 20.0646 17.2051 4 ,3040%%%
UNIONMEM 0.5532 0.0256 15.7070%%%*
LOCUS 4.8745 4.4872 0.9336

*
Significant at .10 level.

*

*k%k

*
Significant at .05 level.

Significant at .01 level.
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different, but locus of control was not. However, these results should
be considered carefully as only 39 respondents were in the "right-to-
work" data set.

The last two sub-groups to be investigated were part of the larger
group "Occupation." As discussed in Chapter IV, the respondent was
asked to describe his/her work, and then was assigned to an occupational
group by the researcher. A majority of the sample population (387)
were in the operative or kindred worker group, due primarily to the
large number of firefighters. An analysis was made of the group
operator versus non-operator, and the results are shown in Table XXVILI.
As can be seen, several of the independent variables are in fact
significant.

Chapter VI will discuss the conclusions that might be inferred

from these results, and some additional thoughts on the research.
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EVALUATION OF VARIABLE DIFFERENCES FOR OPERATOR/NON-OPERATOR

Variable Operator Nonoperator t-statistic
PAYEQ 7.8269 8.6348 3.5305%%%
INCOME 2.9535 2.8876 0.6105
ALTIENA 8.5013 8.6517 0.9957
PERINF 9.6305 10.0056 1.8064%
WORKINV 15.4884 15.1067 2.1734%%
SAT 9.4832 9.6800 0.9541
DISSAT 12.7804 13.3596 1.8261*
EXPECT 5.1008 5.7247 3.6587%%%
PARTIC 8.8631 9.0618 *1.4404
UNIONIN 19.3359 19.0843 4,5013%%%
UNIONMEM 20.4315 18.6404 18.7368%%%
LOCUS 4.7700 5.0168 1.0891
*Significant at the .10 level.
Significant at the .05 level.
***Significant at the .0l level.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS

At the termination of this research three questions are pertinent,
"What was done?'", 'Was it done property?', and "So what?" The first
of these questions deals with the basic purpose or purposes of the

research.

Purpose

In this instance the work can be described as descriptive research,
conducted in a field environment, using questionnaire instruments, and
is both qualitative and quantitative in nature. The primary purpose
was to sample work attitudes of a cross-section of employees, analyze
those attitudes, and using the locus of control construct as a moderating
variable, develop a technique to predict employee behavior toward
various aspects of unionism. The idea of being able to predict union
preferences by various work attitudes is not unique, and much of the
literature review chapter dealt with this aspect.

This research supported much of that earlier work. Such
characteristics as perceived equity of pay, alienation, dissatisfaction
with supervision, and income were consistently correlated with union
instrumentality and union effectiveness. That is, those characteristics
contributed greatly to the way an employee perceived the usefulness or

the effectiveness of the union. On the other hand, and again as
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suggested by the literature, a large number of attitudes being
investigated were significantly related to union membership.

In addition to perceived equity of pay, alienation, and dissatis-
faction with supervision, the attitudes of perceived influence,
involvement in the work, satisfaction with the work situation, effort/
reward expectations, and participation in the work situation were all
significantly related to union membership. And in fact, 46 percent of
the variance in this dependent variable was explained by these
independent variables.

The research was not, however, able to show that the construct
locus of control acts as a moderator. The construct, when acting as
an independent variable, was sometimes marginally significant to the
employee's evaluation of union instrumentality and union effectiveness.
When locus of control was applied as a moderating variable, the
hypothesis that an internal locus of control orientation would be
more supportative of unionism, was not supported. While this was not
totally unexpected, it was none-the-less disappointing.

Sims and Szilagyi (1976) used locus of control as a moderator
between various work characteristics and such attitudes as job
satisfaction and job expectancies. They too found little support for
locus of control as a moderator, but concluded that locus of control,
like several other individual characteristics, was useful when
considering employee performance. Darrow and Kahl (1982) had the
following to say about the use of moderators:

It has been widely accepted that the search for moderator

effects is often futile. These results give an indication

of one potential reason for this futility. It would

appear that the detection of moderator effects depends not

so much on the existance of those effects, but rather on
the strength of those effects. This appears particularly
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true when the moderator candidate is continuous rather

than discrete. This result implies that in many cases

where hypothesized moderators have not been found to be

statistically significant, they may, in fact, exist but

be too weak to be significant using this method . . .

Failure to find such an effect (moderator), however,

does not necessarily mean that the effect does not

exist, only that the effect is not extremely strong.

This idea should be kept in mind when evaluating

research using moderated regression (pp. 45-46).

. ] 2 . . .

An examination of the R~ values for the various configurations
reveals some significant results. 1In the case of union effectiveness,
the results for internal respondents explained 8.5 percent more of the
variance than that for external respondents on the same dependent
variable. This would suggest that the answers provided on the
questionnaire items are indeed different for an internal, at least
for the particular dependent variable. Those questions used to define
union effectiveness were very work oriented, dealing with unfair
actions of employers, job security, wages, and working conditions.
This would suggest that perhaps the employee with an internal locus
of control orientation does indeed evaluate these characteristics

somewhat differently, but that the technique of moderated regression

was unable to evaluate adequately this different.
Adequacy

Was the research done properly? From a statistical standpoint
it was shown by the use of the t-statistic that order bias was not a
factor in the responses. Thus, it can be assumed, that the responses
were not affected by the position of a particular question in the
questionnaire. Also, the reliability of the various elements of the
instrument, as measured by Crombach's alpha coefficient, were satis-—

factory. This would suggest the measure was in fact reliable.
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No attempt was made to directly evaluate validity of the instrument,
but as discussed in Chapter 4, the instruments from which the question-
naire items were taken were used by other researchers. This is in line
with admonition of Nunnally (1978, p. 92) that the test of content
validity is not done "after they are constructed; one should insure
validity by the plan and procedures of construction." 1In an effort
to verify the manner in which the various questionnaire items were
grouped to define independent variables, several factor analyses were
conducted.

There were other aspects of the research that are worthy of
mention. The basic instrument used to evaluate attitudes were
five-interval Likert type scales with forced-choice dichotomous
scales for the locus of control portion. In both instances the
respondent was unable to indicate an opinion other than that solicited.
And, even more important, as Nunnally (1978) pointed out, using data
of this type for further analytical evaluation is often misleading.

As discussed in Chapters IV and V, the selection of\various
questionnaire items to be used to evaluate a particular independent
variable was done by the researcher. While examples from the
literature, and statistical analyses were used to validate this
selection, none-the-less the potential for error was certainly

present.

Too, as is the case in any survey of "attitudes," several error
mechanisms may become operative. As mentioned earlier, an attempt
was made to control order bias. But control was not possible for
several other sources of error. One is always the issue of social

acceptability with respect to answering questions. As discussed in
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Chapter IV, it was necessary to "adjust" the separation point between
internals and externals due to the skewing of the curve toward the
internal end of the continuum. This is the result of people responding
the way they think they "should" rather than the way they really perhaps
would. The same may have been true in other parts of the instrument.
For someone who has been a member of the work force for a long time,
the promise of anonymity may not convince him or her to answer the
question "My boss knows very little about his job" truthfully. As
mentioned earlier, this was the problem in one of the data collection
sites. The employees had previously been promised confidentiality
only to have the results of a survey published. This situation
certainly carried over into the present research. One quéstion was
in fact not used in the analystical results. On the question "I
as a perfectionist in my work" every one answered "Agree'" or "Strongly
Agree." This question was discarded.

It is felt the sample was representative of the population.
While a large portion of the sample was firefighters (70 percent),
because of the nature of their work, firefighters in reality represent
a much larger segment of the work force. Because the firefighters
normally work 24 hours on and 72 hours off, most have second occupations.
An informal poll taken of the largest single group (Oklahoma City)
indicated 81 percent worked at a second job. It is therefore felt
this sample does in fact represent a good cross-section of the

population of interest.
Value

So what? The final issue addresses the question of what wvalue to
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society, or the discipline, is this research. What is the contribution
of these analyses? It would seem the contribution lies in four areas.
First is the additional empirical research conducted using the
moderated regression technique. While the specific hypothesis of
interest was not supported, none-the-less in several instances inter-
action terms in the moderated regression equations were significant
when they had not been significant in the basic equations. So, perhaps
the philosophy of "moderation" is sound; it is only the statistical
techniques that are lacking. As can be seen in other analyses
(sub-group), it is obvious the locus of control orienfation is
associated with differences in many employee attitudes.

Secondly, a tremendous amount of research has been directed
toward the investigation of the locus of control construct, some
of which has been discussed. The results of the present research
have been somewhat supportive of that research. Of particular
significance for further research is the situation involving Hispanic
employees. Very little locus of control research has been directed
toward these employees.

