Abstract

Differences in preferences for unions between youths and adults in Canada are analysed based on a
survey of approximatey 1500 persons. The results indicate that the preferences of youth for
unionisation are srongly influenced by socia factors such as familid union status and the attitudes of
close peers. Preferences for unionisation are aso shaped by the perceived costs and benefits of
unionisation to dedl with a wide range of workplace issues such as merit pay, voice, far treetment,
opportunities for advancement, layoffs, seniority, and a lack of progressve HRM and legidative
protection at the workplace. The different preferences of youths and adults are generally consistent
with the divergent effects that unions would have on youths and adults with respect to these issues.
Youths have a stronger preference than do adults for unions in generd. Mot of that stronger
preference reflects the stronger desire of youths to have unions ded with workplace issues, than it
reflects the exposure of youths to these issues. The fact that preferences of youths for unionisation
are strongly shaped by socid capitd factors such as union membership in the family and the attitudes
of family and friends towards unions, highlights the cumuletive and inter-generationa effectsthat are
involved in the unionisation process. Possible substitutes for unionisation such as progressve HRM
practices and legidative protection exert a powerful negative effect on preferences for unionisation,
especidly for youths. Theimplications of these and other

findings for the future of unionisation are also discussed.
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From ‘Playstations’ to ‘Workstations': Youth
Preferencesfor Unionisation in Canada

Rafael Gomez, Morley Gunderson and Noah M eltz
September 2001

I ntroduction

For unions, the phrase “The future belongs to the young” could be gptly modified to “The future of
unionism belongs to young workers aged 15-24.” In an era of generd union decline and of dramétic
demographic changes, understanding the preferences of youths for unionisation takes on increased
importance. For unions, understanding whether there is unsatisfied demand for unionisation amongst
young workers, is an essentid component in the design and implementation of successful organisng
srategies. For employers, the presence of young workers with a latent desire for unionisation may
sgnd the presence of a workplace ‘representation gap’, which may require ‘bridging’, perhaps
through the adoption of appropriate high performance workplace practices.

The purpose of this paper is twofold: to highlight youth preferences for union membership
and to benchmark those attitudind responses with a comparison of preferences for unionisation
amongst adults. The paper begins by highlighting the importance of understanding the preferences of
youth for unionisation. It then discusses how preferences for unionisation are initidly shaped by the
‘socidisation process at work and by peer group effects prior to entering the workforce. The
preferences of youth for unionisation are aso discussed within the context of a codt-benefit
framework, since the perceived costs and benefits of unionisation may differ for youths and adults.
Descriptive informetion is then provided on the extent to which youths and adults are unionised in
Canada. Logigtic regressons are presented indicating the extent to which various factors influence
the probability of preferring union membership. The empiricd evidence enables us to anadyse the
extent to which youths, as compared to adults, possess characteristics that make them more or less
prone to prefer unions (i.e. differences in the mean vaues of the independent variables) as well as
the extent to which youths respond differently than do adults to those same characteristics and their
impact on preferences for unionisation (i.e. differences in the coefficients or response parameters).
The average difference between youths and adults in their probability of preferring to belong to a
union is then decomposed into two component parts: (i) one part reflecting the differencesin the
characteridtics that tend to influence preferences for unionisation; (i) and the other reflecting
differences in propendties, or how youths and adults respond to those same characteristics. The
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paper concludes with adiscusson of the implications of the andyss for unions and employers.
2. Importance of Understanding Y outh Preferences for Unionisation

Understanding the preferences of youths for unionisation is important for a wide range of reasons,
two of which are highlighted below. Firg, if unions are to sustain their existing membership (asin
countries like Canada where unionisation has been farly congant) or replenish ther logt
membership (as in countries like the US and the UK where their decline has been dramatic)* then
youths become a potential source of new membership. Second, since podtive atitudes towards
unions tend to lead to pogtive actians to vote for unions in representation eections (Montgomery,
1989) then attitudes become an important ingredient to sustain or replenish membership. Both of
these issues are addressed in turn.

New sour ces of member ship growth

Asis the case with dmost every membership based indtitution, unions are in need of revitalisation,
with youths obvioudy being a potentia source of renewa and regeneration of ideas and energy.
This is especidly the case because of an otherwise ageing workforce across most western
economies and especidly in Canada, where the leading age of the ‘baby-boom’ (the generation
born early after WWII) has row reached its mid 50s. Revitdisation can be particularly important
not only because it can provide new ‘blood’, but it can also spawn new idess for the new world of
work, with its growing chalenges and opportunities.

Challenges to unionistion are coming from a wide range of directions, many of which
disproportionately affect youths Industrid restructuring” involves a move away from traditiond
sources of union grength, such as manufacturing, and towards areas of union weskness such as
services (both “high end” financid and professond services and “low end” persond services). This
is exacerbated by the growth of smal firms that are more difficult to organise.  Even if the job
cregtion that is emanating from smdl firms is offsat by the job destruction associated with the fact
that small firms disproportionately go out of business, this job churning or “exit” is not conducive to
union growth. Unionism tends to be fostered by long-term employment relationships where “voice’
can be utilised. Union organising is d<o difficult in the growing areas of non-standard employment
such as part-time, limited term, salf-employment and temporary help agencies (Lowe, 1998; Lowe

! For adiscussion of union density in various countries see Lipsig-Mummé (2001, p. 534).
2 Theimplications of industrial restructuring for unionisation are emphasized, for example, in Gallager (1999,



and Ragtin, 1999). In dl of these aress (i.e. the growth of services, smdl firms, and non-standard
employment) youths are prominent and unionisation is difficult - hence exacerbating the challenges
asociated with organising youths.

