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Abstract

This paper brings together data from the 1998 Workplace Employee Relaions Survey, Nationa
Survey of Unions and TUC focus on recognition survey to investigate influences on union
organisng effectiveness.  Organising effectiveness is defined as the ability of trade unions to
recruit and retan members Results suggest tha there are big differences in organisng
effectiveness between unions, and tha naiona union recruitment policies are an important
influence on a union's &bility to get new recognition agreements. However local factors are a
more important influence on organigng effectiveness in workplaces where unions have a
membership presence.  There are dso important differences in organisng effectiveness among
blue and white-collar employees. These differences suggest that unions will face a drategic
dilemma about the best way to gpped to the growing number of white-collar employees.
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I ntroduction

Union membership in Britan fdl continuoudy between 1979 and 1998. This dramétic
decline can be dtributed to two direct causes. First unions falure to gan a barganing
presence in newly edtablished workplaces. Second, declining union membership in
workplaces where unions were recognised (Machin, 2000 and Millward et al., 2000). The
underlying causes of union membership change (and therefore of decline) are conventionaly
held to be 1) macro economic conditions, 2) the compostion of the workforce; 3) the legd
and inditutiond framework laid down by the sate; 4) indudria reations policies pursued by
management and 5) the recruitment activity of unions themsaves (Metcaf, 1991). In other
words, aggregate union membership is dependent upon both the environment that unions
face, and the union response to that environment. Empirical evidence from Britain found thet
unions did not respond adequately to the tough environment of the 1980's (Kely and Heery,
1989). Evidence from the USA suggedts tha the organisationd configuration and strategies
and tactics adopted by trade unions are important influences on aggregate union membership
(Fiorito et al., 1995 and Bronfrenbrenner, 1997). The am of this paper is to investigate
whether British unions are any nearer to finding an organisational and policy response that
will enable them to boost aggregate membership.

In this paper two sets of measures of union organisng effectiveness are proposed.
The firg is based on a union’s ability to recruit workers in workplaces where they have an
established presence (internd organisng effectiveness). The second is based on a union's
aoility to organise nonunion work places (externd organigng effectiveness). The
relationships between different organistional configurations, different drategies and these
measures are examined. This is done using information from the 1998 Workplace Employee
Reations Survey (WERS98), Heery et al.’s National Survey of Unions (NSU, see Heery et
al. 2000 for full details) and the TUC/Labour Research Department (LRD) survey on union
recognition. The use of these data sources to tackle questions of union inditutiond
effectiveness represents a sgnificant methodological  development.  Previous  attempts to
measure the inditutiona effectiveness of trade unions have used case study methods (see for
example Undy et al. 1981 and Greene et al., 1999). Section One examines concepts and
measures of union organigng effectiveness.  Section Two congders factors likey to
influence union organisng effectiveness and puts forward some testable hypotheses.  Section

Three condders the data and results for internad organisng effectiveness.  Section Four



congders the data and results for external organisng effectiveness.  Section Five congders

the practica implications of the results and Section Six offers some conclusions.

1. Organising Effectiveness. Concepts and Measures

Smply put, union organisng effectiveness can be defined as a union’'s ability to recruit and
retain members (Fiorito et al. 1995). This rests on two factors. Fird, a union’s ability to get
recognition agreements in  workplaces currently without a union presence (externd
organising, or what Kelly and Heery (1989) cdl digant expanson). Second, a union’s ability
to recruit and retain members in workplaces where it dready has a barganing presence.
Internd organising activity can be further divided between close consolidatory recruitment —
mopping up members in bargaining units covered by collective barganing.  Digant
consolidetory recruitment — recruiting non-members in weskly organised workplaces covered
by recognition agreements and close expandon — recruiting non-members not covered by
union recognition in workplaces where some workers are covered by recognition (Kelly and
Heery, 1989, p.198). This is in line with Willman's union growth and survivd modd, which
identifies individud recruitment in recognised workplaces and individud recruitment in
workplace without recognition of two of the four possble routes to union growth (Willman,
1989). More recently, Willman has argued that ‘bargaining units are important units for
andysng trade union behaviour. A workplace can have more than one bargaining unit,
bargaining units reflect the different occupationd groups in the workplace (Willman, 2001).
These theoretical ingghts can be combined into a modd of the dimensons of trade union
organising and recruitment activity. Thismodd is set out in Figure 1.



Figure 1- The dimensions of trade union organising and recruitment
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A union has recognition and membership among the largest occupaiona group in
workplace A. It dso has some members, but no recognition agreements in two of the other
occupationd/workgroups in the workplace. It has a smadl number of members, but no
recognition agreement in workplace B, and no members or recognition in workplace C. The
union can therefore organise and recruit in up to three ways. 1) infill recruitment among the
non-members currently covered by union recognition in workplace A; 2) recruit and attempt
to get recognition among the nornrmembers in norntrecognised groups in workplace A; 3)
recruitment, with the am of getting recognition among employees in the core workgroup a
workplaces B and C. A fourth way of recruiting in the non-core occupational groups in
workplaces B and C is dso possble, but unlikely because the union has little experience of
organisng nortcore workgroups. The possible permutations would become more complex if
another union was introduced to the mode. Willman would predict that the union will focus
on infill recruitment in the core workgroup (because to do so would increase bargaining
power) and organising the core workgroups in workplaces B and C (because the payoff to
organisng will be highest, Willman, 2001). However case sudy evidence suggests that
unions tend to be more opportunigtic in the sdection of organisng and recruitment campaign
targets so may be more likely to concentrate on areas where they dready have members
(Kely and Heery, 1989).

From this modd, severd measures of internd and externd organisng effectiveness
can be devdoped. Firs three messures of internd organisng effectiveness 1) the
probability of a worker in a core workgroup covered by recognition being a union member;
2) the probability of any worker in an occupational group with union members being a union
member; 3) the probability of any worker in a workplace with a union presence being a union
member. Externd organisng effectiveness can be measured by looking a: 1) the number of
new recognition agreements won by a particular union, the number of new members recruited
through these agreements;, 2) the number of workers covered by new agreements. However,
it is important to take into account the effect of union sze. If a large union and a smal union
both organise the same number of non-union workers, the smdler union will be the more
effective because it has organised the greaster number of workers proportionate to its size and
resources. If we take this into account, a better measure of externad organisng effectiveness
would be new members divided by current members, or the new number covered by union
recognition divided by the number previoudy covered.

Between 1979 and 2000, a hogtile legd and economic environment mede it difficult
for unions to successfully pursue externd organisng campagns without the explict



endorsement of the employer. The ‘climate of the period ensured that the mgority of
employers were hodile.  The result was that unions falled to get recognition agreements in
newly established workplaces. This factor was a key cause of the overdl dedine in union
membership (Machin, 2000). The Statutory trade union recognition procedure in the 1999
Employment Redions Act gives trade unions the right to be recognised if they can
demonstrate mgority support among the workforce (Wood and Goddard, 1999). Despite the
new satutory recognition procedure, New Labour has left unchalenged key eements of the
‘neo-liberd environment’ created by the Consarvatives. The date no longer underwrites
union surviva, and trade unions cannot expect their fortunes to improve with a change in
government. Leading managers and the dtate share the assumption that trade unions will not
have a mgor role in macro-economic management. The trade union role in the workplace is
contingent upon the majority support of the workforce and partnership between employers
and employees is as legitimate as partnership between unions and employers (Boxal and
Haynes, 1997, p.568).

The opportunities for expanson provided by the datutory recognition procedure
coupled with the redisation that without new recognition agreements unions will die has led
to increased externd organisng activity (TUC, 2001). Will this new activity prove more
successtul than previous union recruitment initiatives?  Evidence from the 1998 Workplace
Employee Rdations Survey shows that the proportion of workers in unionised workplaces
who are union members fell between 1990 and 1998 (Millward et al., 2000). This suggests
that internd organising effectiveness is dedining. From a policy perspective, the interesting
question is Can unions sysematicaly affect ther organisng effectiveness, or ae
environmenta factors beyond the union’s control more important?

2. Influences on Union Organising Effectiveness

Many factors that influence organisng effectiveness are beyond the power of unions to
control. However, unions are able to control their responses to the circumstances in which
they find themsdves. This section will investigate union's responses to ther environment —
union organisationd configuration, policy and drategy a a nationa and locd levd, and the
way in which these factors might influence union organising effectiveness.



Trade unions are governed by their rulebooks. Mogt trade union rulebooks set out the
industries and occupations that the trade union organises. For example the Communication
Workers Union (CWU) rulebook begins with a misson datement, which says tha “The
CWU exigts to protect, advance and serve the interests of its members throughout the
communications indudry.... In pursuit of its ams, the Union will seek to expand Trade
Union membership throughout the Communications Industry” (CWU, 2001). These rules are
supplemented by policies passed by union conferences which st more specific targets, for
example committing a union to dlocae a cetan leve of resources to organisng and
recruitment activity, or to targeting particular companies or organisations. The union's senior
ful-time officids and elected executive then have to trandate these targets and aspirations
into action. Empirical research from the late 1980's suggested that most British unions
gruggled to turn ther organisng aspiraions into practice because full-time offidas were
reluctant to devote ther time and resources to recruitment activity (Kelly and Heery, 1989).
Since then continuing membership decline has forced unions to expend more energy and
resources on atempting to improve on ther previoudy dismd peformance in this aea
Training courses have been developed, recruitment budgets have been increased, and more
dedicated organising officids have been hired (TUC, 2000b).

The NSU contains a scade mesasuring the extent and sophidtication of union organising
and recruitment policies (the measures used are st out in table 1 beow). Forito et al.
aoplied organisation theory to the concept of trade union organisng effectiveness.  One of
their key predictions was that a union's efficiency and sophidtication in managing organisng
and recruitment activity should result in increased organising effectiveness’ (Fiorito et al.,
1993). Later empiricad work confirmed this prediction (Fiorito et al., 1995). Therefore a
higher score on the NSU organisng and recruitment policy scae should be associated with
increased organising effectiveness.

Hypothesis 1. Unions that demonstrate their commitment to organising and
recruitment through a structure that prioritises these activities will score higher on

measur es of internal and external organising effectiveness.

! Fiorito et al.’s other hypotheses were that innovation, democracy and decentralisation would be associated
with increased organising effectiveness. Innovation is discussed in the following paragraph, but unfortunately
datais not available that would allow the democracy and decentralisation hypotheses to be tested among British
unions.



Unions that don't innovate are faling to respond to the chadlenges of a changing
environment, consequently they will be less effective & organisng (Fiorito et al., 1993). The
NSU contains a measure of innovation in organisng and recruitment policy only (the detals
of this measure are set out in Table 2). Following Forito et al.’s theoretica andysis the NSU
innovation measure should be postively associated with organising effectiveness. However
while this measure cgptures some innovaion in  organigng techniques for example
goonsorship of TUC Organisng Academy trainees it misses others, for example the adoption
of US ‘organisng modd’ methods like house cdls. Nether does it capture the wider
dimensons of management and campaigning innovation. So the measure may not be strong
enough to cause an effect. Alterndively, we may find that unions with low innovation scores
are more effective a organisng because they are operaing in dtable environments so don't
need to innovate. If so the reationship with internd organiang effectiveness will actudly be
negetive.