Thirdly, the investigation of employee attitudes as they relate
to the various aspects of unionism, is beneficial. The reasons why a
person joins a union are still not totally understood. And while it
would appear that support was indicated for the "bread and butter"
issues, it is nowhere near that clear. Again, there were numerous
instances in which the employees attitudes were significantly different
when examined through the internal-external perspective. But to say
that locus of control can be used as a predictor of employee union

attitudes and membership was not supported. It is, however, certainly
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true that most employees join unions for self-serving reasons. Locus
of control may be one more tool to facilitate the examination of these
reasons.

And lastly, but certainly not least, this research served to focus
the academic efforts of the researcher on a "real-life" problem. It
provided the opportunity to practice many of the theoretical skills
developed in the classroom, and also to get some appreciation for the
realities of research. The attitude of so many firms toward unionism
came as a surprise. While trying to solicit firms to participate in
the survey many were unwilling due to the issue of unionism. However,
the knowledge learned in the analysis and interpretation of data are of

long term benefit.

Other

As is true of most research, it is not the end but only the
beginning. Certainly several additional uses for the locus of control
construct were identified, and warrant additional examination. The
attitudes of the Hispanic as a group certainly deserves increased
attention, as they are in fact the fastest growing segment of the
U.S. work force. And certainly the wealth of data collected on
firefighters as a group deserves some additional examination. In
conclusion then, this research is completed, but it has spawned

ideas for future research.



A SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abramowitz, Stephen I. 'Internal-External Control and Social-Political
Activism." Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 40(1973),
196-201.

Aiken, Michael and Jerald Hage. '"Organizational Interdependence and
Intro-Organizational Structure." American Sociological Review,
33(Dec. 1968), 912-930.

Allen, Robert E. and Timothy J. Keaveny. ''Correlates of University
Faculty Interest in Unionization: A Replication and Extension."
Journal of Applied Psychology, 66(1981), 582-588.

Alutto, Joseph A. and James A. Belasco. "A Typology for Participation
in Organizational Decision Making." Administrative Science Quarterly,
17 (March, 1972), 117-125. '

Andrisani, Paul J. "Internal-External Attitudes, Personal Initiative,
and the Labor Market Experience of Black and White Men."
The Journal of Human Resources, 12 (1964), 308-328,

Angel, Marina. '"White-Collar and Professional Unionization." Labor
Law Journal, (February, 1982), 82-99,

Ashenfelter, Orley and John H. Pencavel. "American Trade Union Growth:
1900-1960." Quarterly Journal of Economics, 83 (August, 1968),
434448,

Bakke, E. Wright. '"Why Workers Join Unions." Personnel, July, 1945,
37-47.

Behrman, Douglas N, William J. Bigoness and William D. Perreault, Jr.
"Sources of Job Related Ambiguity and Their Consequences Upon
Job Satisfaction and Performance." Management Science, 27 (1981),
1246-1260.

Bennett, James T. and Manuel H. Johnson. '"The Impact of Right-To-
Work Laws on the Economic Behavior of Unions: A Property Rights
Perspective." Journal of Labor Research, 1 (Spring, 1980), 1-27.

Bigelow, E. A. '"Locus of Control, Career Maturity, and Economic
Understanding.'" Career Education Quarterly, 1980.

130



131

Bigoness, William J. '"Correlates of Faculty Attitudes Toward Collective
Bargaining." Journal of Applied Psychology, 63 (April, 1978),
228-233.

Blinder, Alan S. '"Who Joins Unions?" Working Paper #36, Princeton
University, 1972.

Brayfield, Arthur H. and Harold F. Rothe. "An Index of Job Satisfaction."
Journal of Applied Psychology, 35 (October 1951), 307-311.

Brief, Arthur P. and Dale E. Rude. '"Voting in Union Certification

Elections: A Conceptual Analysis." Academy of Management Review,
6 (1981), 261-267.

Broedling, Laurie A. 'Relationship of Internal-External Control to
Work Motivation and Performance in an Expectancy Model.'" Journal
of Applied Psychology, 60 (1975), 65-70.

Bureau of Labor Statistics. Earning and Other Characteristics of
Organized Workers. May 1977. (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1979).

Cameron, Kim. ''The Relationship Between Faculty Unionism and Organiza-
tional Effectiveness.'" Academy of Management Journal, 25
(March 2982), 6-24.

Campbell, Donald T. and Julian C. Stanley. Experimental and Quasi-
Experimental Designs for Research. Chicago: Rand McNally,
1963.

Chacko, Thomas I. and Charles R. Greer. ''Perceptions of Union Power,
Service and Confidence in Labor Leaders: A Study of Member
and Non-Member Differences." Journal of Labor Research,
Spring (1982), 211-221.

Cohen, Jacob. 'Multiple Regression as a General Data-Analytic System.'
Psychological Bulletin, 70 (1968), 426-443,

Cohen, Jacob and Patricia Cohen. Applied Multiple Regression/
Correlation Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. New York:
Wiley & Sons, 1975.

Coleman, James S. '"Loss of Power."

38 (February, 1973), 1-15.

American Sociological Review,

Dabas, Zile S. '"The Dimension of Morale: An Item Factorization of the
SRA Employee Inventory.'" Personnel Psychology, 11 (1968),
217-234,

Dalton, Dan R. and William D. Todor. "Union Steward Locus of Control,
Job, Union Involvement, and Grievance Behavior.'" Journal of
Business Research, 10 (1982), 85-101.




132

Darrow, Arthur L. and Douglas R. Kahl. "A Comparison of Moderated
Regression Techniques Considering Strength of Effect." Journal
of Management, 8 (1982), 35-47.

Dean, Dwight G. '"Alienation: It's Meaning and Measurement.'" American
Sociological Review, 26 (October 1961) 753-758.

DeCotiis, Thomas A. and Jean-Yves LeLouarn. '"A Predictive Study of
Voting Behavior in a Representation Election Using Union
Instrumentality and Work Perceptions," Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 27 (1981), 103-118.

Department of Labor. Industrial Relations Research Priorities for the
1980s, December 1979 (Washington, D.C., GPO, 1980).

Draper, N. R. and H. Smith. Applied Regression Analysis. New York:
Wiley and Sons, 1966.

DuCette, Joseph and Stephen Wolk. "Cognitive and Motivational Correlates
of Generalized Expectancies of Control." Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 26 (1983), 420-426.

Duffy, Paul J., Samuel Shiflett and Ronald G. Downey. '"Locus of Control:
Dimensionality and Predictability Using Likert Scales." Journal of
Applied Psychology, 62 (1977), 214-219.

Dunnette, Marvin D., John P. Campbell and Milton D. Hakel. 'Factors
Contributing to Job Satisfaction and Job Dissatisfaction in Six
Occupational Groups.'" Organizational Behavior and Human Performance,
2 (May, 1967), 143-174.

Edwards, Alba M. <Classified Index of Occupations and Industries. U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1960.

Elliott, Ralph D. "The Impact of Right-to-Work Laws on Union Activity."
Paper presented at the Western Economic Association meetings,
Anaheim, CA, 1977.

Evans, Martin G. "Extensions of a Path-Goal Theory of Motivation,"
Journal of Applied Psychology, 59 (1974), 172-178.

Fiorito, Jack and Charles R. Greer. '"Determinants of U.S. Unionism:
Past Research and Future Needs.'" Industrial Relations, 21
(Winter 1982), 1-19.

Fiorito, Jack and Robert C. Dauffenbach. '"The Determinants of
Occupational Unionization.'" Journal of Labor Research, 3 (Fall,
1982), 473-485.

Fleishman, Edwin A. "A Leader Behavior Description for Industry." in
Leader Behavior: 1Its Description and Measurement. ed. Ralph M.
Stogdill and Alvin E, Coons, Ohio State University Bureau of
Business Research, 1957, p. 103-119.




133

Freeman, Richard B. and James L. Medoff. "The Two Faces of Unionism."
The Public Interest, (Fall, 1979), 69-93.

Gardner, David C. and Sue Allen Warren. Different Situations Inventory,
Boston University School of Education, 1978.

Getman, Julius G., Stephen B. Goldberg and Jeanne B. Herman. Union
Representation Elections: Law and Reality. Russell Sage Founda-
tion, New York, 1976.

Glick, William, Philip Mirvis and Diane Harder. "Union Satisfaction
and Participation.”" Industrial Relatioms, 16 (May, 1977),
145-151,

Gordon, Michael E. and Larry N. Long. "'Demographic and Attitudinal
Correlates of Union Joining." Industrial Relations, 20 (1981),
306-311,

Greer, Charles R. and Mary Anne Dorland Castro. '"The Relationship
Between Perceived Unit Effectiveness and Occupational Stress:
The Case of Purchasing Agents." Unpublished Manuscript, 1984.