Growing globa competition and trade liberdisation dso make it more difficult for firms to
pass union cost increases to customers since prices are increasingly set in world markets.
Legidative initiatives that are “union friendly” are dso more difficult to establish or sustain given the
greater mobility of financid and physca capitd to countries or jurisdictions without such union
friendly regulaion. The growth of this credible exit threat gives capita more power at the politica
bargaining table, with jurisdictions increesingly competing for business invetment and the jobs
associated with that investment on the basis of socid standards and labour legidation (Gomez and
Gunderson, 2001). In such circumstances, governments are under more pressure to respond by
restricting ther labour regulations in aress that can directly affect unionisation (such as laws
governing the establishment and conduct of collective bargaining)® as well as in aress that can
indirectly benefit unions (such as with labour standards and wage fixing laws that raise costs and
reduce compstition from the norrunion sector). Bolstered by many of these changes, effective
management resistance to unions has increased (Logan, 2001). Given that structural changes are
reducing the traditiona base of unionisation, making it more difficult to organise, unions are seeking
new ways to offset these pressures, with youths as well as women, part-time workers, immigrants
and ethnic minorities being potentia new sources of membership growth (Gallager, 1999,

p. 236; Payne 1989, p. 111).

State dependence and inter gener ational effects

Tapping into new sources of membership growth is epecidly important since it is well known that
“initial conditions matter” in establishing behaviourd atitudes. Networks and norms can be sdf-
perpetuating over time, especidly in the case of the unionisation of youths’. Patterns of “state
dependence” can be established whereby initidly starting in a particular sate has an independent
effect throughout one's life-course, fostering conditions that encourage remaining in that particular

p. 252), Green (1992) and Spilsbury, Hoskins, Ashton and Maguire (1987).

*In Canada, this recent move away from supportive labour |egislation has been manifest in various forms:
certification through votes as opposed to the signing of cards; more flexibility in the use of strikebreakers;
increased use of mandatory strike votes; limiting the categories of workerswho fall within the scope of labour
relations legislation; increased time requirements for subsequent application for certification after an earlier
unsuccessful certification attempt; requirements for employers to provide information on decertifications;
elimination of the ability of labour boards to reduce the requirements for certifications as aremedy for unfair
labour practices; and reducing the ability of boardsto issue reinstatement orders for employees wrongfully
dismissed during an organizing campaign.

* The importance of initial exposures to unionisation for youths is emphasized in Freeman and Diamond (2000),
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date. If youths are introduced to unionisation early on in their careers, they will be more likely to
develop atitudes, networks and norms that foster continued unionisation. Put smply, unionism
begets unionism.  Conversdly, if exposure to unionisation is bypassed early, then a worker may
remain bypassed for their entire career. In such circumstances, unions have an added incentive for
organising youths - it expands current membership and can sustain future membership. The cost of
organising a young worker, which may gppear unprofitable from a short-term time horizon, may be
amortised over alifetime.

Indeed, the cost may be amortised over more than one lifetime since parents who are union
members or have positive attitudes towards unions are more likely to pass those attitudes and union
status to their childrer’. In such circumstances, if unions decline and parents are less likely to be
union members, or to have favourable views of unions, then this can be transmitted
intergenerationally, and negative attitudes towards unions on the part of their children will prevail.
Unions, therefore, have an even greater incentive to organise the young given the lifetime and
intergenerationa effectsthat can result. By yidding benefits over many lifetimes, the state dependent
and intergenerationd effects of unionisation diminish the cods of organising the young.

Clearly, a present, unions face chdlenges in organisng and sustaining membership in
generd, and amongst youths in particular.  Yet, meeting these chdlenges can yield dividends over
many generations. As such, understanding the attitudes that youths have towards unions - the focus
of this paper - becomes crucidly important.

3. Determinants of Youth-Adult Preferencesfor Unionisation

In order to understand whether there is a potentia demand for unionisation amongst youth, we need
to examine youth preferences for representation againgt some benchmark. This benchmark is
provided by the responses of adult workers. Comparing the different preferences that youths and
adults have towards unions, will first necesstate an understanding of how these preferences are
shaped by the socidisation process prior to, and during, the initid stages of a working career.

Second, once we understand how preferences are shaped, an andyss of preferences for
unionisation based on a cost-benefit framework will be undertaken. It isimportant to note that it is
the respective perceptions of youths and adults to the benefits and costs of unionisation that will be

Fullagar and Barling (1989), Fullagar, Gallagher, Gordon and Clarke (1995), and Payne (1989).

® Evidence on the impact of family is given in Barling, Kelloway and Bremermann (1991), Kelloway, Barling and
Agar (1996), Grayson (2000), Heshizer and Wilson (1995) and Kelloway and Watts (1994), with most finding that
parents attitudes towards unions mattered more than their union status.
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emphasised rather than actua costs and benefits per se. It is perceptions that influence preferences,
and youths and adults may not only face differing costs and benefits associated with unionisation, but
the process by which those preferences are shaped may be different aswall.

Preferencesfor union member ship and the socialisation process

The question of why it is that some workers want unions to represent them while others do nat, is
one that labour economists have been deding with for some time.  Following the work of Farber
(1983) and Riddell (1993), the conventiona assumption is that workers have stable preferences for
unionisation, and that these preferences form part of a utility function V (*) where the expected utility

of aunion job E(V,") can be compared to the expected utility of a non-unionjob E(V;"). Onlyif

Zi >0, where

1) z = E(V") -E(V)")

will individud 1 be willing to vote for unionisation. Whether one wants to join a union or not will
under certain conditions, as shown by Farber (1983), be a function of the perceived difference in
utility between a union job and a norrunion job (Vi* - Vi"). With this neo-classical choice
framework in mind, one can begin to specify each individud’s utility index as

2 Vi =1 (W, Ji, Mi)

where Wi represents the expected union wage premium of individud i and J; represents non-wage
aspects of employment such as relaionships with supervisors, chances for promotion or layoff, and

attachment towards ones employer. M; represents any unmeasured preferences or

tastes of individud i, ether favorable or unfavorable towards union membership that are not
captured by Wand J. It isthislatter inclination M to be ether ‘pro-union’ or ‘anti-union’ thet is of
particular relevance in the context of youth-adult differencesin preferences for unionisation.