Hypothesis 2 Innovation in organising and recruitment policy and practice will

be positively associated with or ganising effectiveness.

There are three markets for trade unionism, employees and employers and the state?.
In the current neo-liberd environment the date is not buying. Therefore a union can seek
employer support, the support of the non-union workforce, or both. A union that has the
support of neither employers nor employees will die (Boxal and Haynes, 1997). In practice
this means that a union can ether recruit the myority of the workforce in a non-union plant,
then use that support to force the employer to grant recognition. Or reach an agreement with
the employer firs by persuading them that union recognition is an effective and efficient way
of managing personne issues, then recruiting among the workforce with the employers
blessng or acquiescence (Willman, 1989). In the United States, high levels of employer
hodtility towards unions means that the employer market is closed to unions, so they must
rely on the support of employees (Kleiner, 2000).

Research by Kate Bronfrenbrenner (1997) suggests that the use of ‘organisng mode’
drategy and tactics increases the probability of success in union recognition eections.  This
finding suggests that British unions that face hogtile employers will be more successful if
they employ organisng modd tectics. However, evidence suggests that British employers

2 Thisis an adaptation of Willman’s argument that there are two markets for unions, employers and employees.



are generdly less hodtile to trade unions than American employers (Gal and McKay, 2001).
There may therefore be cases where unions are able to persuade employers to grant them
recognition and access to recruit the workforce without the union first demongtrating mgority
support.  Evidence collected by the TUC supports this contention (TUC, 2001). Union
policies of partnership and co-operaion may make employers more willing to grant
recognition voluntarily.  If unions adopt both the organisng modd and the partnership
model, and are pragmatic in which they apply, they should be more effective a organisng
than unions that only adopt one of the modes, or adopt neither. One mgor caveat needs to
be added to this prediction. The highly decentralised nature of British trade unions means
that the forma adoption of ether organisng or patnership by a union is unlikdy to filter
down and change behaviour of lay activists in the workplace in the short-term.  As both
Organisng and Patnership are redively novel innovations, the prediction is unlikdy to
aoply to internal organisng effectiveness. At locd level lay union activiss are more likdly to
adopt drategiesthat fit the local circumstances (Fairbrother, 2000).

Hypothesis 3:  Unions that have adopted both the organisng and partnership
models will be more effective at external organising than unions that have adopted one

or neither.

Locd union organisation and drategy is likey to be a very important influence on
internd organisng effectiveness.  Nationad unions can influence loca union organisation and
drategy through the support and training which they provide to lay reps in the workplace.
However the nature of this support is likdy to vary within unions as much as it vaies
between unions, reflecting socia relaions and work organisation a the point of production
(Fairbrother, 2000), the vaues and attitudes of the full-time officdas and union activigs
involved (Kelly and Heery, 1994), and the drategic vadue of the bargaining unit to the union
(Willman, 2001). Unions will be more effective if they are run democrdicdly because
democracy makes the leadership more responsive to the preferences of members. If a union
responds to the preferences of members they are more likely to stay in membership then if the
union ignores ther wishes (Fiorito et al., 1993). The same is likey to be true for unions in
the workplace. Indeed proponents of the union renewd hypothesis argue that loca leadership
accountability to the rank and file is an essentid perquiste for union renewd (Farbrother,
2000).



Hypothesis 4 There will be higher levels of internal organising effectiveness in
wor kplaces wher e the senior union rep is elected compared to workplaces where the rep

volunteers, or ischosen by the union or by management.

A second prerequiste of union renewd is the recruitment of new generations of
activigs because union activigs provide the organisationd means to face new chdlenges
(Fairbrother, 2000, p.19). In practicd terms this means that union activiss recruit new
members, and mohbilise exiting members to ress management demands. The most practicd
expresson of activism is to become a shop steward or union rep. We would therefore expect
internd organising effectiveness to be higher in workplaces with a higher number of reps
relative to the tota workforce. A large number of union reps may aso be a practica
demondration of management support for workplace trade unionism and collective
bargaining.

Hypothesis 5 The greater the number of union reps relative to the size of the

wor kforce, the greater will be internal organising effectiveness.

A fierce debate is currently raging within academic circles on the question of whether
militancy or co-operation is the more effective drategy for trade unions. John Kdly has
agued tha militant workplace trade unionism is the only effective draegy because
cooperation will only result in union demobilisation, leading ultimatdy to margindisation
and collapse (Kdly, 1998). The counter argument is that militancy will lead to fierce
employer counter mobilisation, which is likdy to be successful given the current economic
and political conditions.  Ingead unions should focus on developing co-operation with
management 0 both can secure ‘mutual gains (Bacon and Storey, 1996). |If workers vote
with their feet and Kdly is correct, union membership should be higher in workplaces where
unions follow policies of militancy. If Bacon and Storey are correct, then membership should
be higher in workplaces where unions co-operate with management. The concepts of
militancy and cooperation can be operationdised by looking a the role that the workplace
union plays in the management of change®. If the union has no role it is indicative of
margindisation of the union by management (dthough sadly we can't identify whether

marginalisation was aresult of policies of militancy or co-operation).

3 | amindebted to Neil Millward for suggesting this measure.



Hypothesis 6: Internal organising effectiveness will be higher in workplaces
where the union is militant, compared to workplaces where the union is co-operative

and wor kplaces wher e the union is mar ginalized.

3. Internal Organising Effectiveness. Data and Results

Internal organising effectiveness can be measured by looking a the probabilities of union
membership for individuds in workplaces with a trade union presence. If the individua has a
high probability of membership, the union will be highly effective a internd organisng. If
the individud's probability of membership is low, the union is ineffectivee.  Once union
effectiveness has been edablished, further information about union organisationd
configuration and policy can be added in order to test the propositions set out above. To get
redigic esimates of the effect of natiional union organisstiond configuration and policy on
organigng effectiveness it is necessary to control for the effect of loca union organisation
and environmentd and individuad characterisics.  This andyss can be peformed usng the
1998 Workplace Employee Rdations Survey and the Nationa Survey of Unions. The
sections bdow explan how this was done, the limitations of the methodology, and the
results.

3.1 Data

The 1998 Workplace Employee Reations Survey gives a large sample of individud
employees, with information on jobs, individud characterisics and union membership.  This
information can be linked to detailed information about the individuads workplaces provided
by the manager responsible for employee rdations, and in some cases the senior employee
representative.  The data was split according to the occupation of the individua, separate
andyses were peformed for individuds in blue-collar occupations (craft and related,
operative and assemble and routine unskilled SOC groups) and white-collar occupations
(managerid, professona, technical, clerica, sdes and persona and protective services
occupations). This solit reflects the dgnificantly different experiences of the labour process
a the point of production of the two broad occupationa groups, which leads to different
paterns of unionisation. A difference confirmed by previous empirical sudies of individud
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unionisation (see for example Green, 1990 and Bain and Elias, 1985). Individuas are not
asked which union they are or are not a member of. This information can be extrgpolated
from information provided by management and employee reps.  Consequently, problems of
messurement arise, particularly in workplaces with more than one union (a full discusson of
these problems can be found in the technica appendix).

Six different empiricd modds were estimated on different sub samples of the data
Sdection of sub samples reflected different measures of internd effectiveness and difficulties
in identifying the union an individual employee would be digible to join in multi-union
workplaces. Details of the sub samples used in different modes are set out in Table 1.

The sample used in models 1 and 3 includes any worker covered by any union
representation, so offers a broad measure of interna organiang effectiveness  The sample
used in modes 2 and 4 gives a narrower measure, looking at effectiveness a consolidatory
recruitment only. Descriptive datigtics in Table A2 give an indication of the differences
between sngle union and multi-union workplaces.

WERSO8 does not contain information on nationd union organisationa configuration,
policy and drategy. Fortunady this information is avalable in Heery et al’s Nationd
Survey of Unions. This was a poda questionnaire completed by 67 per cent of British Trade
Unions. The results contain information on union structure and policy. Specificaly, to what
extent does the union have a st of policies, practices and organisational supports for
organiang and recruitment work? Do these policies and practices represent innovation, or
are they of long sanding? Does the union follow policies of partnership or organisng? For
the purposes of this andyss the NSU commitment to recruitment scae and recruitment
innovation scale were added into the WERSO8 data The WERSO8 data furnished measures
of locad union organision and drategy and controls for environmenta and individud
characterigtics. Details of al the measures used in the andysis are set out in Table 2.

Caveats

Fird, it is important to note that because the analyss to follow uses cross-section data, it can
only reved ddidicad associations, not causa rdationships. Second, the results only tdl us a
limited amount about internal organisng effectiveness in multi union workplaces.  Third,
they only cover those unions that gppear in both the WERS sample and the NSU. Fourth, the
smal numbers of observetions from workers in workplaces covered by some of the smaler

11



unions is likey to mean tha the results reported for these samdler unions are unlikey to give
afar indication of that union’sinternd organising effectiveness.

3.2 Results and discussion

Reaults of multivariate andyses are reported in Table 2. The data was weighted S0 results are
representative of the population from which the sample was drawn. The reported results can
be interpreted as the change in an individud’'s probability of being a union member; the
individud’s origind probability of union membership is gpproximatdy equd to the sample
mean. Full detals of the results, the modeling procedure, descriptive datitics and cross-
tabulations can be found in the technica gppendix.

At this gage the NSU scdes on organisng and recruitment policy and innovation
were not included in the modes. The results show quite clearly that there are large and
ggnificant differences in internad organisng effectiveness between different unions.  These
differences are mogt digtinct among blue-collar workers in sngle union workplaces, and least
diginct among blue-collar workers in multi-union workplaces. There are dso variations in
the gze of the differences between the sample covering al occupationa groups with union
members (models 1 and 4) and the sample covering individuds covered by collective
bargaining over pay only (modes 2 and 5). This variaion may be due to differences in the
openness of the union to members from outsde of the core occupational groups bargaining
units. If a union attempts to recruit members outside of its core areas, and membership levels
are lower among the non-core groups, then they will appear less effective than a union that
recruits among the core groups only. Models 2 and 4 get around this problem by focusing on
employees in the unions core areas only, therefore discusson of the results will focus on
these models.