Guilford, J. P. Psychometric Methods. New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1954,

Hammer, Tove Helland and Michael Berman. "The Role of Non-economic
Factors in Faculty Union Voting." Journal of Applied
Psychology, 66 (1981), 415-421.

Hamner, W. Clay and Frank J. Smith. '"Work Attitudes as Predictors of
Unionization Activity." Journal of Applied Psychology, 63
(August, 1978), 415-421.

Herzberg, Fredrick H. 'One More Time: How Do You Motivate Employees?"
Harvard Business Review, January-February, 1968, 53-62,

Hirsch, Barry T. 'The Determinants of Unionization: An Analysis of
Interarea Differences.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review,
33 (January, 1980), 147-161.

Hunt, Janet C. and Rudolph A. White. "The Effects of Right-to-Work
Legislation on Union Outcomes: Additional Evidence." Journal
of Labor Research, 4 (Winter, 1983), 47-63.

Huszczo, G. E. and N. Schmitt. "Union Participation." Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance (to be published).

Huszczo, Gregory E. "Attitudinal and Behavioral Variables Related to
Participation in Union Activities." Journal of Labor Research,
4 (Summer 1983), 289-297,

Ifenwanta, S. Locus of Control, Career Maturity and Perceived Needs for
Life Long Education of Nigerian Students in the United States
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Boston University, 1978).



134

Kerlinger, Fred N. Foundations of Behavioral Research. New York:
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1973.

Kerlinger, Fred N. and Elazar J. Pedhazur. Multiple Regression in
Behavioral Research. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston,
1973.

Kimmons, Gary and Jeffrey H. Greenhaus. 'Relationship Between Locus
of Control and Reactions of Employees to Work Characteristics."
Psychological Reports, 39 (1976), 815-820.

King, Michael, Michael A. Murray, and Tom Atkinson. 'Background,
Personality, Job Characteristics and Satisfaction with Work in
a National Sample." Human Relations, 35 (1982), 119-133.

Knoop, Robert. '"Locus of Control as Moderator Between Work Character-
istics and Job Attitudes.'" Psychological Reports, 48 (1981),
519-525.

1

Monthly

Kochan, Thomas A. '"How American Workers View Labor Unions.'
Labor Review, 102 (April, 1979), 23-31.

Kornhauser, Ruth. '"Some Social Determinants and Consequences of
Union Membership." Labor History, 2 (Winter, 1961), 30-61.

Kornhauser, William. The Politics of Mass Society. New York: The
Free Press, 1959.

Korte, John R., Charles E. Kimble, and James R. Cole. '"Does Locus
of Control Similarity Increase Attraction?" Psychological Reports,
43 (1978), 1183-1188.

James, Lawrence R., Robert G. Demaree and John J. Hater. '"A Statistical
Rationale for Relating Situational Variables and Individual
Differences." Organizational Behavior and Human Performance,

25 (1980), 354-363.

James, W. H. '"Internal Versus External Control of Reinforcement as a
Basic Variable in Learning Theory." (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Ohio State University, 1957.)

Joe, Victor Clark. "Review of the Inter-External Control Construct as
a Personality Variable," Psychological Reports, 28 (1971),
619-640.

Jones, Edward E. and Keith E. Davis. '"From Acts to Dispositions: The
Attribution Process in Person Perception." In Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology, ed. Leonard Berkowitz. New York:
Academic Press, 1965.

Kahn, Lawrence M. ''The Effect of Unions on the Earnings of Nonunion
Workers." Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 31 (January,
1978), 205-216.




135

Kasperson, Conrad J. '"Locus of Control and Job Dissatisfaction."
Psychological Reports, 50 (1982), 823-826.

Kelley, Harold H. 'The Process of Causal Attribution." American
Psychologist, February 1983, 107-128.

Lee, Lung-Fei. '"Unionism and Wage Rates." International Economic

Review, 19 (June, 1978), 415-433.

Lefcourt, Herbert M, Locus of Control: Current Trends in Theory and
Research. New York: Wiley and Sons, 1976.

Lefcourt, Herbert M. (Ed.) Research With the Locus of Control
Construct: Assessment Methods. New York: Academic Press, 1981.

LeLouarn, Jean-Yves. '"Predicting Union Vote From Worker Attitudes
and Perceptions." Industrial Relations Research Association
Series, Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Meeting, 1979, 72-82,

Lewis, H. G. Unionism and Relative Wages in the United States.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1963.

Lewis, Philip, Thomas Cheney and A, Stephen Dawes. ''Locus of Control
of Interpersonal Relationships Questionnaire." Psychological
Reports, 41 (1977, 507-510.

Lodahl, Thomas M. and Mathilde Kejner. '"The Definition and Measure-
ment of Job Development." Journal of Applied Psychology, 49
(February 1965), 25-33.

Lord, Robert G. and Jonathan E. Smith., '"Theoretical, Information
Processing, and Situational Factors Affecting Attribution Theory
Models of Organizational Behavior.'" Academy of Management
Review, 8 (1983), 50-60.

Lumsden, Keith and Craig Peterson. ''The Effect of Right-to-Work Laws
on Unionization in the United States.'" Journal of Political
Economy, 83 (December, 1975), 1237-1248.

Lyon, Richard M. "Employee Attitudes Toward Work, Management and
Unions." Development in Public Employee Relations, Ed. Kenneth O..
Warner, Public Personnel Association, 1965,

Maher, Brendan A. Progress in Experimental Personality Research.
New York: Academic Press, 1972.

Maxey, Charles and Susan Albers Mohrman. ''Worker Attitudes Toward
Unions: A Study Integrating Industrial Relations and Organizational
Behavior Perspectives.'" Industrial Relations Research Association
Series, Proceedings of the Thirty-Third Annual Meeting, September,
1980, 326-331.




136

McNeill, Brian W. and Merrilee Jacobs. "Effects of Locus of Control,
Sex, and Failure on Causal Attribution." Psychological Reports,
46 (1980), 1137-1138.

Miller, Delbert C. Handbook of Research Design and Social Measurement.
New York: Longman, 1977.

Mirels, Herbert L. '"Dimensions of Internal Versus External Control."
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 34 (1970),
226-228.

Mitchell, Terence R., Charles M. Smyser and Stan E. Weed. 'Locus of
Control: Supervision and Work Satisfaction.'" Academic of Management

Journal, Vol. 18, No. 3 (1975), 623-631.

Mitchell, Terence R., Stephen G. Green and Robert E. Wood. "An
Attribution Model of Leadership and the Poor Performing Subordinate:

Development and Validation." Research in Organizational Behavior,
3 (1981), 197-234.

Morris, Larry W. and Randy L. Carden. 'Relationship Between Locus of
Control and Extraversion-Introversion in Predicting Academic
Behavior." Psychological Reports, 48 (1981), 799-806.

Mullins, Terry W. and Paul Luebke. '"Symbolic Victory and Political
Reality in the Southern Textile Industry: The Meaning of the
J. P. Stevens Settlement for Southern Labor Relations.'" Journal
of Labor Research, 3 (Winter, 1982), 81-88.

Neal, Arthur G. and Melvin Seeman. 'Organizations and Powerlessness:
A Test of the Mediation Hypothesis.'" American Sociology Review,
29 (February, 1964), 216-226.

Nord, Walter R. "Job Satisfaction Reconsidered." American Psychologist,
(December, 1977), 1026-1035.

Nunnally, Jim C. Psychometric Theory. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978.

Odewahn, Charles A. and M. M. Petty. "A Comparison on Levels of Job
Satisfaction, Role Stress, and Personal Competence Between Union
Members and Nonmembers.'"  Academy of Management Journal, 23 (1980),
150-155.

Organ, Dennis W. and Charles N, Greene. '"Role Ambiguity, Locus of
Control, and Work Satisfaction." Journal of Applied Psychology,
59 (1974), 101-102.

Pandey, Janak. '"Social Participation as a Function of Internal-External
Control of Reinforcement." The Journal of Social Psychology,
107 (1979), 285-286.

Pearlin, Leonard I. '"Alienation from Work: A Study of Nursing
Personnel," American Sociological Review, 27 (June 1962),
314-326.,




137

Pedhazur, Elazar. Multiple Regression in Behavior Analysis. New York:
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1982.

Pencavel, John H. '"The Demand for Union Services: An Exercise."
Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 24 (January, 1971),
180-190.