Socid psychologists model behavior and the determination of attitudes differently from
economids.  Rather than utilizing a utility function, socid psychologigts talk about the sdf and the
process by which someone, aworker in this case, comes to adopt a self-concent.® In this paper we
argue that young workers are essentialy ‘black boxes with no well defined sdf-concept (hence

® One could extend and marry the two approaches, by arguing that awell formed self-concept is akin to awell
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their preferences are not as sable as implied in the utility maximization modd). Their attitudes
towards unionisation are influenced by both socid background (i.e. such as whether a family
member is amember of aunion or not), by the attitudes of peers (i.e. such as whether family friends
are generdly supportive of unions) and chiefly by the nature of early workplace experiences (i.e.
such as whether a worker is employed in a unionised or a non-unionised environment). Following

Montgomery (1999), the socidization process for workers might be summarized as follows:

(3) attributions

v |

(4) self-concept (2) actions

| f

(1) social norms

Figure 1. The Socialization Process of a Young Worker

The dynamics of such a feedback loop depend on the assumptions one makes about how well

defined ‘a sdf-concept’ a worker is expected to posses before entering the labor market. One
could argue that a young worker with little or no employment experience has a different dynamic
than an adult worker with many years of labor market experience. The numbering above reflects the
former case, with a young worker strongly influenced by background factors such as familia union
datus and prevalling socid norms a a workplace. These socid factors lead to certain individua

actions which are then interndized through atributions, and it is through these attributions that a self-
concept isinitidly formed.

To illugrate and to place this mode in the context of how preferences for union membership
may be formed, assume that we are talking about a young worker with little or no labor market
experience and thus no well defined salf-concept (she is neutral towards unions). Socid norms are
those that prevail a home or a aworkplace which can either be pro-union or not. Inthis case let us
assume that an individud is born into a nonunion household but initidly finds employment in a
unionised environment (union-friendly workplace norms prevail). In a unionised environment co-
workers are more prone to support a union (the action taken will be to keep aunionin place). The

atributions formed by a young worker will thus be more favorable towards union membership

defined and stable set of preferences.



(unions must be good since there is no move to decertify) and hence her salf-concept will be that of
aunion friendly individua (she perceives hersdf asa‘union friendly’ worker).

Now, imagine that nothing has changed in the above illugtration, except that the worker is
middle aged with many more years of work experience. Here one could more accurately conceive
of the feedback loop emanating from the sdf and then leading towards actions. Prevailing socid
norms will have less of an effect on this worker and it will take more time to didodge awell formed
sef concept (which may or may not be pro-union).

The following model generates severd interesting implications. Thefird isthat, holding other
things congtant, prevailing socid norms and socid capitd (i.e. the union status and attitudes of peers
and of family members towards unions) will affect youth preferences for unionisation more strongly
than for comparable adults. Second, the utility approach and associated cost-benefit framework is
amenable to the socid psychologica understanding of self-concept formation. It is through the M
term in our utility function - which denotes an individua’ s proclivity to support unions independent of
the costs and benefits associated with union status - that dlows one to reconcile expected utility
comparisons and the social psychologica approach. As workers mature and gain labor market
experience, the proclivity to be for, or, againgt unionisation becomes increasingly fixed and is less
susceptible to ateration from socia forces and prevailing workplace norms. Put smply, M becomes
a'true tagte variable that isitsalf not afunction of other variables (either observed or unobserved).

Having described how preferences for unionisation might be formed and how they can be
incorporated into a standard utility framework for youth and adult workers, we now turn towards
the specification of the cogts and benefits associated with union membership, which is the subject of
the following two subsections.

Per ceived benefits of unionisation

Returning to our utility framework V (*) recall that one of the main benefits of unions to employessis

the wage gain W that unions achieve for their membership - a gain that may be in the order of 15
percent, abet possbly disspating dightly over time. For younger workers, that gain may be
amortised over a longer expected lifetime snce they obvioudy have a longer expected stay in the
workforce when compared to adults. While youths may have alonger expected worklife, they may
not have a longer expected worklife with ther initid employers. Their job search and mobility, as
they search for ther preferred job match, means that they may percelve fewer benefits from any
union wage gain with ther initid employers.

Arguably, the more important function of unions is not so much the wage gains, but rather



the provision of due process at the workplace through such mechanisms as the rules of the collective
agreement and the grievance procedure that interprets those rules (Barbash, 1987; Meltz, 1989).
To the extent that younger workers have not yet experienced the frustration of the lack of due
process, thisis a benefit that they may not fully appreciate or vaue (Willoughby and Barclay, 1986,
p. 228). On the other hand, as Webber (1982, p. 111) points out, younger workers may be more
likey to experience such frudtration because “their job expectations are unredidic; they find it
difficult to change from school’s short-range perspective to work’s long-range view; many
employers assgn them boring tasks that don't chdlenge them; and they may begin under an
incompetent first supervisor.”