Blue-collar union results

In the modd 2 results, usng the TGWU as the reference union, a blue-collar employee in a
sngle union workplace organised by the AEEU is 29 per cent less likdy to be a union
member. The same worker would be 30 per cent less likely to be a member if the workplace
was organised by the GMB. The figure for UNISON is 20 per cent, dthough this result is not
daidicdly ggnificant. It should be noted that the UNISON reault is highly senstive to the

incluson of a control for the public sector. If this control is removed the UNISON result
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becomes pogtive. The reason for this is that al but one of the UNISON workplaces is in the
public sector, and organisng effectiveness is paticulaly low in the dngle private sector
workplace. Results are dso negaive and datidicaly sgnificant for the RMT, and negative
but smdler and not sgnificant for the GPMU, BFAWU and USDAW. Looking & the modd
3 reaults for multi-union workplaces, the differences between the unions are smaler, and not
datidticdly dgnificant. Two possble explanations for the difference between single and
multi union workplaces suggest themsdves. Fird, a combination of inter-union co-operation
and competition smoothes out the differences between unions.  Second, bargaining units in
multi-union workplaces may be more drategicaly important unions than bargaining units in
sngle union workplaces. Multi union workplaces are larger on average than single union
workplaces, they are dso more likdy to be pat of multi-Ste organisations, both factors
which would increase the drategic importance of the bargaining unit to the nationd union. A
third possble explandtion, that the different results reflect differences between workers in the
same occupationa group as the senior union rep and the rest of the unionised workforce can
be rgected, because the differences endure even if the sngle union workplaces sample

conssts of employees in the same occupationa group as the senior union rep.

White-collar union results

Although there are some quite large variaions between unions performance in modd 5, with
one exception (the NUT) these reaults are not datidicaly sgnificant. The NUT result, and a
amilar result in model 6 for both the NUT and the EIS may be due to the occupation of the
employees that these unions organise (teachers) rather than union characterigtics.

In order to test hypotheses one and two a second set of models were estimated using
the union’s score on the two NSU scales. The abridged results are set out in Table 4.

There is a smdl pogtive and (just about) datisticdly sgnificant rdationship between
a sophidicated recruitment policy and organisng effectiveness in modds 1a (blue-collar
workers in occupational groups with union members, but not necessarily covered by
collective bargaining) and 6a (white-collar workers in multi-union workplaces). In modd 2a
(blue-collar  workers covered by collective bargaining), innovation is rdaivdy more
important.  Innovation is asociaed with being less effective a internd organisng among
white-collar workers.  This is likey to be because the mog effective unions (the teaching
unions and the FBU) don't need to innovate because they are well adapted to a fairly datic
environment. These findings do not provide ringing support for the hypotheses. However
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they do suggest that among some groups of workers, specificaly blue-collar workers covered
by collective barganing, naiond union recruitment policy, and innovation in recruitment
policy both increase interna organising effectiveness.

L ocal union influences on internal organising effectiveness

Results looking at the association between loca union structure and behaviour are reported in
Table 3. The fourth hypothess was that democratically eected reps would be associated
with higher levds of organisng effectiveness.  Among blue-collar workers in single union
workplaces, internd organiang effectiveness is podtively associated with  democraticaly
elected reps, and the association is datidticaly dgnificant.  However among blue-collar
workers in multi-union workplaces, there is little difference in organisng effectiveness
between workplaces where te rep is democraticaly eected, and where the rep volunteered.
The mogt datling results are found among white-collar employees.  Here organising
effectiveness is higher in workplaces where management appoints the union rep. This
suggests that democracy and participation is less important to white-collar workers than the
representative and insurance functions that workplace reps provide. It aso suggests that there
is a ggnificant body of the white-collar workforce who find unions ungppedling unless the
independence of the union from management is compromised. These results provide a
qudified endorsement for hypothess four; democratic workplace unions do improve
organising effectiveness, but only among blue-collar workers in single union workplaces.

The second measure of workplace union organisation, which might be expected to
improve interna organisng effectiveness, is the number of union reps reldive to the sze of
the workforcee Among blue-collar employees in gngle union workplaces, a one standard
devidion increase in the number of reps relative to the sze of the workforce increases an
individua workers probability of being a union member by around 7 per cent. In practicd
terms, among workers who are covered by collective bargaining, this means that an increase
in reps from one rep per 44 employees to one rep per 33 employees would increase an
individua’s probability of union membership from .68 to .72. However an increase in the
number of reps is not associated with increased organising effectiveness among blue-collar
workers in multi-union workplaces.  Among white-collar workers in single union workplaces,
an increase in the number of reps did not increese organisng effectiveness.  Among white-
collar employees in multi-union workplaces, an increase in the number of reps from one per

36 workers to one per 34 workers, increases an individuas probability of being a union
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member from .71 to .74. Once again there is qudified support for the hypothesis that
increasing the number of union reps increases internd organising effectiveness.

The find hypothess was that union militancy would be associated with incressed
internd  organisng effectiveness. The results show that among blue-collar  employees,
policies of militancy are associated with very high levels of union membership. However the
proportion of workplaces pursuing policies of militancy was low (just 10 per cent of blue-
cola employees in sngle union workplace have unions which follow militant policies).
Militant behaviour is dso associated with increased union membership among white-collar
employees, but the sze of the effect is less and the result is only datisticdly sgnificant for
workers in multi-union workplaces. Cooperation with management is also associated with
increased organisng effectiveness compared to workplaces where unions are margindised.
The effect is larget among blue-collar workers in single union workplaces. Overal these
results provide some support for advocates of militancy and advocates of unionmanagement
co-operation, dthough union membership is a its highet among blue-collar workers when
unions pursue militant policies.

To concdlude this section, there are large differences between the internal organising
effectiveness of different trade unions. Some, but by no means dl of these differences can be
accounted for by variation in recruitment policies and innovation. Unions that score highly
on the NSU recruitment policy scde and recruitment policy innovaton scde ae more
effective a organigng blue-collar employees in single union workplaces. By far the biggest
influences on internd organisng effectiveness are what the locd union (and management)
does in the workplace. Among blue-collar employees in single union workplaces, ad white-
collar employees in multi-union workplaces, a higher number of reps are associated with
increased  organising  effectiveness. Among blue-collar employees, democratic union
organistion is more effective than nondemocratic union organisation, but among white-
collar employees, democracy meakes little difference.  If unions are able to engage with
management, ether militantly or cooperaivdy membership will be higher then if
management margindises the union.
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4. External Organising Effectiveness: Data and Results

4.1 Data

Data to assess externd union effectiveness comes from the publicly avalable ‘Focus on
Union Recognition’ reports published annudly by the TUC (TUC 1999a and TUC 20004).
Figures from the 1999 report, which covers the period from February to November 1998, and
the 2000 report, which covers the period from January to October 1999 are used. Figures
from two years are used because agreements dgned in 1999 are likely to reflect organising
activity (hence organisng effectiveness) in 1998. Also because more unions signed new
agreements over the two-year period than in a sngle year, the 1998 figures done would not
dlow multivariate andyss of the results  From this information two measures of organisng
effectiveness can be developed. Fird, the number of new recognition agreements sgned by
each union, second, the number of workers covered by new agreements. The reports do not
tel us about the number of new members generated by the recognition campaign and
agreement.  Organising effectiveness depends on the number organised compared to the
number of those currently organised by the union concerned.  Unfortunately information on
the numbers of workers covered by agreements negotiated by each union is not availadle.
Current union membership is used as a second best proxy for this. Therefore the second
measure of externd organisng effectiveness is the totd number covered by new agreements,
divided by current union membership, from the 1998 union membership figures published by
the TUC.

Information on union organisng and recruitment policy, innovation and drategy from
the NSU were then added to this data The measures of organisng and recruitment policy
and innovation have dready been set out in Table 2. Patnership was measured by the
presence of a forma union policy in favour of socid partnership. Organisng was measured
by the use of three or more ‘organisng model messages in recruitment activity”. Organising
effectiveness dso depends on the level of desre for union representation on the part of the
workers organised. It is much easer to get new agreements if the level of latent demand for

union representation is high. For this reason an estimate of the level of latent demand among

* Organising model messages were 1. worker solidarity, 2. need for members to solve own problems through
workplace organisation, 3. Opportunity to participate in union democracy, 4. membership a democratic right,
5. need for justice and respect at work. The organising model dummy variable was positive if aunion used 3 or
more of these messages. The messages were used in addition to messages about the ‘ bread and butter’ issues of
better pay, representation and protection, which were used across the board.
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the type of workers covered by the new agreements negotiated by each union was added to
the data. This measure was based upon responses to the question ‘if there were a trade union
a your workplace, how likely or unlikely do you think that you would be to join it? in the
1998 British Socid Attitudes Survey.

Caveats

Fird, the usual caveat about cross-section data applies. Second, it would have been desrable
to include more detalled controls for the industry and compostion of the workforce. This
was not possible because the data collected by the TUC is not sufficiently detailed to identify
accurately the detailed industry sectors, occupations and persond charecteristics of the
workforces involved.  Third, there are question marks over the comprehensiveness of the
‘survey on recognition’ figures. Anecdotal evidence suggests that some unions may under
report the number of agreements signed because their own interna communications systems
do not collect the data efficiently. Despite this limitation the survey on recognition is likey
to be broadly indicative of the leve of activity being undertaken by different unions. Fourth,
the measure of partnership is not ided, anecdotd evidence suggests that the current vogue for
partnership means that some unions have adopted partnership policies for mimetic reasons
without redly putting patnership into practicee.  Meanwhile other unions, which follow
partnership policies in practice, do not have forma policies because the term is paliticaly
unacceptable to the activits who make union policy. Findly, the results of the multivariate

andyss reported below should be trested with caution because of the low number of
observations.

4.2 Results and discussion

Table 5 reports the number of new recognition agreements, the number of workers covered
by these agreements, the total reported membership of the union in 1998, and the number
covered by new agreements divided by totd union membership in 1998. These figures are
reported by union for al unions covered by the NSU.

28 unions reported no new agreements in the period covered by our data. Of those
unions that did sgn new recognition agreements, the union at the bottom of the table is the
Nationa Union of Teachers, which sgned just one agreement covering five employees. At
the top of the table is the Independent Union of Halifax Staff, which organised 6000 workers
compared to an exising membership of 25,000, followed by the Bakers Union, organisng
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2500 workers from an exising membership of around 30,000 and Unison, which organised
55,000 workers from an exising membership of around 1.3 million. Looking a the number
of agreements, 56 per cent of agreements were signed by just three unions, the TGWU, the
GMB and the GPMU.

Regresson modds were esimated using the number of agreements (models 8a and
8b) and the number or workers organised divided by the unions existing membership (modes
7a and 7b) as the dependent variables. Models 7a and 8a looked at the association between
externd effectiveness and union recruitment policies and innovation. Modds 7b and 8b
looked at the association between externa effectiveness and union drategy. The results are
reported in Table 6 (more information on the modelling procedure, with cross-tabulations and
descriptive statistics can be found in the gppendix).

Fird, a one sandard deviation increase in the unions score on the organisng and
recruitment policies scae is associated with increased organisng  effectiveness usng both
MeasUres. However innovation is negatively associgted with organisng effectiveness,
dthough the assodation is smdl and not ddidicdly ggnificant.  The firg finding confirms
hypothesis one, unions with higher scores on the NSU organisng and recruitment policy
scde ae more effective & organising than unions with lower scores.  However the second
finding does not support hypothess two, there is very little rdaionship between innovation
in recruitment and organiang policy as it is measured in the NSU and externd organising
effectiveness.