Perlman, Selig. A Theory of the Labor Movement. New York: The
Macmillan Co., 1928.

Perry, James L. and Harold Angle. "Bargaining Unit Structure and
Organizational Outcomes.'" Industrial Relations, 20 (Winter, 1981)

47-59.
Peter, J. Paul. "Reliability: A Review of Psychometric Basics and
Recent Marketing Practices." Journal of Marketing Research,

Vol. XVI (February 1979), 6-17.

Phares, E. J. '"Changes in Expectancy in Skill and Chance Situations."
(Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Ohio State University, 1955)

Phares, E. J. "Expectancy Changes in Skill and Chance Situations."
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 54 (1957), 339-342,

Phares, E. Jerry. Locus of Control in Personality. Morristown, NJ:
General Learning Press, 1976.

Price, James L. Handbook of Organizational Masurement. Lexington, MA:
D. C. Heath and Co., 1972,

Rabinowitz, Samuel, Douglas T. Hall and James G. Goodale. 'Job Scope
and Individual Differences as Predictors of Job Involvement:

Independent or Interactive?" Academy of Management Journal,
20 (1977), 273-281.

Reitz, H. Joseph and Linda N. Jewell. '"Sex, Locus of Control, and
Job Involvement: A Six-Country Investigation.'" Academy of
Management Journal, 22 (1979), 72-80.

Rose, Joseph B. '"What Factors Influence Union Representation Elections,"
Monthly Labor Review, XCV (October, 1972), 49-51.

Rosen, Barney and Robin Salling. '"Political Participation as a Function
of Internal-External Locus of Control.'" Psychological Reports,
29 (1971), 880-882,

Rotter, J. B. '"Some Implications of a Social Learning Theory for the
Prediction of Goal Directed Behavior from Testing Procedures."”
Psychological Review, 67 (1960), 301-316.

Rotter, J. B. '"Generalized Expectancies for Internal Versus External
Control of Reinforcement." Psychological Monographs, 80 (1966),
Whole No. 609.




138

Rotter, J. B., S. Liverant, and D. P. Crowne. ''The Growth and
Extinction of Expectancies in Chance Controlled and Skilled
Tasks." Journal of Psychology, 52 (1961), 161-177.

Rotter, J. B., M. Seeman, and S. Liverant. "Internal Versus External
Control of Reinforcement: A Major Variable in Behavior Theory."
In N. F. Washburne (Ed.) Decisions, Values, and Groups, Vol. 2,
New York: Pergamon Press, 1962, 473-516.

Runyon, Kenneth E. '"Some Interactions Between Personality Variables
and Management Styles.'" Journal of Applied Psychology, 57
(1973), 288-294,

Sandver, Marcus Hart. '"South-Nonsouth Differentials in National Labor
Relations Board Certification Election Qutcomes.'" Journal of
Labor Research, 3 (Winter, 1982), 13-30.

Saunders, David R. '"Moderator Variables in Prediction.'" Educational
and Psychological Measurement, 16 (1956), 209-222.

Schtazman, Leonard and Anselm L. Strauss. Field Research. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1973,

Schriesheim, Chester A. "Job Satisfaction, Attitudes Toward Unions,
and Voting in a Union Representation Election." Journal of
Applied Psychology, 63 (1978), 548-552,

Scoville, James G. "Influences on Unionization in the U.S. in 1969."
Industrial Relations, 10 (October, 1971), 354-361.

Seeman, Melvin. '"On the Meaning of Alienation." American Sociological
Review, 24 (1959), 783-791.

Seeman, Melvin (1964). Cited in Rotter, J. B. '"Generalized Expectancies
for Internal Versus External Control of Reinforcement." Psychological
Monographs, 80 (1966), Whole No. 609, 21.

Seeman, Melvin. "Alienation, Membership and Political Knowledge: A
Comparative Study.'" Public Opinion Quarterly, 30 (1966), 359-367.

Seeman, Melvin. "Alienation Studies." Annual Review of Sociology,
1 (1975), 91-123.

Seeman, M, and J. W. Evans. "Alienation and Learning in a Hospital
Setting." American Sociological Review, 27 (1962), 772-783.

Seidman, J., J. Landon and B. Kars. 'Why Workers Join Unions."
The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science,
274 (March, 1951), 75-84.

Shaw, Marvin E. Scales for the Measurement of Attitudes. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967.




139

Silverman, Ronald E. and J. Sidney Shrauger. 'Locus of Control and
Correlates of Attraction Toward Others." Journal of Social
Psychology, 84 (1971), 207-213.

Silvern, Louise E. and Charles Y. Nakamura. 'Powerlessness, Social-
Political Action, Social-Political Views: Their Interrelation
Among College Students.'" Journal of Social Issues, 27 (1971),
137-155.

Sims, Henry P., Jr. and Andrew D. Szilagy. 'Job Characteristic
Relationship: Individual and Structural Moderators." Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, 17 (1976), 211-230.

Sims, Henry P., Andrew D. Szilagyi and Robert T. Keller. '"The
Measurement of Job Characteristics.'" Academy of Management Journal,
19 (1976), 195-211.

Smith, Patricia C., Lorne M. Kendall and Charles L. Hulin. The

Measurement of Satisfaction in Work and Retirement. New York:
Rand-McNally, 1969.

Smith, Russell L. and Anne H. Hopkins. '"Public Employee Attitudes

Toward Unions." Industrial and Labor Relations Review, Vol. 23,
No. 4 (July, 1979), 484-495.

Spector, Paul E. '"Behavior in Organizations as a Function of Employee's
Locus of Control." Psychological Bulletin, 91 (1982), 482-497,

Steel, Robert G. D, and James. H., Torrie. Principles and Procedures of
Statistics. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1960.

Strickland, Bonnie Ruth. "The Prediction of Social Action from a
Dimension of Internal-External Control." Journal of Social
Psychology, 66 (1965), 353-358.

Vecchio, Robert P. 'Worker's Belief in Internal Versus External
Determinants of Success." The Journal of Social Psychology, 114
(1981), 199-207.

Warren, Ronald S. and Robert P, Strauss. "A Mixed Logit Model of the
Relationship Between Unionization and Right-to-Work Legislation.
Journal of Political Economy, 87 (June, 1979), 648-655,

Warwick, Donald P. and Charles A. Lininger. The Sample Survey: Theory
and Practice. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1975.

Webster's Third New International Dictionary. Springfield, MA: G & C
Merriam Company, 1976.

Weiss, L. '"Concentration and Labor Earnings." American Economic Review,
56 (March, 1966), 96-117.




140

Weiten, Wayne and Harry S. Upshaw. '"Attribution Theory: A Factor-
Analytic Evaluation of Internal-External and Endogenous-
Exogenous Partitions." Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 8 (1982), 699-705.

Wessels, Walter J. "Economic Effects of Right to Work Laws." Journal
of Labor Research, 2 (Spring, 1981), 55-75.

Zedeck, Sheldon. '"Problems with the Use of 'Moderator' Variables."
Psychological Bulletin, 76 (1971), 295-310.




APPENDIXES

141




APPENDIX A

THE ROTTER INTERNAL-EXTERNAL

CONTROL SCALE

142



*1.

*8.

10.

11.

12.

R

oo

The Rotter

Internal-External
Control Scale'

. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too

much.

. The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents

are 100 easy with them.
Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to
bad luck.

. People’s misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.
. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people

don’t take enough interest in politics.

. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to

prevent them.

. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world.
. Unfortunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognized

no matter how hard he tries.

. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense.
. Most students don’t realize the extent to which their grades are

influenced by accidental happenings.
Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.

. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken

advantage of their annartunitiec

No matter how hard you try some people just don’t like you.

. People who can’t get others to like them don’t understand how

to get along with others.

. Heredity plays the major role in determining one’s personality.
. It is one’s experiences in life which determine what they’re like.

I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.

. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making

a decision to take a definite course of action.

. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever

such a thing as an unfair test.

Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course
work that studying is really useless.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or
nothing to do with it.

Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place
at the right time. |

. The average citizen can have an influence in government

decisions.

This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not
much the little guy can do about it.
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13.

*14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

*19.

20.

21

22.

23.

*24.

25.

26.

*27.

28.

[ Y

SN

. When I make plans, I am almost certain that [ can make them

work.

It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things
turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyway.

. There are certain people who are just no good.
. There is some good in everybody.
. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with

luck.

Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping
a coin.

. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky

enough to be in the right place first.

. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability; luck

has little to do with it.

As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims
of forces we can neither understand nor control.

. By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people

can control world events.

Most people don’t realize the extent to which their lives are
controlled by accidental happenings.