Unions are the inditutiond embodiment of “voice’ a the workplace, with that voice
mechanism largdly reflecting the preferences of the median voter. The median voter in turn is likey
to be an older worker with seniority. In such circumstances, union policy may be shaped towards
providing benefits that are vaued by older workers such as medica and dental plans, hedth and
disability insurance, pensons and subsdised early retirement programs, and job security provisons
and seniority rights - items that are not as vaued by younger workers (Bain and Elias, 1985),
epecidly if they have short-term time horizons.  This “ageing” of union preferences is likdly to
increase in the near future as the demographic changes associated with the ageing workforce
suggedts that the preferences of the median union voter are d<o likely to “age’, with younger
workers being increasingly “outnumbered” at least until the baby-boom retirements come to fruition.

In that vein, younger workers may not easily identify with the preferences of older workers,
epecidly given the “inheritance’ of unfunded liabilities that may be passed down to them through
pay-as-you-go systems such as public pensons and workers compensation. These can be of
increasing concern to younger workers given the demographics of an ageing population and the
dwindling cohort of the working age population that pays taxes to sustain the socia contract upon
which such systems rely upon. This will be compounded by the fact that the retirement age
population is growing even more by virtue of the fact that retirement is coming rlaively earlier and
life expectancy is increesng.  In such circumgtances, the unfunded liabilities of pay-as-you-go
systems are compounded by increasing public hedth care expenditures and private eldercare
obligations that younger workers will face. In these circumstances, it is easy to understand why
younger workers may have a hedthy mistrust that their collective preferences may be swamped by
the collective preferences of an older workforce.

In contragt, to the “voice” mechanism of older workers, younger workers are more likely to
rely on the externd market mechanism of “exit” to ded with workplace issues — leaving Stuations
they do not like, and going to ones that better match their preferences. For them, the exit option is



more viable and this reduces the use of the voice or unionisation mechaniam. They are more mobile
and not as tied to a particular employer because of family or community ties or a mortgage or
children in alocal school. As part of the school-to-work trangtion, they also engage in frequent job
changing — essentially choosing the exit option as opposed to the voice mechanism when they didike
their working environment (Lowe and Ragtin, 1999, p. 7). This job changing aso means that
younger workers may not plan to be with a particular employer for long, negating some of the
benefits associated with the union wage gain or due process at a particular workplace.

Especidly with the advent of the information and technology revolution and the growth of the
dot.coms, youths may have more of an individudidtic, entrepreneuria perspective. They may fed
that they can innovate on a new software or IT product, start their own company in their garage or
basement, build it up with afew friends and kindred spirits, go public and then have thelr next most
difficult decison being whether to start over again on another idea or to retire to aworld of BMWs
and cdl phones. The former “hoop dreams’ of making it through professond sports has been
replaced, or at least, supplemented by the “dot.com” dreams of the dot.compreneurs. For such
persons, a union is more of a software programming command implying the intersection of two sets
than avdid instrument to enshrine voice a the workplace .

Y ounger workers may have a different exposure than do adults to “progressive new HRM
practices’ such as through employee involvement programs that could be regarded as employer
dterndtives to the union voice mechaniam. To the extent that these practices are a substitute for
unions, this may affect the benefits that younger and older workers perceive from unionisation.

While many of these factors suggest that younger workers may not perceive or atach
subgtantial benefits to unionisation for their own purposes, they do tend to have more idedigtic
atitudes’. These in turn may shape their perception of the broader socia benefits of unions
epecidly given the more egditarian perspective of unions and emphasis on socid issues and

community coditions
Per ceived costs of unionisation

Y outh atitudes towards unions will dso be influenced by their perceptions of the costs of unions. In
most circumstances, the direct costs in terms of dues and fees are likely to be smdl, abeit even a
small amount may loom large given the low pay that youths may experience because they are a the
low end of gtarting pay (and may experience many low pay “darts’ given ther job changing) and

" Theimportance of idealism is emphasized, for example, in Barling, Kelloway and Bremermann (1991), Cregan
(1991) and Cregan and Johnston (1990).



they are increasingly occupying low-wage service and non-standard jobs® The direct costs
associated with dues dso depends on whether union dues are gpplied as a ‘flat-sum’ or as a
percentage of pay. It would be less onerousif dues were applied progressively.®

Y ouths may aso regard unions as imposing a cost to the extent that the egditarian emphasis
of unions “blunts’ the economic returns to such factors as education and skills— factors that youths
often disproportionately possess given the dramatic increase in education and “professondisation”
that is occurring.  This blunting of returns often occurs through the union emphas's on seniority as
opposed to what unions perceive as subjective and manageriadly determined merit or performance
evauations. As wel, unions tend to negotiate equal absolute wage increases, which imply smaller
relaive gains for higher paid more skilled and educated workers.

The more indirect cost associated with unions is the cost of engaging in a strike or other
form of labour dispute. Y ouths may regard such actions as costly especidly if they are job shopping
and frequently changing jobs. They may not perceive such cogts as worthwhile to win future benefits
in such forms as job security and pensons. They may even resent the drike as intruding on their
ability to engage in job shopping. Working in the other direction, however, strikes may not be
coglly, to the extent that they do not have families and mortgages to sugtain, and in fact may have the
resources of their parents to fal back on. Aswell, because their opportunity cost of time is lower,
youths may be more prone to engage in protests and other forms of socia action in generd, with
drikes fitting into that pattern.

4. Youth-Adult Differencesin Unionisation

Clearly, youths and adults can have different perceptions of the costs and benefits associated with
unionisation and this will affect their preferences towards unionisation. Prior to analysing those
different preferences, a brief descriptive picture is provided of the differences in the actud extent of
unionisation of youths compared to adults in Canada.