Looking now a the impact of union policy, unions that follow a policy of organisng
or a policy of partnership exclusvely, perform worse than unions that have adopted neither
policy. Unions that have adopted both policies perform much better than unions that have
adopted one policy only (the result is datidticdly dgnificant when looking a the number of
new agreements, but not when looking a numbers organised rdaive to exiging
membership). Unions that have adopted both policies perform better than unions that have
adopted neither policy, but the difference is not that large, and it is not datidicdly
gonificant. These results support hypothesis three, but the support is not overwheming.
They suggest that policies of organisng and partnership are additive, but the performance gap
between unions that have adopted both policies and unions that have adopted neither is not

that large, and that the policies are not necessarily the reason for the difference.
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5. Practical Implications

The mog driking finding in these results is that there are large differences in union
organisng effectiveness among blue-collar employees in occupational groups covered by
collective bargaining. Table 7 illugtrates this point.

The table shows the probabilities of union membership for an abitrarily defined
‘typicd worker’ if the workplace union is varied, and al other factors are held constant. The
differences cannot be explained by the unions scores on the NSU recruitment policy and
innovation scaes done. There are several possible explanations for the difference.  Fird, the
difference in peformance may reflect differences in the way that unions manage ther
recruitment policies, and the leadership and vison with which they ae implemented,
dthough why Bill Morris (the TGWU's generd secretary) should be a more visonary and
ingoiring leader than Sir Ken Jackson (of the AEEU) or John Edmonds (of the GMB) is
unclear.  Second, the difference may reflect different levels of democracy and de-
centrdisation (Fiorito et al. argue that democracy and decentrdisation cause grester
organising effectiveness).

Applying a rule of thumb to these concepts, the TGWU, has a de-centrdised regiond
and trade group dructure with traditions of lay member led bargaining and participative
democracy (Undy et al., 1981; Fairbrother, 2000). The GMB has moved from being a full-
time officid dominated union, to putting grester emphads on shop dewards, but key officids
(particularly the regiond secretaries) remain powerful (Fairbrother, 2000). The AEEU (the
result of a merger between the AEU and EETPU) has taken on the characteristics of the
highly centrdised and full-time officer dominated EETPU (Lloyd, 1990). UNISON is adso
the result of a recent merger, blue-collar workers would have been part of NUPE, which was
adso a union dominated by full-time officids dthough in contrast to the EETPU, NUPE
officids led from the left, not the right (Haunch, 2001). Findly, USDAW was and remains a
union where command and contra from full-time officds is the dominant organisationd
characteridtic.

Greater democracy and decentrdisation may explain the exceptiond performance of
the TGWU®, but not the variaions in the performance between the GMB and AEEU and
USDAW and UNISON. The GMB and AEEU both competed enthusiagticdly in ‘beauty

® The TGWU have recently reformed its trade group structure, replacing many single industry trade groups with
4 multi-industry trade groups. Anecdotal evidence suggests that this may have led to less lay activist control
and agreater role for senior full-time officials, the effect of this change on organising effectiveness remainsto
be seen.
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contests to sign single union recognition agreements with employees in the 1980s and 1990s
(Lloyd, 1990, p.654). Critics of these agreements questioned the independence of the unions
from manegement, and case dudies found a minima union role and low leveds of
membership (Danford, 1998). It is therefore entirdly plausble that the enthusasm of the
AEEU and GMB for beauty contests has resulted in lower levels of organising effectiveness.

A second driking finding is the large differences in the variables associated with
organisng effectiveness for the blue-collar and white-collar samples.  Among white-collar
workers the returns on militancy and cooperation are comparatively less, and increasng the
number of union reps redive to the sze of the workforce is only associated with higher
levels of organisng effectiveness among white-collar workers in multi-union workplaces.
Mogt datling of dl is the fact organigng effectiveness is higher in workplaces with a
management gppointed rep than in workplaces with democraticdly elected reps.  This
suggests that there is a dgnificant minority of white-collar workers who will only unionise if
the union has explicit management gpprova. It dso suggedts that for white-collar workers,
the protection and insurance function of trade unions is more important than the collective
action function. The finding suggests that unions seeking to organise white-collar employees
face a drategic dilemma Should they atempt to import and build on the traditiond
collective representation mode, in the hope that if it works wdl it will result in higher levels
of membership and sdf-sudaining bargaining units (which gppears to be the case in multi-
union workplaces)? Or should they accept that this mode is not working well in a great
number of cases, 0 seek to develop improved means of providing and sdling individud
insurance, representation and related services?

Finadly, what do these results suggest thet unions can do to boost organisng
effectiveness? The TUC has argued that the key to reviving union membership is for unions
to recruit more reps, and to provide better support for existing reps in order to strengthen
workplace organisation (TUC, 1999b). These results support the diagnods that more reps
will make a difference, dthough not in al circumdances. The results dso point to the critica
importance of local union effectiveness, policies of co-operation and militancy are both likey
to lead to increased union membership if the workplace union currently plays a margind role
(dthough in many circumdances management will define the union role). The results dso
suggest that the sophidtication of trade union organisng and recruitment policies make a
andl postive difference to internd organisng effectiveness, and a larger podtive difference
to externa organising effectiveness.
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6. Conclusions

This paper has invedtigated the influences on trade union organisng effectiveness.  The use
of the 1998 Workplace Employee Rdations Survey, the Nationd Survey of Unions, and the
TUC focus on recognition survey to do this represents a dgnificant methodological
devdlopment. Concepts of internd and externad organisng effectiveness were developed.
Internd  effectiveness looks a the &bility of unions to recruit and organise workers in
workplaces where unions have a membership presence. Externd effectiveness looks at the
unions ability to recruit and gain recognition in workplaces that are nornrunion. Separate sets
of andyses were peformed to investigate the factors associated with internal and externd
organigng effectiveness. The results of these andyses are summarised in Table 8.

The results suggest that the sophidtication of trade union organisng and recruitment
polices are an important influence on union organisng effectiveness, particulally externd
organiang effectiveness. However innovaion in organisng and recruitment is not associated
with increased organisng effectiveness. The latter result contrasts with results of Fiorito et
al., (1995) who found that innovation was corrdated with organisng effectiveness among US
unions. The difference in the findings may be because the measure of innovation used here is
much narrower than that used by the US study. Fiorito et al. dso found that decentrdisation
and democracy were associated with increased organising effectiveness.  Democrétic local
union organisation is cetanly drongly associaed with internd  organisng  effectiveness
among blue-collar workers, and the exceptional performance of the TGWU among blue-
collar workers covered by collective bargaining may aso be down to these factors. However
the results point to fundamentdly different causes of internd organisng effectiveness among
white-collar workers. This difference presents unions with a srategic dilemma. Should they
seek to gpply the principles and practices of blue-collar unionism to white-collar workers, or
should they attempt to develop new products and services designed to gpped to the growing
white-collar workforce?

Policies of organisng and partnership appear to have an additive effect on externd
organisng effectiveness, however union peformance is not dramaticaly improved when
compared to unions that have adopted neither policy. Caution is needed when interpreting
these results because of doubts about the rdiability of the measures. Locd union policies of
co-operation and militancy both boost organisng effectiveness, the membership returns to
militancy ae higher than the returns to co-operation, but the ability of unions to pursue
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militant policies is likdy to reman condraned by the neo-liberd environment. Overdl, the
results suggest that unions can influence ther own dedtiny; what unions do does influence
organisng effectiveness.  However perhaps the largest criticd factor is likedly to remain the
decisons taken by management; whether to support or oppose union recognition, and once
recognised, whether to work with unions, or to atempt to margindise them. This suggests
that if union membership is to return to the leves of the 1970s, unions will need to secure a

public policy framework which encourages employers to bargan with  unions.
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Table 1 - summary of analyses

Model | Occupation Union coverage Structure of
workplace
unionism

1 Blue-collar Management respondent says union members present Single union

employees among occupational group

2 Blue-collar Management respondent says occupational group has Single union

employees pay determined by collective bargaining or pay review
body

3 Blue-collar Employees in same occupational group asthe senior Multi union

employees union rep in workplaces where an interview with the
employee rep was completed

4 White collar Management respondent says union members present Single union

employees among occupational group

5 White-collar Management respondent says occupational group has Single union

employees pay determined by collective bargaining or pay review
body

6 White-collar Employees in same occupational group asthe senior Multi union

employees union rep in workplaces where an interview with the

employee rep was completed
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Table 2 - Definitions of variablesused in the analysis of internal organising effectiveness

Variable

Definition

Union structure

Commitment to
recruitment scale

Standardised scores of union at workplace on the 13 item scale from the NSU (Alpha .86)
theitems were:
Investment

1. Annua recruitment budget

2. Traninginorganising for FTO's

3. Training in organising for lay activists

4. Sponsorship of atrainee organiser at the TUC' s organising academy
Speciaisation

5. Executive sub-committee that oversees recruitment

6. Senior official whose main responsibility is organising/ recruitment

7. FTO' swho specialise in organising/ recruitment

8. Lay representatives who speciaise in organising/ recruitment
Formal recruitment policy

9. Written national policy

10. National recruitment plan

11. Recruitment plans at intermediate levels

12. Recruitment plans at lowest levels

13. Periodic and quantified review of success

Recruitment Standardised scores of union at workplace on the 13 item scale (alpha .88) items as the

innovation scale recruitment commitment scale, but if practice or policy wasintroduced in the last three years

Union name Dummy variable for the union at the workplace, information from manager
L ocal union organisation

Militancy Dummy variable, positive if management respondent says that introduction of changed failed
because of union resistance

Co-operation Dummy variable, positive if management respondent says that union either negotiated or was
consulted in the successful introduction of change

Democracy Dummy variables for senior union rep elected (either by members or other union reps),

senior union rep not elected (e.g. appointed, by default etc.) Information on senior rep
missing, reference: no union rep. Information from senior rep

Number of reps

The standarised scores of the number of reps divided by the number of employees.
Information from manager

Individual characteristics

Age Worker’'s report of age, banded into 20-24, 25-29, 30-39, 40-49 and 50+

Gender Worker's report of gender, male or femae

Ethnicity Worker’ s report of ethnic origin, banded white and non-white

Highest educational Worker's report of highest educational qualification, banded none, GCSE or equivaent, A
qudification level or equivaent, Higher education or equivalent, NVQ or equivalent

Job characteristics

Hours worked Worker's report of number of hours per week usually worked, banded full-time (30 hours per

week or more) and part-time (<30 hours per week)

Temporary or fixed

Worker’s report of whether or not they are on afixed term or temporary contract

term contract

Job tenure Worker’s report of timein the present job, banded < 1 year, 1-2 years, 2-5 years, 5-10 years
and >10 years

Occupation Dummy variables for worker’ s report of 1 digit standard occupational classification

Workplace characteristics

Workplace size

Manager’s report of number of employees at the workplace, banded 10-14, 25-99, 100 — 499
and 500+

Workplace age Manager’ s report of the number of years that workplace has been at its current address (plus
previous addressiif it had moved) banded to workplace established before 1970, 1970 —
1980, 1980 — 1990 and post 1990.