. There really is no such thing as ‘“‘luck.”’
. One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
. It is usually best to cover up one’s mistakes.

It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you.

. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person

you are.

In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced
by the good ones.

. Most misfortuntes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance,

laziness, or all three.

With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.
It is difficult for people to have much control over the things
politicians do in office.

Sometimes | can’t understand how teachers arrive at the grades
they give.

There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the
grades 1 get.

. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what

they should do.

. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are.
. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things

that happen to me.

. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an

important role in my life.

. People are lonely because they don’t try to be friendly.
. There’s not much use in trying too hard to please people, if

they like you, they like you.

. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.
. Team sports are an excellent way to build character.
. What happens to me is my own doing.

Sometimes [ feel that I don’t have enough control over the
direction my life is taking.
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29. a. Most of the time I can’t understand why politicians behave the
way they do.
b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad government
on a national as well as on a local level.

Note: Items with an asterisk preceding them are filler items. Score is the number of
italicized alternatives chosen.

'From J. B. Rotter. Generahzed expectancies for internal versus external control of
reinforcement Psychological Monographs, 1966, 80, No. 1 (Whole No. 609). Copyright
by the Amernican Psychologicul Association. Reprinted by perinission of the author and
publisher.
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In buying new shoes, I would be more influenced by:
a, current fashions '
b. personal preferences

If I received an unexpected bonus, I might say:
a. "This is my lucky day!" -
b. "Hard work pays off!"

After doing a very good job, I would feel:
a. proud that it was such good work
b. proud that someone praised the work

I tend to believe that an ideal future career depends most on:
a. hard work toward the goal, more than luck
b. good luck along with the work

Asked to volunteer for a community service job, I would want to know:
a. how much time and effort would be required '
b. if significant peers had already agreed to help

When confronted by another person's disagreement, I would
a., withdraw gracefully
b. try to clarify the issue

Given a complex task, I would probably:
a, try to complete the task without help
b. seek consultation at each stage

If asked to.estimate time required to bicycle five kilometers, I would:
a. tend to approximate the estimates of peers
b. hold to own estimates even if it differs from those of peers

My reaction to learning that a radio just purchased had poor tone:
a. "That clerk sold me a bill of goods!"
b. ™Next time I'll know not to buy the cheapest one!"

I would prefer a TV detective show in which:
a. the hero works alone
b. the police consult a2 famous detective

After failure on a test, I might attribute blame to:
a, the test itself
b. 1lack of preparation

When somebody gets angry at me, I might feel:
a, maybe he'll get over it after a while
b. a nice letter of explanation might clear the air
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I might attribute difficulty in learning to improve at tennis to:

a.
b.

In
a.

b.

If

poor teaching by the coach
not enough practice

studying for an exam, I would prefer:
studying with another student
studying in private

another person says critical things about me, my most likely reaction

might be to think:

a.
b.

"I wonder if others think the same thing about me."
‘Well, I'm not so sure I agree with that opinion."

Type of game I prefer:

ae

b.

‘a game of chance
‘a game of skill

I would feel that to reach my goal in my life, it's important to know:

al
b.

the right people
what I really want from life

When people are mean to me, I might feel:

a.
bl

In
a.
b.

very concerned because it is important to have lots of friends
very concerned, but that it is possible to get along without such people

a baseball game, I might attribute my excellent performance to:
having a “good day"
rigorous practice

Not finding a personal item in an expected place, I might say:

a.
BI

"I wonder if I left it somewhere else!"
“I wonder if somebody took it by mistakel!"
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This questionnaire is designed to invesiigate yourn opinions and attitudes
about @ variety of aspects of yourself and youwr job. 1t will allow for

comparisons between different groups of employees, occupations, and internests.
Your xesponses are strnictly confdidential and will be seen only by the two
people involfved in the study. They will not be shown to your employer orn

anyone efse. DO NOT put your name on this questionnainre.

1t will take no more than 20 minutes to complete this questionnaire. Plaase

answenr every quedtion franrly and honestly. There {8 no "comrect" answer.

Thank you for your help in supporting inis reseanch. It {4 hoped that the

nesults will improve the environment in which we werk.

This reseanch 48 supponted totally by the researcher, and does not reflect
the opinions on attitudes of any organization or group.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Most af the questions ask that you check one 04 several
dpaces thar appearn to the rnighi of the item. You are %o
choose the one that best matzies the description of how
{gﬁ feel mouf that item. Fox exampfe, if you were askz

much you agree with the itatement, "1 enf.y watchiag
TV 4in the evening,"” and you geel that you do zgree, you
would check the space unden "agree”, Like this:

Neithen
Strongly Agree non Strongly
Agree Agree Dusagree  Disagree  Disagrze
1 enfoy watching TV in the 2vening X
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Section 1

This section is designed to get some idea how you feel about your work. Read
each item carefully, then quickly mark the box that best expresses your
feelings about that particular statement. Let your personal experiences
determine your answer. WORK RAPIDLY, but please answer every item.
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1. I'm really a perfectionist about my work.

2. 1In my opinion, the pay here is lower
than other companies.

3. My boss insists that everything be done
his way. .

4. I'm paid fairly compared with other
employees.

S. Management gives me recognition when I
produce high quality work.

6. My boss really tries to get our ideas
about things.

7. My boss tells me where I stand.

8. I'm really doing something worth-
while in my job.

9. I have to ask my boss before I do
almost anything.

10. A persca who wants to make his own
decisions would be discouraged here.

11. Tbe bemefit program here provides
well for my needs.

12. 1 oftem see projects or jobs
through to completion

13. 1 oftem have the opportunity for
independent thought and actionms.

14. 1 often have the opportunity to do a
job from beginning to end.

15. I find real enjoyment in my work.

16. You always know where you stand
with this company.

17. Most things in life are more important
than work.
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18. Producing high quality work is rewarded
with higher pay here.

|
|
|
|
|

19. Sometimes I have the feeling other
people are using me.

20. I frequently participate in decisioms
to hire new personnel.

21. I often do things here that I wouldn't
otherwise do if it were up to me.

22. My boss knows very little about his job.

23. ?eople like myself often have alot of
say on the way things are done here.

24, Employees in my -job classification
would benefit from a wniom.

25. My boss emphasizes the quality of work.

26. Management is really interested in the
welfare of employees.

27. I am often able to do my job inde-
pendently of others.

28. Even small matters have to be referred
to someone else for a final decision.

29. A union is an effective means to
gain influence.

30. I feel I am adequately paid for
what I do. :
Section 2
Because unions are a significant part of the work emviromment, we would

like to determine your feelings about unions. In the following ten questions
please indicate how much you agree or disagree THAT UNIOES IN THIS COUNTRY-—
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31l.  ——have a lot to say about who gets
elected to public office.

32. ~--protect workers from unfair actioms
by employers.

33. —improve the job security.of workers.
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3s.
36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
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—have a lot of influence over what laws

are passed. —_— — — — ——

~—are more powerful than employers.

—improve the wages and working

conditions of workers.

—give members their momey's worth

for the dues they pay.

--have a lot to say in how the
country is run.

—have leaders who do what is best
for themselves rather tham what
is best for their members.

—require members to go along with
decisions they don't like.

Section 3

Please comnsider your own behavior in the past, and indicate how you would
respond in the different situations described below. Even though both
alternatives may seem appropriate to you, please choose the ome you think
the most likely for you. If you are uncertain, please guess.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

In buying new shoes, I would be more influenced by:
a. current fashions
b, personal preferences

If I received an unexpected bonus, I might say:
a. "This is my lucky day!"
b. "Hard work pays off!"

After doing a very good job, I would feel:
a. proud that it was such good work.
b. proud that someone praised the work.

I tend to believe that an ideal future career depends most om:
a. hard work toward the goal, more than luck
b. good luck along with the work

Asked to volunteer for a community service job, I would want to know:
a. how much time and effort would be required
b. how many of my coworkers had agreed to help

When confronted by another person's disagreement, I would
a. withdraw gracefully
b. try to clarify the issue
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

Given a complex task, I would probably:
a. try to complete the task without help
b. seek consultation at each stage

If asked to estimate the time required to ride a bicycle five miles, I
would:

a. tend to agree with my coworkers

b. hold to own estimates even if it differs from those of my coworkers

My reaction to learning that a radio just purchased had poor tome:
a. "That clerk sold me a bill of goods!"
b. "Next time I'll know not to buy the cheapest ome!"