Table 1 and Figure 2 give union dendgty by age group for Canada for the years 1990, 1995
and 2000. Union dengity is lowest for youths relative to every adult age category. At 12.6 percent
in 2000, the union dengty rate of youths is less than one-third of the dengty rate of adults 45-54,
who have the highest rate. The rate, though generdly fdling for dl age groups over the 1990s, is

8 This can also be exacerbated if they have student debts, asisincreasingly the case.
° This may be away that unions could begin to ‘ customize’ their membership in away that does not
disadvantage the lowest paid (often the young) within a bargaining group.
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dightly higher for youths in 2000 then it wasin 1995. Table 2 illugtrates that the low density rate for
youths prevails across dl regions of Canada.

Of course, the low dendity rate of youths reflects in large part the fact that they tend to

occupy jobs that have low union coverage rates in generd, such as in retall and services. In a
Canadian context, membership and coverage tends to come with the job (Gallager, 1999,
p. 239; Payne, 1989, p. 113). Nevertheess, preferences for unionisation can clearly influence the
type of job that is chosen, especidly for younger persons as they job shop early in their careers. As
well, preferences for unionisation can dso influence certifications and de-certifications that can
obvioudy influence the extent of unionisation. It is to andysing those preferences, and how they
differ between youths and adults, that we now turn.

5. Empirical Framework

Data

Our empiricd analyss of the preferences for unionisation utilises data drawn from the Lipset and
Méltz (1997) survey of Canadian and American worker attitudes toward work, socia policy and
unions. The survey generated a representative sample of Canadian and American workers. The
purpose of the survey was to probe the views of the population in generd and of employees in
particular toward work, indtitutions and socid policy. More specificdly, information was provided
on generd vaues of workers, including views on individudism versus group or communitarian
orientation, the role of governments, confidence in inditutions, and perceptions of labour market
outcomes such as whether they expected to be laid off in the near future.

The Angus Reid Group, one of Canada's leading public opinion survey firms, administered
the survey through telephone calls — which averaged 20-26 minutes per respondent — in June and
early July 1996. The survey was conducted in French in the province of Quebec to obtain a
representative sample of respondents. In al cases the results in this paper are drawn from
interviews with randomly generated samples of 1495 working age adultsin Canada.

Both union and norntunion respondents were asked a variety of questions about their
atitudes towards unions and specificdly whether they would prefer to belong to a union.
Preferences for union membership differed across age groups, with youths aged 15-24 more
interested in belonging to a union than adults aged 25-64 (57 versus 49 percent). It is this
differentid in preferences for union membership between youths and adults that we now analyse.
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Estimating preferencesfor union member ship

Our measure of preferences for unionisation is based on the response to the survey question “All
things consdered, if you had a choice, would you persondly prefer to belong to/ remain in a labour
union or not?” More formally, to capture the probability of preferring to belong to a union we
esimate amodd of the following form for an individud i, as

3 Pr(Dij :1):F(xij?+eij)’j:a1y

where a and y refer to adult and youth workers respectively, O isthe normd cdf, - isthe error term,
and D is a dichotomous dependent variable coded 1 if respondents would prefer to belong to a
union, and O if not'®. Given the binary-coded nature of the dependent variable, logistic regressions
are employed separately on our samples of youth and adult workers. Since the logistic regression
coefficients by themselves do not give the changes in probability of preferring a union, such changes
are calculated and evaluated at the mean probahility of preferring to belong to a union'™.

Our vector of independent varigbles (X) used in the andyss, are drawn from survey
responses that reflect many of the underlying factors discussed previoudy as affecting the per ceived
(the modifier perceived is used because some of the factors may capture perceptions as they are
shaped by environmenta conditions) costs and benefits of unionisation for youth and adult workers.

More specificdly, the vector is composed of five genera categories of factors that influence the
demand for union membership. The five factorsare: (i) individua characteridics which include easy
to observe characteristics such as union status and gender as well as ‘hard-to-observe’ variables
such as politica orientation; (i) socia capital indicators such as whether a family member is a
member of a union or not, or whether family and friends have postive attitudes towards unions; (iii)

dtitudes towards traditional union policies such as seniority based systems of promotion, a

preference for collective solutions a work, postive views of voice and negative attitudes towards

% The 12.8 percent of respondents who indicated “did not know” to the question on their preference for a union
were omitted from the analysis since they could not logically be grouped as being closer to either the yes or the
no category, and a separate analysis of the “did not know” category did not seem merited. Theresults are very
similar if they are grouped with the respondents who indicated “no”.

" Thelogistic functionis P=[1 + exp (-xp)] ', where P =1 if the respondent indicated that they preferred aunion,
0if not, x isthe vector of explanatory variables, andb is the vector of logit coefficients. The changesin
probabilities associated with a unit change in the explanatory variable isdP/dx = P(1-P)b; that is, the logit
coefficients can be converted to changes in probabilities by simply multiplying them by P(1-P) where Pisthe
level of the probability. Inthiscase, they were evaluated at the average probability of 0.567 for youths and 0.498
for adults, which implies P(1-P) respectively of 0.246 for youths and 0.250 for adults. This calculation of the
changein probability isstrictly true for small changesin x. For large changesin x, asisthe case with discrete
changes associated with categorical independent variables, the change in probability is calculated by evaluating
the probability from the logistic function with the effect of the variable included, and then subtracting the
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merit pay; (iv) perceptions about the emplayer and job which includes such things as whether a
worker fedls secure at work or fearsjob loss, (v) and findly union vaice subditutes, which indude

the effect of subgtitutes for union enforced voice, such as progressve HRM practices and whether
employees dready fed protected by employment law.

In the probability estimates described above, both the means of the explanatory variables
and the effect they have on the probability of having a preference for unionisation (i.e. the logit
coefficients trandated into changes in probability) are discussed and compared since they both
provide interesting information on youth-adult differences in unionisation. The explanatory variables
are dso coded such that a pogitive coefficient is (generally) expected.