Industry Managers report of 1 digit standard industrial classification of workplace

Public sector Managers report of whether or not the workplace isin the public sector

Product market Managers report of level of competition — does the organisation of which the workplaceis

competition part have no, few or many competitors?
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Table 3 - Estimated marginal effects from probit analyses on individual union
member ship

Independent Variable Blue-collar employees white collar employees

Model 1  Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5 Model 6
Sample mean 0.56 .68 .92 0.46 .54 71
Union (ref: TGWU —models 1 - 3 UNISON
—models 4 - 6)
AEEU - 18%** -0.29** .04 .06 .01
UNISON - 27> -2 - -
GMB -.05 NG .07 .05 .04 .08
TGWU - .26* .08
GPMU -.09 -11 .01 -.19
BIFU .26* 22
USDAW -12 -14 A1 .23
RMT A1 -.20%*
BFAWU -.01 -.13
cwu -13
IPMS 0 -.07
AUT -1 -17
PCS 0.11* .09 24
MSF .03 -.04
NUT .28** .26 * 28%**
NUIW 24 .09
EIS 24F**
FBU 7
NATFHE .08
L ocal union behaviour
Cooperative (ref: neither co-operative or A7EE* 24xx* .08* .09** .08 .08**
militant)
Militant® A3+* .08 15 14%*
Local union organisation
Senior union representative is elected (ref: A3 25x** -.05 2% x* 22%** .07*

no union representative models 1,2,4 and 5
and rep volunteered models 3 and 6)

Senior union representative chosen by .05 - - rrx .3gx** 34
management
Senior rep chosen by union -.09 -.25 -.06 A7 A .06
Senior rep volunteered A1 .06 18x** A7r* -
Ratio of employees to representatives .08** .06 -.02 .01 0 -
Individual characteristics
Adge (ref Age under 20)
Age20-24 -.05 -.14 .09 .04 .05 -3
Age25-29 -.01 -.05 J2* 5% ** 18** -.19
Age30-39 .03 .01 .04 9% * 21k ** -.22%
Aged0- 49 .01 .003 .05 21%** 24%** -.23*
Age 50+ .06 .05 .02 8% ** 21** -3
Female (ref: male) .005 -.01 -.16%** 0 .02 -.03
Ethnic minority .02 -.03 .01 -.02 -.01 -.06
Highest educational qualification (ref: none)
GCSE's or equivaent -.01 .05 .05 -.03 .02 -.08
A Levelsor equivaent .04 .03 .01 -.06 0 - 13%*
Degree or equivalent -17 -.18 -.02 -.06 .02 -.09
Job characteristics
Part-time (<30 hours/ week) -13 -.18** -.09* - 12k % - 18 ** -.09
Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model4 Model 5 Model 6
Temporary or fixed term contract .08 16x* - 15x** -.14x* - 13** - 15x**
Job tenure (ref: <1 year)
1-2years .01 -11 -.07 .02 .05 -.04
2-5years Skl 0.01 -.01 2% x* 16r** -.07
5-10years 15%** .07 1 7R 21%** 2%k
10+ years 27 A1 Ja1* 25%** .26%** 2RH*

Occupation (ref: Craft models 1 - 3) and

® The militancy variable predicts union membership perfectly (i.e. all employeesin workplaceswith militant
unions were members) so observations with this characteristic were dropped from the regression.
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managers models 4 — 6)

Professional -.05 -.01 RSied
Associate professional and technical .09 A2 B7x**
Clericd and Administrative -.07 -.08 A3rx*
Personal services .01 .01 Arxx
Sdes -.02 .05 58 **
Operative and assembly -.08* .01 d4x*

Other unskilled manua -.13* .09 d4x*

Workplace characteristics

Workplace size (ref: 10 — 14 employees)

25 —99 employees -.05 .06 -.04 - 27%** Bk .01
100 — 499 employees .005 .04 -.01 -.36*** - 31xx* -.04
500+ employees -13 -.35% .05 - 35x** - 22K %% -.04
Workplace age (ref: workplaces open before

1970)

Workplace opened between 1970 and 1979 .03 A2 -1 -.01 0 .04
Workplace opened between 1980 and 1989 .03 -.09 -23 0 -.04 .06
Workplace opened after 1990 A5 A3 -.02 .06 .08 Jrx

Product market competition (ref: many
competitors)

No competitors -13 .24* =23+ -.05 -.01 .01
Few competitors -.01 =17 0 A6 A4 .06
Information on level of competition missing | .13** 22%* -.05 .04 .03 Jxx
Public sector AGFE* 14 25 ** 24 ** .04

1 digit standard industrial classification (ref:
manufacturing except model 6 where
education is the reference category)

Electricity generation and supply, water and | .04 0 A5x* BS1x* .38 A
gas supply

Construction 9% .09 -11 3* .01

Wholesale and retail 12* .09 A2 32%* A1 .07
Hotels and restaurants .07 -3 .07 -.33*

Transport and communications .07 -15 .04 -.03 -14 .07
Financia services .25* .08 27
Other business services -.06 .36* 22% .07 -11
Public administration -42 -.07 =11 .25*% .05 -.22
Health and social services -3 0.47 .25* A1 .04
Other community services .09 3gx** A3 -.08 - 29%**
Education -11 =27 -

n 2149 1432

Notes

1. *=dgnificant at the 10% level, **= significant at the 5% level, ***= significant at the 1% level.

2. Margind effects calculated from coefficientsin table A2.

3. Estimation technique used was Survey probit analysis, which produces robust standard errors and accounts for the
clustering of individuals in workplaces.
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Table 4 - Impact of local and national union policiesand structure on individual union
membership

Independent Variable Blue-collar employees White collar employees
Model Model Modd Mode Model Mode
la 2a 3a da 5a 6a

National Union

Structures and policiesfor | .05* .05 0 .01 .02 04x**

organising and recruitment

Innovation in organsing 0 .08 04 -.06 -08F** - Q7

and recruitment

Controls. Loca union role, mode of shop steward appointment, number of shop stewards relative to
workforce, individua; age, occupation, highest educationa qualification, gender, ethnicity. Job
characterigtics; part time, temporary or fixed term contract, job tenure. Workplace; size, date
established, product market competition, public sector, industry.

27



Table5 - Information on new recognition agreements 1998 — 1999 by union

Number organised / | Number of workers Number of Total union
number of members organised 1998—-1999 agreementsl998 —  members 1998
1999

ALGUS 0 0 0 3068
ANSA 0 0 0 7468
ASLEF* 0 0 0 14721
ATL 0 0 0 113,760
AUT 0 0 0 41,758
BACM* 0 0 0 4289
BALPA* 0 0 0 6555
BOS* 0 0 0 1011
Connect 0 0 0 16747
CcsPx 0 0 0 31351
Cwu 0 0 0 287732
EQUITY* 0 0 0 36563
EMA 0 0 0 28631
FBU* 0 0 0 57654
FDA 0 0 0 10627
MPO 0 0 0 9627
MuU* 0 0 0 30811
NACO* 0 0 0 3012
NATFHE 0 0 0 64153
NLBD* 0 0 0 2200
NUDAGO 0 0 0 2253
NULMW 0 0 0 4021
PFA 0 0 0 2268
RMT 0 0 0 56476
UCATT* 0 0 0 111804
TSSA 0 0 0 28940
SoR* 0 0 0 13725
WISA 0 0 0 5000
NUT 0.000026 5 1 194259
PCS 0.00059 150 1 254350
USDAW 0.00066 200 1 303060
NUJ 0.00113 2 2 19436
NUMAST 0.00159 30 1 188843
EIS 0.002 100 1 4994
BECTU 0.00256 72 3 28128
GPMU 0.00278 563 14 203229
GMB 0.005556 3956 18 712010
IPMS 0.005 370 3 73329
MSF 0.00613 2600 5 423842
TGWU 0.00654 5767 28 831625
AEEU 0.008 5800 6 727977
KFAT 0.0086 280 3 32624
ISTC 0.0252 1260 3 50001
UNISON*** | 0.0434 55200 8 1272330
BFAWU 0.0834 2500 4 29962
[UHS** 0.234 6000 2 25652

*= Information missing, so not included in the tobit analysis

**= Qutlier — Growth came through corporate takeovers by the parent company (Halifax building society), the company then
extended the existing recognition agreements to cover the newly acquired workforce. Consequently the [UHS are not used in
the tobit analysis

*** _ 55,000 of these came from a single agreement with Compass Group, a contract catering company with alarge number
of NHS contracts.

Notes

1. Data on the number of new agreements and number of workers covered comes from the publicly available ‘ Focus on
Recognition’ published by the TUC. The data used comes from the 1999 report (covering the period February — November
1998) and the 2000 report (covering the period January — October 1999).

2. Data on union membership comes from the TUC's 1998 membership figures.
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Table 6 - Theimpact of recruitment policy, innovation and strategy on exter nal
organising effectiveness

Model coefficient
7A Dependent Standar dised scor es of the number of worker s organised divided by
variable the total membership
Independent Commitment to organising and recruitment scale 0.54**
variables
Recruitment innovation scale -0.05
Latent demand 0.02*
Constant -0.128
_SE 0.57
Chi2 12
Prob> Chi2 0.002
Pseudo R2 .28
N=33 (16 left censored observations)
7B Dependent Standar dised scor es of the number of worker s organised divided by
variable the total member ship
Independent Organising message -0.1
variables
Partnership policy -0.34
Organising and Partnership interaction 0.7
Latent demand 0.02**
Constant -1.37
_SE 0.59
Chi2 11
Prob> Chi2 0.02
Pseudo R2 2
N=33 (16 left censored observations)
8A Dependent Number of new agreements
variable
Independent Commitment to organising and recruitment scale 5.5%*
variables
Recruitment innovation scale -1.4
Size of union 0.00001***
Latent demand A3
Constant -9.8
_SE 6
Chi2 27
Prob> Chi2 0.0000
Pseudo R2 .19
N=33 (18 left censored ohservations)
8B Dependent Number of new agreements
variable
Independent Organising message -4.2
variables
Partnership policy -1.8
Organising and Partnership interaction 10.2*
Size of union 0.00001***
Latent demand 0.18*
Constant -9.
_SE 55
Chi2 29
Prob> Chi2 0.0000
21

N=33 (18 left censored observations)
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Table 7 - The national union effect on atypical worker’s probability of union
member ship

Union Worker’ s probability of union membership
AEEU 73
GMB 73
TGWU .98
UNISON | .87
USDAW | .88

Cdculated from modd 2 results

Worker's characterigtics. White mae, aged under 30, no forma educationd qudifications,
works full-time on a permanent cortract in a craft occupation. Hasbeeninthejobfor2—-5
years. Workplace characteristics: Manufacturing workplace with 100 — 499 employees,
established before 1970. Workplace union characteristics. The union co-operates with
management, the senior union rep was democratically eected, and the number of reps
relative to the size of the workforce is st to the sample mean.
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Table 8 - Summary of results