I would prefer a TV detective show in which:
a. the hero works alone
b. the police comsult a famous detective

After failure on a test, I might attribute blame to:
a. the test itself
b. lack of preparation

When somebody gets angry at me, I might feel:
a. maybe he'll get over it after a while
b. a nice letter of explanation might clear the air

I might attribute difficulty in learning to improve at my favorite
sport to:

a. poor teaching by the coach

b. not enough practice

In studying for an exam, I would prefer:
a. studying with another student
b. studying in private

If another persom says critical things about me, my most likely reaction
might be to think:

a. "I wonder if others think the same thing about me."

b. "Well, I am not so sure I agree with that opiniom."

Type of game I prefer:
a. a game of chance
b. a game of skill

I would feel that to reach my goal in my life, it's important to know:
a. the right people
b. what I really want from life

When people are mean to me, I might feel:

a. very concerned because it is important to have lots of friends

b. very concerned, but that it is possible to get along without such
people.

In my favorite sport, I might attribute my excellent performance to:
a. having a "good day"
b. rigorous practice

Not finding a personal item in an expected place, I might say:
a. "I wonder if I left it somewhere else!"
b. "I wonder if somebody took it by mistake!"
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PERSONAL AND ORGANTZATICNAL DATA

This section is desdigned to Zzamn something about your personal bochground and
work histony. 12 will be used Lo evaluate other sections 0§ the questionnaire. -

Oceupation (what do you dol:

Education (circle the mumben comresponding fo the highest grade ccmpleted):
1 2 % 4 5 67 %8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age: ___ yearns Sex: __ Melfe;  Female
Ethnic Background {eircle one}l: Hispanie Black Caucasian’ Indian Oniental Other
Me gou mannied:  yes; | no

Are you a union membenr? Have you ever bBeen? How Long?
Please indicate the number of employees .t your company: =~
Do you smoke? Have you even smoRed? Way did you quit?

Indicate your amnual incomes HUnder $500C
$5000-$8000
$8000-377000
$711000-$14000
$14000-$17000
$17000-$20000

$20000 sn mone
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This questionnaire & designed 2o invesitigate your opinions and attitudes
about a variety of aspects of yourself and your fob, It will allow for
comparisons between different groups of employees, occupations, and lateresls.

Youn rzsponses are sitrnictly confidential and will be seen only by the two
pecple {nvolved in the study. They will not be shoun to your employer or
anyone else. DO NOT put your name on this questionnaize.

1t will take no more than 20 minutes Lo complete this questionnaire. Please
answen every question frankly and honesatly. There is no "convrieet” answer.

Thank you for your help in Supporting this research. It {4 hoped that the
results will impnove the environment in which we worh.

This researnch {8 supported totally by the researcher, and does not reflect
the opinions or attitudes of any organizatior or group.

GENERAL INSTRUCTTONS

Most o4 the questions ask that you check one of several

spaczs that appean to the right of the item. You are 2o

chacse the one that best matches the deseniption of how

yor feel about that item. For example, 4§ you were asked
fow much you agree with the siatement, "1 enfoy watching
TV in the evening,” and you deel that you do agree, you

would check the space under "agree”, Like this:

Nedither
Strongly Agree non Strongly
Agree Acree Disagree Disagree Disagree
1 enjoy watching TV in the evening X
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Sectiom 1

Please consider your own behavior in the past, and indicate how you would respond
in the different situations described below. Evem though both alternatives may
seem appropriate to you, please choose the ome you think the most likely for you.
If you are uncertain, please guess.

1.

8.

9.

10.

11.

13.

I tend to believe that an ideal future career depends most on:
a. hard work toward the goal, more than luck
b. good luck along with the work

I might attribute difficulty in learming to improve at my favorite sport to:
a. poor teaching by the coach.
b. not enocugh practice.

If asked to estimate the time required to ride a bicycle five miles, I would:
a. tend to agree with my coworkers.
b. hold to own estimates even if it differs from those of my coworkers.

Not finding a personal item in an expected place, I might say:
a. "I wonder if I left it somewhere else!"
b. "I wonder if somebody took it by mistake!’

I would prefer a TV detective show in whichs
a. the hero works alame
b. the police consult a famous deteactive

Asked to volumteer for a commmity service job, I would want to know:
a. how much time and effort would be regquired
b. how many of zy coworkers had agresed to help

If another persom says critical things about me, my most likely reaction
might be to think:

a. "I wonder if ochers think the same thing about me.”

b. "™Well, I'am not so sure I agree with that opinion.”

If I received an unexpected boaus, I might say:
a. "This is ay lucky day!"”
b. "Hard work pays off!" :

In my favorite sport, I might attribute my excellent performance to:
a. having a "good day”
b. rigorous practice

My reaction to learaing that a radio just purchased had poor tome:
a. "That clerk sold me a bill of goods!"
b. "Next time I'll know not to buy the cheapest cme!"

When somebody gets amgry at me, I might feel:
a. maybe he'll get over it after a while.
b. a nice lecter of explanaticn might clear the air.

When people are mean to me, I might feel:
a. very concerned because it is important to have lots of friends
b. very concerned, but that it is possible to get alcng without such people.

In studying for an exam, I would prefer:
a. studying with anocher student
b. studying in private
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14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

This
each
ings
your

21.
22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

Type of zame I prefer:
a. a game of chance
b. a game of skill

Given a complex task, I would probably:

a. try to complete the task without help

b. seek consultation at each stage

After failure on a test, I might attribute blame £o:

a. the test itself
b. lack of preparationm

When confronted by amother person's disagreement, I would

a. withdraw gracefully
b. try to clarify the issue

In buying new shoes, I would be more influenced by:

3. current fashioms
b. personal preferences

I would feel that to reach my goal in my life, it's important to know:

a. the right people
b. what I really want from life

After doing a very good job, I would feel:

a. proud that it was such good work
b. proud that someone praised the work

Section 2

section is designed to get some idea how you fael about your work.
item carefully, then quickly mark the box that best expresses your feel-
about that particular statement. Let your persaomal experience determine

answer. WORK RAPIDLY, but please answer every item.

My boss tells me where I stand.

The benefit program here provides
well for xzy needs.

I often have the opportumity for
independent thought and actioms.

My boss really tries to get our ideas
about things.

Management is really interested in the
welfare of employees.

I'm really doing something worth-
while in my job.

Most things in life are more important
than work.

Strongly
Agree

| Agree

Nelither
Agree Nor
Disagree

' Disagree

Read

Strongly
Disagrea
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28.

29.

30.

31.

3.

33.

34.

3s.

36.

37.

3.

3s.

40.

41.

42.
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I am often able to do my job inde-
pendently of others. —
Management gives me recognitiom when I
produce high quality work.

Paople like myself oftem have alot of

say or influence on the way things are

Tun. o
I have to ask my boss before I do
almost anything.

My boss knows very little about his

job. — e
You always know where you stand with

this company.

A uwnion is an effective means to

gain inmfluence.

I'm paid fairly compared with other

employees.

I feel I am adequataly paid for what

1 do. —
Even small matters have to be referred

to someone higher up for a final

decision.

I frequently participate in decisicns
to hire new personnel.

Employees in my job classificatiom
would benefit from a wniom.

A person who wants to make his owm
decisions would be quickly discouraged
here.

Sometizes I have the feeling other
people are using wma.

In my opinion, the pay here is lower
than other companies.

I often have the opportunity to do a
job from begimning to end.

I'm really a perfectionist about my work.

Strongly
Disagree
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45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

Because unions are a significant part of the work environmemt, we would
like to determine your feelings about unions. In the following ten questicms
please indicate how much you agree or disagree THAT UNIONS IN THIS COUNIRY—

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

My boss emphasizes the quality of work.

My boss insists that everything be done
his way.

I often do things in my work that I
wouldn't otherwise do if it were up to
me.

I often see projects or jobs through
to completion.

Producing high quality work is rewarded
with higher pay here. ‘

I find real enjoyment in my work.

Section 3

--have a lot to say about who gets
elected to public office.

-~have a lot to say in how the country
is rum.

--improve the wages and working
conditions of workers.

--have a lot of influence over wha:.
laws are passed.

--protect workers from unfair actioms
by employers.

—improve the job security of workers.
--are more powerful than employers.

—give members their money's worth for
the dues they pay.

--require members to go along with
decisions they don't like.

--have leaders who do what is best for
themselves rather than what is best
for their members.

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Agroe

Neither
Agree Nor
Disagree

-
L=
HZ 9
C M
= o &
-y T
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& 50w
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Dlsagree.

Disagree

Strongly
Ngagree

Strongly
Disagree

163



PERSCNAL AMD ORGANTIZATIONAL TATA

This section L8 desdaned 2o !.eafm sometiing b ch,t yout pz,'*onai oa._ around and
work histony. 1t will be used o evaluate other d2cTicns ¢f Zhe quedtionncine.