Decomposing differencesin desired union member ship

In order to examine youth-adult differences more sysematicdly, we may want to know how much
of the adult-youth difference in desred union membership is due to differences in the digtribution of
characterigtics, and how much is due to differences between the two groups in the likelihood of a
worker with the same characterigtics preferring unionisation? In order to address this question, the
intergenerationa gap in the probability of desired membership can be decomposed into two terms,
one asociated with inter age-group differences in characteristics, and the second due to differences
in the effect of those characterigtics on the probability of desiring unionisation.

Thefirst step, asis appropriate for logistic regressions (Nielson, 1998), is to decompose the
difference in probabilities of preferring membership into one part which is caused by differing
propengities (R) and another part which is explained by differences in characterigtics (C) between
youths (y) and adults (). Using adults as the standard, the average estimated probability of desred
unionisation for both age groupsis given by

N

4) Py= & Fox alU/N
Yo 2, €yl i
(5 Pa = i €il':[xaid]/ Nai

where N i isthe number of observations for each age group j. Define

probability with the effect of the variable excluded.
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where (4) isthe preferred rate of union membership amongst adults that would be predicted if each
adult worker retained his or her “union-preferring’ individua and workplace characterigtics, but the
impacts of those characteritics on the probability of preferring to belong to a union were the same
as those estimated for youths. The intergenerationa union preference gap can then be decomposed

using the following identity which definesRand C:

oy oy -
Pa-P |=Pg-P3+P3-P

(7 | Pa- P, [=Pa- Pa+Pa- Py
R C

Theterm Ris the average probability that D=1 for adults minus the average probability that D=1 if
adults reacted like youth. Theterm C is the average probability that D=1 for adultsif they reacted
like youth minus the average probability that D=1 for youths.

6. Preferencesfor Unionisation Amongst Youths and Adults

Asindicated in the first row of Table 3, 56.7 percent of youths and 49.8 percent of adults indicated
that they would prefer to belong to or remain in a union (heresfter Smply referred to as prefer a

union).
The effect of individual characteristics

The preference for unionisation is lower for male compared to female youths, and the opposite for
mae compared to female adults. This is one of the few variables that has a Sign difference between
youths and adults. The results suggest that for the older generations of workers, males prefer unions
more than do femdes, while for the younger generation, females prefer unions more than do maes
(abet the effects are not atidticaly sgnificant). This is conggtent with unions catering to mae
preferences for older generations, but shifting towards female preferences, as females become more
prominent in the workforce and in unions.

The preference for unionisation is higher for both youths and adults who are currently union
members compared to those who are not union members, and the magnitudes are substantia.
Y ouths who are union members, for example, are 0.36 more likely to prefer wionisation than are
youths who are not union members, and the effect is dightly larger for adults. The fact that union
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members (for both youths and adults) prefer unionisation suggests that the number who want to
remain unionised vadly outweighs the number of union members who would prefer to not be a
member of aunion. Alternatively stated, the desire to remain certified vastly exceeds any desre to
decertify on the part of union members, and thisis true for both youths and adults.

Asindicated by the mean vaues, the palitica orientation of youths and adults in terms of |€ft,
right and centre on the palitical soectrum are remarkably amilar. Thisis somewhat surprisng given
the perception that people become more conservative as they age, but it is condgtent with the
perspective that youths today are more conservative than youths of yesterday. As expected,
persons at the centre and especidly on the left in the politica spectrum are more likely to prefer
unions than are persons on the right of the goectrum, athough the effects are Satigticaly inggnificant
(P=0.22) for youths.

The effects of social capital and social norms

Persons who have a union member in the family are themsdves much more likdy to prefer
unionisation, with the effect being amost four times as strong for youths compared to adults.
Specificdly, the probability of preferring unions is 0.37 higher for youths from families with an
exiging union member, while it is 0.11 higher for adults in the same circumdtances. As articipated
from the socid psychologica model of union preference formation, families are a more important
influence in shaping the preferences of youths, including their preferences for unionisation, then is the
case for adults.

A gmilar pattern prevails for the influence of family and friends and therr support for
unionisation. That is, the influence of family and friends is important for both youths and adults, but
once again stronger for youths than for adults. Specifically, the probability of preferring unionsis
0.41 higher for youths whose family and friends support unions, compared to being 0.29 higher for
adults in the same circumstances. Clearly, and perhgps not surprisingly, the influence of family and
friends is much gronger in influencing the preferences of youths then it is in influencing the
preferences of adults.

The large effects of the variables reflecting “union member in the family” and the “family and
friends support unions’ were anticipated in our mode of sdf-concept formation. This, perhaps, is
one explanation for the cumulative “snowbdling” effect that occurs when union decline seems to
foster continued union decling, as in the US context over the last two decades. If unions begin to
decling, then it is less likely that there will be a union member in the family, and lesslikdly thet family
and friends will support unions (especidly given the earlier postive effect of union datus on
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preferences for unionisation). In such circumstances, union decline begets further union decline.
This is especidly the case, given the much stronger effect of these variables on youths compared to
adults, which implies that these impacts will perss as youths continue working in the labour force.
Of course, the process can aso work in the oppodte direction. Effective union organising ‘today’
can have multiplier effects well into the future, as it leads to more union family members and more
union friendly family and peers, both of which enhance preferences for unionisation, especidly
amongd youths upon which future unionisation is built.