Model Sample Variables with statistically significant
association with organising effectiveness
(direction of association)
Internal Organising effectiveness
Model 1 | Bluecollar employeesin single union National union organising and recruitment
workplaces policies and structure scale (+)
Militancy (+)
Cooperation (+)
Democratically elected senior union rep (+)
Increased number of union reps (+)
Model 2 | Blue collar employees covered by collective Militancy (+)
bargaining in single union workplaces
Cooperation (+)
Democratically elected union rep (+)
Union rep chosen by union (-)
Model 3 | Blue collar employeesin the same None
occupational group asthe senior union rep,
multi union workplaces
Model 4 | White collar employeesin single union Any on site union representative (+)
workplaces
Model 5 | White collar employees covered by collective  Innovation in organising and recruitment
bargaining or pay review body insingleunion policiesscale(-)
workplaces
Any on site union representative (+)
Model 6 | White collar employeesin the same Organising and recruitment policies and
occupational group asthe senior union rep, structure scale (+)
multi union workplaces
Innovation in organising and recruitment
policies scale (-)
Militancy
Any on site representation (+)
Increased number of union reps (+)
External organising effectiveness
Model 7 | Unionsthat responded to the NSU Organising and recruitment policies and
structure scale (+)
Model 8 | Unionsthat responded to the NSU Organising and recruitment policies and

structure scale (+)

Use of organising and partnership models
together (+)
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Technical Appendix
Modelling Procedures

1. Internal Organising Effectiveness

Because the dependent variagble (individua union membership) is categoricd the gppropriate
method of andyss is probit andyds. Both modds are run usng data weighted by the inverse
of the individuds sampling probability. This means that the results can be generdized to the
population from which the sample is drawn. It dso prevents estimation bias caused by
differentil sample sdection probabilities (Skinner, 1997). The Huber-White robust variance
edimator was used; this edtimation method produces consstent sandard errors in the
presence of heteroscedadticity. This procedure uses pseudo-likelihood methods, so the point
edimates are from a weighted ‘likdihood, which is not the digribution function from the
sample.  This means that standard likelihood ratio tests are not vaid (STATA manua, release
6, Volume 4, 1999). The modd dso takes into account the complex survey design of the
WERS sample, specificdly the clustering of individuads in workplaces (I have yet to be
granted access to the redtricted data which would alow the samples dratification to be taken
into account). This is the correct procedure for andyss of WERSO8 employee data, as set
out in the WERSS8 user guide (Forth and Kirby, 2000). The full results for both modes,
including coefficients and robust sandard errors are set out in table Al

2. External Organising Effectiveness

The edimation technique used was tobit andyss.  This reflects the fact that the dependent
variable contained a large number of observations at the lower end clustered a 0 (Kennedy,
1998: pp. 250-251).

Measuring Internal organising Effectiveness Using WERS98

The weakness of usng WERS98 for the purposes of this paper is that it does not dlow us to

link directly the appropriate union with the individua respondent. The survey does ask
individuds if they are union members, but it does not ask them of which union. If there is
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only one union present a the workplace, then it is highly likdy that they will be a member of

that union. However, complications arise if there is more than one union present at the
workplace. One way around this problem would be to assume that employees in the largest
occupationd group are members of the largest union. However this method has three faults.

Fird, measurement error arises because the largest union may not organise the largest
occupationd group.  Second, measurement error arises because of difficulties in measuring
the largest occupationd group — there are two different measures, and results of our analyses
differed ggnificantly when each of the different measures was used. The employee may dso
wrongly identify his or her own occupation, agan causng measurement eror. Third, a full
measure of internd organisng effectiveness would incdude dl individuds covered by the
union, not just those in the largest occupationa group. For this reason, employees in sngle
union workplaces, where these problems do not arise, were analysed separately.

A way of looking a multi-union workplaces that gets around this problem is to use
data from the employee representative quetionnaire. The employee representative
interviewed is the most senior representative of the largest union. We can therefore identify
the union through the representative.  We can dso identify the occupational group of the
employee representative, 0 we can be farly confident that employees in the same
occupational group as the union rep will be eligible to be in the same union. This gives a
dightly limited messure of effectiveness in multi-union workplaces, but it is better than
nothing.

One mgor measurement problem remains. Once again it is linked to the fact that only
broad 1 digit occupationd classfications are used. There may be circumstance where
individuals are in the same occupationd group for classfication purposes, but in practicd
terms do different occupations, so ether are not covered by union membership (in single
union workplaces) or are covered by a different union. For example production line workers
fdl into the operative and assembly occupation, as do drivers. The production line workers
may be covered by collective bargaining, while the drivers are not. However, this problem is
likely to be randomly distributed, so the results should not be systematicaly biased.
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Key to Union Acronyms

AEU — Ama gamated Engineering Union (now merged to form AEEU)

AEEU — Amagamated Electrica and Engineering Union

ALGUS — Alliance and Leicester Group Union of Staff

ANSA — Abbey Nationd Staff Association

ASLEF — Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen

ATL — Association of Teachers and Lecturers

AUT — Association of University Teachers

BACM — British Association of Colliery Management

BALPA — British Airline Rilots Association

BECTU - Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematography and Theatre Union
BFAWU — Bakers, Food and Allied Workers Union

BOS — British Orthoptic Society

CSP — Chartered Society of Physiotherapy

CWU — Communication Workers Union

Connect — Formerly the Society of Telecom Executives

EETPU — Electrica, dectronic, telecommunications and plumbing union (now merged to
form AEEU)

EIS — Educationd Ingtitute of Scotland

EMA — Engineers and Managers Association

Equity — The Actors union

FBU — Fire Brigades Union

FDA — Firg Divison Associgtion (senior civil servants)

GMB — Britain's Generd Union

GPMU — Graphical, Paper and Media Union

IPM S — Indtitute of Professionals, Managers and Specidists

ISTC — Iron and Stedl Trades Confederation

|UHS — Independent Union of Hdifax Staffs

KFAT — Knitwear, Footwear and Allied Trades

MPO — Managerid and Professiona Officers

M SF — Manufacturing, Science and Finance

MU — Muscians Union

NACO — Nationa Association of Co-operdtive Officids

NATFHE — Nationd Association of Teachersin Further and Higher Education
NLBD — Nationd League of Blind and Disabled

NUDAGO — Nationd Union of Domestic Appliances and General Operatives
NUJ— Nationd Union of Journdists

NULMW — Nationa Union of Lock and Metd Workers

NUMAST — Nationa Union of Marine, Aviation and Shipping Transport Officers
NUPE — Nationa Union of Public Employees (now merged to form UNISON)
NUT — Nationd Union of Teachers

PCS — Public and Commercid Services Union

PFA — Professiond Footbalers Association

RMT — Rail, Maritime and Trangport

SoR — Society of Radiographers

TGWU — Transport and Generd Workers Union

TSSA —Transport Sdaried Staffs Association

UCATT- Union Congructions, Allied Trades and Technicians

UNIFI — The Finance Union



UNISON — The Public Services Union
USDAW — Union of Shop, Digtributive and Allied Workers
WISA - Woolwich Independent Staff Association
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Table Al - Proportion of employees who are union member s by union, wor kplace,

individual and job characteristics

Independent Variable

Blue-collar employees

White collar employees

Union
AEEU
UNISON
TGWU
GMB
GPMU
BIFU
USDAW
RMT
BFAWU
Cwu
ISTC
IPMS
AUT
PCS
MSF
NUT
NUIW
EIS

FBU
NATFHE

L ocal union behaviour
Militant
Cooperative

L ocal union organisation
Senior union representative
is elected

Senior unionrepis
appointed by management
Senior unionrep is chosen
by union

Senior rep volunteered

No union representative
Information on senior
representatives mode of
appointment missing

National union policy and
structure

Union’'s score on NSU
recruitment policy scale (no
unions scored less than 5)

Model 1

46.6
66.2
50.1
52.7
52.7

325

87.1
705

726

59
513
56.6

338
68.9

Model 1

92.7
94.8
91.2

Model 2

57.1
65.2
74.8
67.8
831
30.6
87.7
87.9

785

712

494
74

42.3
50.2

71.3

Model 3

68.8
U2
918
855

9438
79.9

92.9
93

918

88.7

812

Model 4

458
594
40.7
304
289
486
35.2

63.8
263
765
342
64.7
712

535
58.3

55.7
63.9
585

477
326
49.8

Model 4

712
26.3
458
35.6
52.5

Cell percentages
Model 5 Model 6
46.8 -
59.9 63
38.1 453
483 78
34.3 -
431 100
291 75.6
62.8 45
258 57.8
79.9 54.3
376 46
64.3 9022
58.8
- 87.6
- 9.2
- 56
58.2 734
61.4 71
61 71.2
777 924
53 61.2
55.8 71.1
404 -
51.3 -

- 80.7

- 56
Model 5 Model 6
58.8 -

258 63.3
46.8 100
469 89.8
585 62.7
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Union score on recruitment
policy innovation scale

'GI—‘I—‘@CD\I@U‘IJ}UJI\JHO
= O

Individual characteristics
Agel6-20

Age20-24

Age25-29

Age30-39

Age40-49

Age 50+

Female
Ethnic minority

Highest educational
qualification

None

GCSE's or equivalent
A Levelsor equivalent
Degree or equivalent

Job characteristics
Part-time (<30 hours/ week)
Temporary or fixed term
contract

Job tenure
<lyear
1-2years
2-5years
5-10years
10+ years

Occupation

Managerial and senior
administrative

Professional

Associate professional and
technical

Clerical and Administrative
Craft and related

Personal services

Sales

Operative and assembly

85.5

9.2
799
93.3

68.8

248
375
52.2

554
65.4

48.2
57.2

58.9
52.8
483
551

334
41.6

281
339
52.7
60.9
73.7

Model 1

831

359
224
63.9
71

719
734

481
59.8

68.6
67.8
57.6
482

182
64.6

455
41.8
58.1
741

Model 2

747

704

70

874
9.8
922
%1
912

79.9
97

915
93.5
84.6
75.2

61

75.3
92

86.5
954
9.2

Model 3

90.6

92.6

60.8

379
63.8

304
712

75.2
289
40.7
349

594

113
216

51
59.2
55.3

44.6
434

535
435
427

355
212

253
279
422
56.4

70
Model 4
504

555

51.2

56.4
344

59.7

484
62.8

48.3
588

775
344
37.2

385

59.9

144

46.1
56.6
66.3
61.3

50.9
50.5

59.3
49.3
54.2
575

425
25

30.3
36.7
47.7
64.7
735

Model 5
67.4

59.5
654

49

63.6
484

56.7

90.9
92.5
59.5
749

83.6
54.6
733
453

87.6

878

719
72

772
62.8

67.3
614

69.8
713
60.5
4.7

579
40.7

52

52.2
64.5
77.9
8.1

Model 6
75.8

751
82.3

57

79.3
76
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Other unskilled manual