Cecupation (what do you do):

Eduraticn {cincle the number cornesponding 2o the Adanzsad grade completed):
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Acz: _ yeans Sex: __ Male; _ Fomalz
Ecwmdie Bachground (eircle cnej: Hispande BZzet Caucasion Indian Ondlental Othen

Az you martried: yes; no

Are you a union membenr? Have you ever Geen? tow Long?

Please indicate the number 04 employezs {n your comparys

podadl
Do you smoke? tlave you aver smcfed? Wazr did wou quit?

Indicate your annual inceme: Uadex $5000°

$5000-$8000
$80c00-$11000
$11000-$14000
14000-$17060
$17000-$20000

$20000 or more
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RESEARCH INSTRUMENT (SPANISH VERSION)
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Este cuestionanio es designado para {nvesiigan sus epinilnes y actitudes de

Los aspectos variados de Usted y su ocupacifn. Esto va a perumitin compara-
ciones entrne difenentes grupos de empleados, ocupacilnes, y intereses.

Sus respuestas son en nigon confianza y nomas dos personas envolvidos en este
estudio van a ver estas nespuestas. No seran ensefadas a su patribn, ni a nadie.
NO PONGA su nombre en este cuestionario.

No se Zomara mas que 20 minutos para completarn esfz cuestionarnio. Porn gavonr
nesponda cada pregunta francamente y sinceramente. HNo hay ninguna "exacta”
nespuesia.

Muchas gracias por su apoyo en esta {nvestigaciin. Tenemos esperanza que £0s
nesultados aumenten el valon del ambiente en gue Tuabajamos.

Esta investigaciln esia apoyada completamente pon el invesitigadorn y no reglefa
Los opindones y actifudes de ningunz ornganizzeiln o grupo.

INSTRUCCIONES GENERAL

Casdi todas Las preguntns piden que Usted examine uno de £0s
varnios espacios que aparecer a fa dexecha del artfeulo.

Tiene que escofen el que Usted plense que mefor compara con
La deseripeibn de ese anticulo. PO’L efemplo, 84 Le preguntan
cuanto Le conviene La declaracibn, *¥o gozo de ver TV en fa
noche," y Usted piensa que Le conw’.ene, margué el espacio
debajo de "convenin", semejonte asd:

NC Sigquiera
Fuentemente Ceinvendit nd Fuentemente
Convenin Cormvpnin Desconvenit Desconvenin UDesconvenin

Yo gozo de ver
TV en 2a noche [l
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Seccdidn 1

Por favor considere su comportamiento en el pasado, y indiqué como va a hesponden
Las difernente situaciofies describidas debajo. Aunque Los dos alternativos parecen
sen apropdlados, por favorn escofa el que Usted plense que es mas probable. Sino
esta segurno, por favor adivine.

1.

10.

11.

12.

Yo Zengo fa creencia que una cavtera {deal en el futuro depende mas en:
a. tubajo duno cerca La meta, mas que suerte.
b. buena suerte junto con trabajo.

Yo atributo dificultad en aprender como mejorarn mi favorito deponte hacia:
a. pobre ensenanza del cocheno.
b. no hay bastante prdctica.

S{ me preguntan que estime el tiempo necesario para manefar una bicicleta

por cineo mias, yo dupongo:

a. convenin con mis coadjuntones.

b. sostengo mi propia estimacibn aunque sea diferente que £as de mi
coadfuntones.

8¢ no encuentro una cosa personal en un Lugar donde esta aguardada, yo pueds
decin:

a. "Yo considero s4 La defe en otra parte!"

b. "Yo consdidero si alguna persona se Lo LLevo en erronl”

Yo prefiero una pelicula detective en TV en que:
a. el héroe trabaja s0lo.
b. Zfa policia consulia un famoso detective.

S{ me preguntan que sirva voluntariamente en una Zarea de servicic comun,
voy a querer saber:

a. cuanto tiempo y esfuerzo va a hacer necesario.

b. cuantos de mis coadjuntornes han convenido para ayudar.

8¢ otrna persona me ernitica, me probable reaccibn es pensar Lo sdigientes:
a. "Yo deseo sabern 8L otrnos plensan La misma cosa de ml."
b. "Pues bien, no estoy seguro &L yo consiento con ese opinibn.”

S reeibo una adehala muy de hepente, puedo decin:
a. "Tengo buena suerte este dial"
b. "Trabajo duro de veras que pagal"

En mi favornito depornte, yo puedo atribuirn mi excelente efecucidn:
a. Zeniendo un "buen dial"
b. practicando con rigox.

M{ reaccibn en saber que un radio que apenas compre £iene un sonido pobre:
a. "Ese vendedor me vendio una Lista de mercanelds!”
b. MEn otra vez no voy a compran el que esta mas baratol"

Cuando alguen se enofa con migo, yo puedo dentin que:
a. pueda sen que todo pase al rato.
b. una carta de explicacidn puede aclarar Zcdo.

Cuando alguen me desprecia, yo me siento:
a. muy inquieto porque es Limportante tenen muchos amigos.
b. muy {inquieto, perc es posible medrar sin esas personas.
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13. Cuando esiud{o para un examen, prefieno:
a. estudian con otro estudiante.
b. estudian en privado.

14. EL Zipo de fuego que yo predierno es:

a. un fuego de suenrte.
b. un fuego de habifidad.
15. S me dan una tarea complicada para hacer, probabfemente yo:
a. haria La Lucha de completar fa tarea &in ayuda.
b. buscara consulta en cada estado.
16. Despues de fracasar un examen, yo atriibuto fLa culpa:
a. nomas al examen.
b. mala preparacifn.

17. Cuando alguen me habla a Lo contrarnio:
a. me retino con gracia.
b. trato de clarificar La impresibn.

18. Cuando compro sapatos nuevos, Lo que me {nflueja es:
a. La moda comdiente.
b. prederencias personal.

19. Yo siento que para aleanzar mé obfecto en La vida, es L{mportante:
a. conocer clenta personas.
b. saben que es Lo que quiero en fa vida.

20. Despues que hago una tarea bien hecha, me siento:
a. orgulloso que La hice bien.
b. ongulloso que otros me aplaudan La tarea.

Secceibn 2

Esta seccibn es designada para tomar una {dea como se slente Usted de su trabajo.
Debe de Leen cada articulo con cwidado y Luego marqué €a caja que expresa mejon
que son sus sentidos de esa declaracifn particular. Dejfe que du experiencia
personal decida su nespuesta. TRABAJE RAPIDAMENTE, pero por favor, conteste cada
arileulo.

& 23 : S
g $E3 3 53
g3 § ~§~§§’ 32 g3
53 F3=2 2 52

& & O [=Y D
§= > ©y DU (3} gu
g3 3 <33 3 33
S S =3d Q =

21. ML patrdn me dice en que pasc voy.

22. Llos benedlcios son bastante para
mis necesddades.

23, Muchas veces tengo La cportunidad
de pensan y hacer ccsas Libremente.

24, ML patidn tuata de cotener nuestras
{deas en cosas.




27.

28.

29.

38.

35.

34.

37.

38.

39.

40.

La administracibin esta interesada en
el bienestan de Zos empfeados.

Estoy haciende afgo de importancia
en m{ trabajo.

Hay cosas en La vida mas impontante
que el trabajo.

Muchas veces puedo hacer mi trabajo
independiente de otnos.

la administracibn me da reconocimiento
cuando mi twubajo es de alta calidad.

Personas come yo muchas veces pueden
decin o ingluin en ef modo que
corren Las cosas.

Tengo que pidin permiso a mé patrdn
antes de poden hacen caulquien cosa.

£ patrin sabe muy poco de su trabajo.

Siempre sabemos en que paso vamos
en esta compania.

Una unidn es un modo efectivo para
ganarn {ngluencia.

Me pagan fustamente compatrado a 0tros
empleados.

Yo siento que me pagan suficiente pon
£o que hago.

Hasta La mas pequeiia materia tiene
que sen regirida a algulen mas alto
paa una decisibn final.

Participb grecuentemente en hacen
decisibnes para alquilarn personal
nuevo.

Una undidn puede sen de beneficio parwa
empLeados en mi clasdificacibn.

Una persona que quiere hacer sub
propias declsibnes aquil, pronto es
desanimada.

Fuentemente
Convenin

Convenin

N¢ Siquiena

Convenin n(

Desconvenin

Desconvenin

Fuentemente
Desconvenin
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41.

42.

43.

44.
45.

46.

47.

48.
49.

50.

Aveces siento gue otnas personas se
aprovechan de mi.

En mi opinibn, el page es mas bajo
agul que Lo que pagan en otras
companizs.