The effects of traditional union policies

The probability of preferring aunion is higher amongst persons who have a negative attitude towards
merit pay. This is understandable given that unions dso generaly oppose manageridly determined
merit/performance pay schemes. What is surprising, however, is that the effect is dmost twice as
large for youths (0.30) compared to adults (0.18). Thisis somewhat surprising snce the dternative
to merit pay is generdly a seniority based pay system that unions tend to prefer, and that would
seem to benefit adults more than youths. The mean values aso indicate that approximately 20
percent of youths tend to have a negetive attitude to merit pay, with adightly higher figure for adults

Since unions tend to be the inditutiond embodiment of voice a the workplace, it is not
surprising that the probability of preferring unionisation is consderably higher for persons who take a
positive view of voice a the workplace. The impact is especidly large for youths (0.34) compared
to adults (0.23). The mean values dso indicate that proportionately more youths (77 percent)
compared to adults (61 percent) take a positive view of voice a the workplace. In essence, while
both youths and adults take a positive view of voice at the workplace, and both are prepared to act
on that view through their preference for a union, those impacts are greater for youths compared to
adults. An especidly important finding for potertia organisers in the labour movement, is the fact
that youths have a more postive view of voice and that they are prepared to act on it by supporting
unionisation.

The proportion of respondents who fed layoffs should be based on merit only was not much
higher for youths (0.61) compared to adults (0.54) and conversdly the proportion who fed layoffs
should be based on seniority only was not much lower for youths (0.363) than for adults (0.419).
This is somewhat surprisng since layoffs based on seniority as opposed to merit would
disoroportionately benefit adults.  While youths may idedidticdly bdieve in seniority over merit,
those who date those beliefs do not seem prepared to trandate them into redity by supporting

unions which would emphasise niority over merit (i.e. the coefficients on preferring unions are
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inggnificant for youths). Adults, however, are much more likely to act on their beliefs by supporting
unions since unions would help trandate those bliefs into redity by supporting the seniority principle
(i.e. the coefficients on preferring unions are pogtive and dgnificant for adults who support the
seniority principle).

The proportion of youths and adults who believe that individua solutions to workplace
problems are better than collective solutions (and vice versa) are farly amilar for youths and
adults.® The fact that most haf of each group, however, did not have aview on this (not shown in
the table since the “did not knows’ were not presented) highlights the subgtantial numbers who are
uncertain in this area and hence who could be persuaded into individua solutions (e.g. progressive
HRM practices) or collective solutions (e.g. unions). Even though smilar proportions of youths and
adults fed that collective solutions to workplace problems are better than individua solutions, adults
seem more willing to act on their views through supporting unions (i.e. the adult coefficient is postive
and sgnificant, P = 0.02, while the youth coefficient isinggnificant, P= 0.61). Thisisone of the few
aeas where adults seemed more willing than youths to act on ther beliefs by expressng a
preference for unionisation when they had a belief that was conducive to unionisation (i.e. one of the
few areas where the magnitude of the coefficient was greater for adults than for youths).

The effect of working conditions and job characteristics

Adults who fed no loyadty to their employer are 0.16 more likely to prefer a union, compared to
adults who fed loydty to their employer (dthough this effect is sgnificant only a the 0.12). For
youths, the effect is Satigticaly inggnificant (P = 0.73) likely reflecting the fact that the exit option for
youths means that they are under less pressure to act on their lack of loydty by preferring the voice
option of unions.

The effect of the perception of employees being trested unfairly is more dramétic for youths
compared to adults. Specificdly, the probability of preferring unionsis 0.42 greater for youths who
perceive employees being treated unfairly, compared to youths who do not percelve employees as
being treated unfairly. For adults, the impact of unfair treetment is smdl (0.07) and Satisticaly
indgnificant. Importantly, the mean vaues indicate that 58 percent of youths compared to only 13
percent of adults percelve employees as being treated as unfairly. In essence, youths have a much
stronger perception of unfair trestment at the workplace and they are more prepared to act on it in

terms of support for unionisation.

2 There were several questionsin Lipset and Meltz (1997) survey that covered aspects of the
collectivist/individualistic preference ranking. These measures were included but since they were highly collinear
we decided to keep the closest workplace oriented measure of individualism in the specification.
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The mean values indicate that the same proportion of youths and adults (around 31 percent)
tend to think they have poor opportunity for advancement. Interestingly, this has an opposite effect
on youths compared to adults (dthough the effects are satisticaly inggnificant). That is, adultswho
fed they have poor opportunity for advancement are more likely to prefer unions, while for youths
the opposteisthe case. This likdly reflects the fact that the seniority principle followed by unionsis
gpt to favour adult opportunities for advancement and reduce youth opportunities for advancement.

Only about 19 percent of youths, compared to 31.5 percent of adults, worry about layoffs.
Thislikely reflects the lower cost of layoffs to youths and the fact that they expect to be laid off given
the practice of “lagt-in, firg-out”. The different impact that this concern for layoffs has on
preferences for unionisation between youths and adults, however, is dramatic — increesng the
probability of preferring a union by 42 percent for youths with zero impact for adults. This is
surprisng since unions would tend to foster the lagt-in, firg-out phenomenon that tends to put youths
at more risk of layoffs, compared to adults. Perhaps the youths who worry about layoffs fed that
this would be offset by unions negotiating generd job security provisons directly, or indirectly
through such mechanisms as redirictions on subcontracting.

The effect of union voice substitutes

Importantly, a lack of progressve HRM practices at work trandates into a large preference for
unions on the part of youths, while it has no effect on the preferences of adults. Specificaly, youths
working in establishments that do not have progressve HRM practices are 0.43 more likely to
prefer a union than are youths that have progressve practices a work. This clearly highlights the
extent to which progressve HRM practices can be a potentia subgtitute for unionisation, especidly
in the minds of younger workers in the years when ther preferences for the kind of working
environment they expect to work in, are being shaped. It dso highlights the understandable
resistance that unions often have to such practices since they are aviable threat to unions, especidly
for the new generation of workers that have not been raised under a history of unionism.