Workplace characteristics
Workplacesize

10— 24 employees

25— 99 employees

100 — 499 employees

500+ employees

Workplace age
Workplace opened before
1970

Workplace opened between
1970 and 1979

Workplace opened between
1980 and 1989

Workplace opened after
1990

Product mar ket
competition

No competitors

Few competitors

Many competitors
Information on level of
competition missing
Public sector

Industry

Manufacturing

Electricity generation and
supply, water and gas
supply

Construction

Wholesale and retail
Hotels and restaurants
Transport and
communications

Financial services

Other business services
Public administration
Health and social services
Other community services
Education

Weighted base

417

63.5
52.6
585
40.2

62
44.7

55.1

52.8

54.6
483
519

789

543

575
43.7
67

79.8

399
338
455
69.3

1061

40.6

86.3
62

714
44.5
67.7
70.3
75.1

64.2

728
57

62.8
82.6
824
61.9
48.6

57.7
52.6

89.6

83.7
343

80.1

89.8

84.7
90.8
917
92.6
935
888
90.2

85.8

89.6
916
923
924
89.2
92.8
95.8

84.9
89.1

90.6

687

62.6
44.6
385
49.8

47.3

51

37

588
46.7
40.6
55.8

64.8

27
61.9

464
35.6
186
282
438
477
72

61.1

478

614
53.7
459
571

594
492

427

65.8
61.3
495
58.1

64.3

36.7
66.1

453
494
10.5
453

40.3
60.1
72.7
64.1
27

1528

72.9
77
715
619

735
67.1

674

711

783
76.7
64.6
70.2

714

100
75.6

733
772

67.8
776
324
732
1404
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Table A2 - Mean values of variables used in the analysis of internal organising

effectiveness

Independent Variable

Blue-collar employees

White collar employees

Union
AEEU
UNISON
TGWU
GMB
GPMU
BIFU
USDAW
RMT
BFAWU
Cwu
ISTC
IPMS
AUT
PCS
MSF
NUT
NUIW
EIS

FBU
NATFHE

L ocal union behaviour
Militant
Cooperative

L ocal union organisation
Senior union
representative is elected
Senior union
representative appointed
by management

Senior union rep chosen
by union

Senior union rep
volunteered

No union representative
Information on senior
representatives mode of
appointment missing

Individual
characteristics
Agel6-20
Age20-24
Age25-29
Age30-39
Age40-49
Age 50+

Female
Ethnic minority

Model 1

0.114
0.066
0.201
0.265
0.04

0114
0.014
0.042

0.044
0.331

0447

0.038

0.04
0.12

0.297
0.058

0.051
0.067
0.097
0.286
0.217
0.282

Model 1
0.302
0.031

Model 2

0.092
0.066
0.313
0.212
0.128

0.138
0.03
0.021

0.097
0.393

0.667

0.02

0.038
0.147

0.083
0.045

0.055
0.056
0.107
0.314
0.216
0.252

Model 2
0.211
0.025

Model 3

0.279
0.003
0.36

0.098
0.015

0.025
0.013
0.014
0.189

0.183
0.598

0.957

0.036

0.007

0.03

0.042
0.101
0.308
0.267
0.252

Model 3
0114
0.037

Model 4 Model 5
0.006 0.009
0.308 0.406
0.032 0.017
0.081 0.026
0.004 0.003
0.066 0.778
0.335 0.271
0.005 0.008
0.002 0.003
0.06 0.068
0.085 0.0%4
0.009 0.014
0.007 0.003
0.017 0.021
0.296 0.367
0.429 0.468
0.02 0.023
0.041 0.051
0.134 0.16
0.341 0.258
0.035 0.04
0.086 0.05
0.082 0.065
0.13 0.128
0.296 0.312
0.238 0.246
0.168 0.185
Model 4 Model 5
0.707 0.677
0.035 0.041

Model 6

0154
0.015
0.026

0.009
0.013

0.034

0.013
0174
0.015
0.181

0.072
0.097
0.168

0.071
0.459

0.662

0.043

0.079

0.205

0.004
0.041
011

0.305
0.345
0.194

Model 6
0.623
0.043
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Highest educational
qualification

None

GCSE's or equivalent
A Levelsor equivalent
Degree or equivalent

Job characteristics
Part-time (<30 hours/
week)

Temporary or fixed term
contract

Job tenure
<1year
1-2years
2-5years
5-10years
10+ years

Occupation

Managerial and senior
administrative
Professional

Associate professional and
technical

Clerica and
Administrative

Craft and related
Personal services

Sales

Operative and assembly
Other unskilled manual

Workplace
characteristics
Workplacesize
10— 24 employees
25— 99 employees
100 — 499 employees
500+ employees

Workplace age
Workplace opened before
1970

Workplace opened
between 1970 and 1979
Workplace opened
between 1980 and 1989
Workplace opened after
1990

Product mar ket
competition

No competitors

Few competitors
Many competitors
Information on level of

0454
0.455
0.074
0.017

0.163

0.066

0.159
0.002
0.214
0.247
0.288

0.279

0.488
0.233

0.106
0.204
0.548
0.142
0.601
0.204
0.273

0.122

Model 1

0.056
0.337
0474
0.133

0.403
0477
0.083
0.017

0134

0.056

0141
0.091
0217
0.262
0.289

0.335

0.482
0.183

0.079
0.227
0.546
0.148
0.583
0.152
0.294

0.137

Model 2

0.077
0.388
0421
0.114

0515
043

0.074
0.011

0.054

0.045

0.085
0.081
014

0.19
0.498

0.086

0.609
0.205

0.055
0.047
0461
0.437
0.658
0.229
0.025

0.088

Model 3

0.095
0.372
0.261
0.272

0.169
0416
0211
0.204

0.436

0.057

0.162
0154
0.246
0.227
0211

0.065

0118
0.07

03

0.054
0.392

0.167
03

0.355
0.178
0212
0.323
0.225

0.24

Model 4

0.135
0.199
044

0.226

0.153
0.387
0.203
0.257

0.379

0.061

0.159
0132
0.219
0.243
0.247

0.062

0.168
0.095

0.35

0.043
0.283

0.231
0.258
0.284
0.227
0.232
0.387
0.215

0.166

Model 5

0.167
017

0.618
0.245

0.063
0.264
0.147
0516
0.3470.

0151

0115
01

0.228
0.238
0.319
0.003

0.487
0.792

0.267

0.146
0.017

0.034
0.316
0423
0.227
0.598
0.208
0.105

0.089

Model 6




competition missing

Public sector

Industry

Manufacturing

Electricity generation and
supply, water and gas
supply

Construction

Wholesale and retail
Hotels and restaurants
Transport and
communications

Financial services

Other business services
Public administration
Health and social services
Other community services
Education

Weighted base

0.085

0.537
0.002

0.025
0.178
0.038
0.109

0.045
0.006
0.025
0.035

0.116

0467
0.003

0.038
0.209
0.001
0.182

0.005
0.013
0.025
0.057

0.247
0.649
0.017
0.052

0.012

0.254

0.016

0.356

0.013
0.004

0.018
0417
0.102
0.012

0.143
0.055
0.156
0.107
0.04

0.024

0.467

0.006
0.006

0.029
0.307
0.006
0.006

0.169
0.066
0.187
0.132
0.051
0.035

092
0.017

0.002
0.013

0.017

0.019
0.019
03

0.105
0.007
0.502
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Table A3 - Descriptive statistics for the NSU recruitment and organising policy and

innovation scales

Mean Sandard deviation Minimum  Maximum
Recruitment policy scae
Modd 1 11.7 0.8 10 13
Modd 2 11.7 0.83 10 13
Modd 3 11.4 0.93 10 13
Modd 4 11.66 0.77 8 13
Modd 5 11.73 0.77 8 13
Modd 6 10.44 2.54 5 13
Recruitment innovation scale
Modd 1 5.84 3.68 0 12
Modd 2 6.03 3.63 0 12
Modd 3 6.83 3.08 0 12
Modd 4 5.54 5.3 0 12
Modd 5 6.59 54 0 12
Modd 6 47 4.4 0 12
Ratio of repsto employees
Modd 1 0.0153 0.0235 0 0.2
Modd 2 0.023 0.03 0 0.2
Modd 3 0.0264 0.0137 0.0033 0.1428
Modd 4 0.0104 0.0139 0 0.0714
Modd 5 0.0119 0.0145 0 0.0714
Modd 6 0.0282 0.0293 0 0.214
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Table A4 - full regression results

Independent variable Blue White
collar collar
Model  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
1
Union (ref: TGWU — models 1 - 3 and UNISON —
models 4 - 6)
AEEU - -1.3759 0.226 0.212 0.0315 -
0.760 (0.66)**  (0.36) (0.56) (0.55)
3
(0.29)
* % %
UNISON - -0.9473 - - -
1.146 (0.6)
7
(0.42)
* % %
GMB - -1.446 0.3807 0.1726 0.1264 0.3334
0.193 (0.42)*** (0.39) (0.43) (0.54) (0.54)
3
(0.23)
TGWU - - - 0.8804 0.2719 -
(0.51)* (0.37)
GPMU -0.363 -0.5424 0.043 -0.6433 -
(0.33) (0.61) (0.43) (0.43)
BIFU - - 0.8869 0.7432 -
(0.46)* (0.64)
USDAW -0488 -0.6802 0.371 0.7686 -
(0.48) (0.62) (0.46) (0.61)
RMT 0.469 -1.4036 -
9 (0.8)
(0.67)
BFAWU - -0.615 -
0.037 (0.72)
6
(0.41)
Ccwu -1.176 -
(1.05)
IPMS - - 0.0029 -0.2253 -
(0.56) (0.57)
AUT - - -0.3469 -0.5806 -
(0.27) (0.41)
PCS - - 0.3665 0.3059 1.029
(0.21)* (0.2) (0.34)***
MSF - - 0.0941 -0.1387 -
(0.39) (0.56)
NUT - - 0.9559 0.8509 1.1866
(0.37)** (0.38)**  (0.32)***
NUIW - - 0.7931 0.2889 -
(0.56) (0.76)
EIS 0.9932
(0.33)* * %
NATFHE 0.3298
(0.34)