Muchas veces tengo Lz cprontundidad de hacer
una tarea del comienzo hasta el fin.

Soy un perfeceionista ern mi trabajo.

ML patrbn Enfesis en £z cualidad de
twubajo.

M patndn insiste que todo se haga a
su costumbre.

Muchas veces hago ccsas en mi trabajo
que no haria 84 fuena por mi.

Muchas veces completo proyectos o fareas.

Produciende tareas del alta cualidad
40n recompensadzs con pago mas alto agul.

Rezlmente encuertrno disfruto en mi
trabajo.

Seccdidn 3

Fuentemente

Convenin

Convenin

N{ Siquiena
Convenin ni

Desconvenin

Desconvenin

Fuertemente
Desconvenin

' Porgue Las undifnes son una parnte significante en el ambiente del tradajc, queremos

determiran sus sentimientos de fas unibnes.
por favorn indigué cuanto conviene o desconviene QUE LAS UNTONES EN ESTE PAIS--

51.

52.

--tienen mucho gue dezin guien va
hacer elejido patra ci{icle piblice.

--tlenen mucho gue docit come e
conre el pals.

Fuentemente

Convenin

En Las sigulent

Convenin

e diez pregunizs,

N¢ Siquiena
Convenin ni
Desconvenin

Desconvenin

Fuentemente
Desconvenin
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53.

54.

55.

56.

57.
58.

59.

60.

--meforan el pago y Las condicibnes
Laborniosas de Los trabajadores.

-~tienen mucha ingluencia en cuales
Leyes e pasan.

--protegen thabajadones de accibnes
injustas de Los patrdnes.

--mefornan La segurnidad de Las ocupacibnes
de Los trabafadones.

--A0n mas poderosas que Los patrdnes.

--dan a £0s miembros £o que merecen
por Las propias que ellos pagan.

--nequienen que £os miembros consienian
con decisdibnes que no fes gustan.

--tienen guiadores que hacen Lo que e

mejorn para ellos mismos mas de Lo que
es mejon para Los miembros.

DO NEXT PAGE

Fuentemente

Convenin

Convenin

N¢ Siquierna
Convenin ni
Desconvenin

Pesconvenin

Fuentemente
PDesconvenin
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DATOS PERSONAL Y DE ORGANIZACIéN

Esta seccibn es designada para aprender algo de su fondo pernsonal y su
histornia de trabajo. Sena usada para eveluar otras seccifnes del cuestion-
arnio.

Ocupacifn {que es Lo que hace):

Educacifn {circule el numero que se corresponde al mas alto grado completado):

1 2 3 45 6 7 &8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Edad: anos Sexo: Hombre; Mufer

Fondo Etico (cincule uno): Hispanico Negrno Caucdsio Indio Oniental 0o
iEsta casado? 845 Y

SEs mlembro de una unidn? sHa hacido miembro en alguna vez?
iPon cuanto Liempo? '

Por favor indiqué el numero de empleados en su compailia:
iUsted huma? éHa humado en alguna vez? ;Por que Lo dejo?

Tndiqué su salarnio anual: Bafo de $ 5000
$ 5000 - $ 8000
$ 8000 - $11000
$11000 - $14000
$14000 - $17000
$17000 - $20000
$20000 o mas

ANRRRE
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APPENDIX F

TEST FOR ORDER BIAS

174



Test for Order Bias

In this test the hypothesis is that the mean of the responses
from the different versions will not be significantly different,
that is, there is no apparent effect due to question ordering.

The criterion for rejection of the hypothesis (at the .05 level)
is if the level of significance (PORB T) is less than .05. As
can be seen, Variable V25 did in fact fail the criterion (that is,

question ordering was significant for this question).
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$AS §.54 FRIDAY, JULY 13, 1984
YTEST PROCEDURE

VARIABLE: V21

Grour N MEAN $TO DEV 8TD ERROR MINIMUM MAX I MUM VARIANCES T DF PROB > [T]
1 218 2.48082869 0 96118603 0.06%509973 1. 00000000 8. 00000000 UNEQUAL -1.9422 456.3 0 0527
2 347 2.65129683 0 94777945 0.05087947 1 00000000 5 00000000 EQUAL -1 9484 563 0 0 0519

FOR HO: VARIANCES ARE EQUAL, F's= 1.03 WITH 217 AND 346 DF PROB > F'= O 8113 e L

VARIABLE: V22

GROUP N MEAN STD DEV STD ERROR MINIMUM MAX I MUM VARTANCES T OF PROB > |T]
1 218 3 00498716 1.14198381¢ 0.07734488 1. 00000000 § . 00000000 UNEQUAL 1 1927 455.8 0.2336
2 347 2.88760807 1.12334234 0.060304 18 1. 00000000 5 00000000 EQUAL 1.1972 563.0 0.2317

FOR HO: VARIANCES ARE EQUAL, F'= t 03 WITH 217 AND 346 DOF PROB > F’= O 7808 )

VARIABLE: V23

GROUP N MEAN STO DEV $TD ERROR MINIMUM MAX IMUM VARTANCES 1 DF PROB > |T|
[ 218 3 63302752 0 91238837 0.06178474 1 00000000 5 00000000 UNEQUAL 1.1570 a61 2 0 2479
2 347 3 54178674 0.91257131 0 04898939 1 00000000 5 00000000 EQUAL 1.1570 563 O 0 2478

FOR HO: VARIANCES ARE EQUAL, F’e 1.00 WITH 346 AND 217 DF PROB > F’= {.0000

VARIABLE- V24

GROUP N MEAN ST0 DEV STYD ERROR MINTMUM MAX 1MUM VARIANCES 1 DF PROB > |T]
{ 218 2.67880908 1.08937672 0.07378190 1. 00000000 5. 00000000 UNEQUAL 0 0800 448 9 0 9363
2 347 2 67146974 1 05148883 0.05644688 1. 00000000 5 00000000 EQUAL 0 0806 563 O 0 9358

FOR HO: VARIANCES ARE EQUAL, F'» 1 07 WITH 217 AND 346 DF PROB > F’'= O 5562

VARIABLE: V25

GROUP N MEAN STD DEV STD ERROR MINIMUM MAX I MUM VARIANCES T DF PROB > |T]
1 218 2.98623853 1.12873718 0.07651950 1. 00000000 s.ooéooooo UNEQUAL 3.8764 4715.8 0.0004
2 347 2.63112392 1.17878122 0.06328083 1 00000000 5 00000000 EQUAL 3.5419 563.0 0 0003

FOR HO VARIANCES ARE EQUAL, F'= 1 09 WITH 346 AND 217 DF PROB > F'= O 4953

5

9.1



vITA A~
Joseph Elliott Benson
Candidate for the Degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

THESIS: AN ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL LOCUS OF
CONTROL, UNION ATTITUDES, AND THE DEMAND FOR UNIONISM

Major Field: Business Administration
Biographical:

Personal: Born in Tulsa, Oklahoma, September 4, 1931, the son
of Mr. and Mrs. Forrest M. Benson. Married the former
Shirley Ann Johnson, also of Tulsa, Oklahoma, June 30, 1954.
There were four children of the marriage: Cynthia Lynn,
born January 12, 1956, deceased; Joseph Elliott, Jr.,
born January 25, 1958, now married and practicing medicine
in Greenville, North Carolinaj; Christina Louise, born
August 10, 1959, now married and practicing law in Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma; Caryn Leigh, born August 6, 1965, now
married and living in Tulsa, Oklahoma.

Education: Graduated from Will Rogers High School, Tulsa,
Oklahoma in May, 1949; received Bachelor of Science degree
in Mechanical Engineering from Oklahoma Agricultural and
Mechanical College in 1954; received Master of Business
Administration degree from Alabama Agricultural and
Mechanical University in 1974; enrolled in doctoral program
at Oklahoma State University, 1978-1981; completed require-
ments for the Doctor of Philosophy degree at Oklahoma State
University in May, 1985.

Professional Experience: Career military officer in the U.S.
Army, 1954-1977, retired as Lieutenant Colonel; Plant
Manager, Commercial Resins, Inc., Tulsa, Oklahoma, 1977;
Systems Analyst, Teledyne-Brown Engineering, Huntsville,
Alabana, 1978; Part-Time Teacher, Athens State College,
Athens, Alabama, 1975-1977; Graduate Teaching Assistant,
College of Business Administration, Oklahoma State University,
1978-1981; Assistant Professor, College of Business
Administration, New Mexico State University, 198l-present.



Professional Organizations: Beta Gamma Sigma; Academy of
Management; Industrial Relations Research Association;
Delta Tau Delta.