FBU 2.9455
(0.65)
Model Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
1
Other miscellaneous unions’ -1.16 0.3114
(0.54)** (0.3
Local union behaviour (ref: No evidence of either co-
operation or militancy)
Militancy® - - 0.7326 0.2793 0.5157 0.6074
(0.33)**  (0.33) (0.34) (0.24)**
Co-operation 0.703  1.1475 0.4317 0.3161 0.2552 0.3461
6 (0.27)***  (0.23)* (0.15)**  (0.19) (0.14)**
(0.19)
*k k
Local union organisation
Senior union representative is elected (ref: nounion | 0.538  1.2039 -0.311 0.7318 0.7195 0.324
representative models 1,2,4 and 5, ref: rep 5 (0.47)** (0.65) (0.14)***  (0.15)***  (0.2)*
volunteered, models 3 and 6)) (0.22)
* %
Senior union representative appointed by management | 0.215 - - 1.001 1.271 1.4371
5 (0.32)***  (0.47)*** (0.59)**
(0.36)
Senior union rep is chosen by union - -1.2031 -0.3475 0.585 0.3257 0.2427
0.385 (0.99) (0.82) (0.26)**  (0.26) (0.27)
1
(0.44)
Senior union rep volunteered 0.447 0.2877 - 0.6113 0.5636 -
7 (0.64) (0.21)***  (0.23)**
(0.29)
Information on senior representatives mode of 0.531 2.5038 - -0.196 -0.3602 -
selection missing 3 (0.81)*** (0.4) (0.25)
(0.27)
*
Ratio of employees to representatives 0.321 0.2879 -0.1376 0.0176 -0.0047 0.1257
9 (0.17)* (0.22) (0.09) (0.08) (0.07)*
(0.14)
* %
Individual characteristics
Age (ref Age under 20)
Age20-24 - -0.6763 0.4936 0.1198 0.1752 -1.284
0.223 (0.41)* (0.43) (0.2) (0.3) (0.55)**
9
(0.31)
Age25-29 - -0.2405 0.7194 0.4906 0.5901 -0.8117
0.048 (0.38) (0.39)* (0.16)***  (0.24)**  (0.52)
9
(0.29)
Age 30 -39 0.129 0.0472 0.2491 0.6296 0.6837 -0.9307
3 (0.40) (0.43) (0.16)***  (0.24)***  (0.53)*
(0.28)
Age40 - 49 0.056 0.0141 0.2196 0.7202 0.8008 -0.9646
2 (0.46) (0.48) (0.17)***  (0.25)***  (0.53)*
(0.27)
Age 50+ 0.271 0.2182 0.131 0.607 0.6946 -1.1287
1 (0.45) (0.485) (0.18)***  (0.26)**  (0.53)**
(0.31)

" In model 3 thisincludes: In model 6 thisincludes:
8 In models 1 and 2 militancy predicts success perfectly, in other words all employeesin workplace where the
union is militant are union members.



Female (ref: male)

Ethnic minority

Highest educational qualification (ref: none)
GCSE's or equivalent

A Levels or equivalent

Degree or equivaent

Job characteristics
Part-time (<30 hours/ week)

Temporary or fixed term contract

Job tenure (ref: <1 year)
1-2years

2 -5years

5-10years

10+ years

Occupation (ref: craft for models 1 — 3 and managers

for models 4 — 6)
Professional

Associate professional and technical

Clerical and Administrative

Personal services

Sdes

Operative and assembly

0.021
(0.11)
0.075

(0.26)

0.029
(0.14)
0.153
2

(0.25)

0.700

(0.38)

Model

0.558
4

(0.2)

0.336

(0.18)

0.052
(03

0.626
(0.18)

*k k

0.651
7

(0.18)
* % %

1.137
(0.21)

* k%

~0.0695
(0.19)

-0.1513
(0.62)

0.2475
(0.22)**

0.138
(0.38)

-0.8861

(0.59)

Model 2

-0.8673
(0.35)**

0.7625
(0.34)**

-0.5185

(0.34)

0.0559
(0.28)

0.3413
(0.23)

0.5103
(0.33)

0.0553

~0.9324
(0.26)***

0.0406
(0.5)

0.2999
(0.25)

0.0334
(0.28)

-0.0927

(0.37)

Model 3

-0.528
(0.31)*

-0.8714
(0.28)***

-0.4087

(0.29)

-0.0499
(0.46)

0.5966
(0.38)

0.6456
(0.34)*

0.8434

~0.0101
(0.09)

-0.0515
((0.29)

-0.0867
(0.12)

-0.2115
(0.13)

-0.216
(0.16)

Model 4

-0.3944
(0.1)***

-0.4745
(0.19)**

0.0692
(0.14)

0.4136
(0.15)***

0.5731
(0.17)***

0.8325
(0.18)***

-0.1533
(0.22)

0.3014
(0.2)

-0.2251
(0.2)

0.0485
(0.29)

-0.0753
(0.29)

0.058
(0.12)

-0.0265
(0.35)

0.0599
(0.16)

0.0022
(0.17)

0.0499
(0.21)

Model 5

-0.5835
(0.13)***

-0.4232
(0.21)**

0.1633
(0.16)

0.5409
(0.15)***

0.6956
(0.14)***

0.86
(0.21)***

-0.0456
(0.31)

0.4091
(0.27)

-0.2527
(0.29)

0.031
(0.41)

0.16
(0.5

~0.1587
(0.12)

-0.2378
(0.16)

-0.3188
(0.22)

-0.5573
(0.23)

-0.3778
(0.23)

Model 6

-0.397
(0.12)***

-0.6478
(0.15)***

-0.1536
(0.21)

0.2767
(0.18)

0.5087
(0.19)***

0.8501
(0.18)***

2.1
(0.62)***

2.81
(0.62)***

18
(0.67)***

1.7118
(0.55)***

2.4682
(0.76)***
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0.332  (0.28) (0.39)~
6

(0.19)
*

Other unskilled manual - -0.4111 1.5985
0.558 (0.33) (0.78)**
7
(0.27)
* %

Workplace characteristics

Workplace size (ref: 10 — 24 employees)

25 — 99 employees - 0.2931 -0.219 -0.9153 -0.6745 0.0509
0.194 (0.69) (0.81) (0.19)***  (0.2) (0.38)
8
(0.27)

100 — 499 employees 0.021 0.1799 -0.0613 -1.21 -1.0268 -0.1512
3 (0.77) (0.62) (0.19)***  (0.2)***  (0.4)
(0.27)

500+ employees - -1.6614 0.306 -1.1832 -0.7438 -0.1894
0.526  (0.91)* (0.67) (0.2)***  (0.22)*** (0.45)
4
(0.34)

Workplace age (ref: workplaces open before 1970)

Workplace opened between 1970 and 1979 0.143 0.596 -0.5809 -0.0425 0.0014 0.1497
6 (0.4) (0.34)* (0.14) (0.17) (0.15)
(0.22)

Workplace opened between 1980 and 1989 0.131 -0.4218 -1.32 -0.0084 -0.1374 0.2566
(0.19) (0.34) (0.49)***  (0.15) (0.18) (0.19)

Workplace opened after 1990 0.614 0.6228 -0.1418 0.2069 0.274 0.4256
(0.23) (0.34)* (0.41) (0.19) (0.22) (0.2)**

* k%

Product market competition (ref: many competitors)

No competitors - 1.1728 -1.3245 -0.1729 -0.0323 0.0477
0.552 (0.6)* (0.56)**  (0.19) (0.22) (0.26
2
(0.52)
Model  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
1

Few competitors - -0.804 -0.0019 0.5315 0.474 0.2664
0.030 (0.38)**  (0.28) (0.16)***  (0.21)**  (0.21)
2
(0.18)

Information on level of competition missing 0.528 1.064 -0.2849 0.1198 0.1078 0.4422
6 (0.48)**  (0.34) (0.17) (0.19) (0.21)**
(0.238
)

Public sector® 2527 - 0.9829 0.0828 0.7947 -0.1765
3 (0.62) (0.25)***  (0.23)***  (0.23)
(0.67)
* k%

1 digit standard industrial classification (ref:

manufacturing except model 6 where education isthe

reference)

Electricity generation and supply, water and gas - 0.0046 1.9166 1.7057 1.268 0.4426

upply 0.175 (0.97) (0.91)**  (0.67)**  (0.85) (0.57)
4
(0.43)

Construction 0.812 0.4161 -0.6215 0.9981 0.034
8 (0.74) (0.68) (0.52)* (0.61)
(0.38)

® Public sector dummy is missing in model 3 because of collinearity with the Unison dummy.
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Wholesale and retail

Hotels and restaurants

Transport and communications

Financial Services

Other business services

Public administration

Health and social services

Other community services

Education

Constant

F
Prob > F

N

* %

0.502
(0.29)
*

0.292
(0.43)

0.299
(0.27)

0.271

(0.32)

1.779

(0.82)

1.124

(0.75)

0.358

(0.35)

0.753
(0.47)

10.65
0.000

936
(147)

0.44
(0.55)

-1.4589
(0.48)***

-0.6994
(0.53)

1.7247
(0.87)**

-0.3125
(1.03)

0.2268
(0.99)

1.8338
(0.54)***

-0.225
(0.99)

6.37
0.0000

463 (76)

0.6708
(0.56)

0.2507
(0.44)

-0.6392
(0.77)

0.4715
(1.11)

34.44
0.0000

654 (81)

1.0669
(0.5)**

0.2376
(0.63)

-0.0968
(0.59)

0.8526
(0.47)*

0.7316
(0.44)*

0.854
(0.47)*

0.854
(0.46)*

0.4446
(0.5)

-0.3756
(0.52)

-1.8706
(0.59)

9.7
0.0000

2149
(214)

0.3556
(0.62)

-1.099
(0.62)*

-0.4711
(0.74)

0.2765
(0.54)

0.2379
(0.56)

0.173
(0.59)

0.38
(0.59)

-0.2538
(0.67)

0.915
(0.69)

-1.7797
(0.78)

65.17
0.0000

1432
(134)

0.928
(0.52)

0.3008
(0.47)

1.154
(0.74)

-0.505
(0.32)

-0.9437
(0.41)**

0.1856
(0.33)

-1.218
(0.3)***

-1.2236
(0.89)

5.53
0.0000

1301
(139)
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Table A5 - new worker s organised and number of new agreements by union
organisational configuration and policy

Organisational configuration | Mean number organised/ Mean number of
number of members agreements

Commitment to recruitment

scde

0 0 0

1 - -

2 0 0

3 0 0

4 0 0

5 0 0

6 0 0

7 0.00032 0.2

8 0.0029 1

9 0.0005 0.6

10 0.0069 1.8

11 - -

12 0.054 9

13 0.0013 6.67

Recruitment innovetion scale

0 0.0096 1

1 0.0025 15

2 0.0003 0.167

3 0.0012 35

4 0.0086 3

5 0 0

6 0.0002 1

7 0.059 4

8 0.002 9.3

9 0 0

10 0.01 35

11 0 0

12 0.043 8

13 - -

Union policy

Partnership 0.0069 4.78

Organisng 0.0066 3.13

Organisang and partnership 0.009 5.92

Neither 0.0235 (0.0002) 0.3(0.11)*°

10 Figures in parentheses are discounting the IlUHS, which is an outlier.
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Table A6 - Descriptive statistics for variables used in the analysis regression analysis of
external organising effectiveness

Mean Standard deviation Minimum Maximum n
Number of agreements 3.06 6 0 28 33
Total organised divided by existing 0.008 0.161 0 0.083 3
membership
Organising and recruitment scale 9.26 29 2 13
Innovation in organising and recruitment | 45 38 0 12 33
scale
Partnership 047 0.5 0 1 33
Organising 0.75 0.44 0 1 3
Interaction of partnership and organising | 0.33 047 0 1 3
Size of union 180502 296,116 2253 1,272,330 33
Latent demand 358 1547 0 60 33
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