Similar portions of adults and youths felt that they were protected by workplace law (51
percent) and not protected by such laws (17 percent). The fact that a substantia portion of both
youths and adults (dightly over 30 percent) did not know if they fet protected, again highlights the
subgtantia numbers who could be influenced by such protection, to the extent that it is a subgtitute
for the protection provided by unions. This is especially the case for youths since those who felt
they were not protected by workplace law were 0.35 more likely to prefer a union than were youths
who felt they were protected by such laws. Thisaso highlights the conventiond dilemma that unions

18



faceinthisarea. They may support economy-wide protective legidation for reasons of socid justice
and because it can raise the cost of non-union labour reative to union labour that dready has that
protection through the collective agreement. But such legidation can dso be a subgtitute for
unionisation to the extent that it reduces the need to provide the protection through unionisation.

What isthe overall assessment?

As an overd| generdisation, preferences for unionisation on the part of both youths and adults are
shaped by family and background factors and more importantly by their concerns about workplace
issues such as merit pay, far trestment, opportunity for advancement, layoffs, seniority and the
absence of progressve HRM or legd protection at work. (Thisisillustrated by the preponderance
of pogtive coefficientsin Table 3, whereby the variables were generally ordered in such away that a
positive coefficient would be expected if the union could ded with the workplace issue).
Importantly, youths tended to have a stronger response than did adults to prefer unionisation when
faced with these issues (i.e. the coefficients for youths tended to be larger than the coefficients for
adults). It islargdy for these reasons that youths had a higher overal propensty to prefer unionsin
generd — that is, the overal probability of preferring unions was 0.567 for youths compared to
0.498 for adults.

Decomposition analysis

This later statement that the higher overdl propendty of youths compared to adults to prefer
unionisation to ded with workplace issues can be illustrated more formaly by a conventiond
decomposition of the difference between youths and adults in their overal probability of preferring
unions. That is, the overdl probability of preferring unions was 0.567 for youths compared to 0.498
for adults, for a difference of 0.069 in favour of a higher preference of youths for unionisation. That
difference of 0.069 can be decomposed into two component parts. One component is attributable
to differences between youths and adults in their characteristics that can influence preferences for
unionisation such as their views on merit pay, voice, far trestment, opportunity for advancement,
layoffs, seniority, and the existence of progressve HRM or legidative protection on the job. These
are the independent or X variables on the logit andysis as given by the mean vaues of columns (1)
and (3) in Table 3. The other component is attributable to differences in the responses of youths
and adults to those characterigtics in terms of their propensity to prefer unions to ded with these

issues. These responses are the coefficients or changes in probabilities of preferring unions as given
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in columns (3) and (4) in Table 3.

The decompostion analyss presented in Table 4 indicates that about two-thirds (62
percent) of the higher preference of youths for unionisation can be attributable to the greater
response of youths to prefer unionisation to ded with these workplace issues, and about one third
(38 percent) can be attributed to the fact that youths are more exposed to the workplace issues or
atitudes that give rise to a greater preference for unionisation to ded with such issues in generd.
This has important implications for unions and ther organisers, as it indicates that athough youth
make up only 1/5 of dl union members, they are amenable to union membership.

7. Concluding Observations

Our empiricd andlyss of the preferences for unionisation on the part of youths and adults givesrise
to the fallowing generdisations

Preferences for unionisation are shaped by the perceived costs and benefits of unionisation to
ded with a wide range of workplace issues such as merit pay, voice, fair treatment,
opportunities for advancement, layoffs, seniority, and the lack of progressve HRM and
legidative protection at the workplace.

The different preferences of youths and adults are generdly consgtent with the different effects
that unions would have on youths and adults with respect to these issues.

Y ouths have a stronger preference than do adults for unions in genera. Mogt of that stronger
preference reflects the stronger desire of youths to have unions ded with these workplace
issues, than it reflects the exposure of youths to these issues. For example, youths are dightly
more likely than are adults to be exposed to a lack of progressve HRM practices at their
workplace, but they are much more respongive than are adults to prefer unions as a result of that
lack of progressive practices.

The one area where youths were less likely than adults to express a desire to unionise was in
terms of preferences for individua or collective solutions & work. Even though smilar
proportions of youths and adults fed that collective solutions to workplace problems are better
than individud solutions, adults who believe in collective solutions are more willing to act on their
views by supporting unions.

The fact that dmogt hdf of dl respondents did not know whether collective or individud
solutions were better, highlights the substantial numbers who are uncertain in this area and hence
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who could be persuaded into individuad solutions (e.g. progressve HRM practices) or collective
solutions (e.g. unions).

The preferences of youths for unionisation are strongly shaped by socia capital and background
factors such as union membership in their family and the atitudes of their family and friends
towards unions, highlighting the cumulative and inter-generationd effects that can be involved.
Possble subditutes for unionisation such as progressve HRM practices and legiddive
protection have a powerful effect on preferences for unionisation, especialy for youths.

In many areas there were a substantial number of persons who responded “did not know” to
questions on their views of workplace issues such as unfair trestment of employees, loydty to
their employer, the existence of progressve HRM and legidétive protection at their workplace,
and their view on the gppropriateness of collective versus individua responses to workplace
issues. This suggests substantial numbers who could be persuaded into unionisation if they felt
unions could deal with these issues, or away from unionisation if they felt employers could more
effectively ded with them.

In essence, the potentid for unionisation or de-unionisgtion is prominent, especialy for
youths, given their preference for unions to ded with various workplace issues. The future of
unionisation will be strongly influenced by the attitudes of youths towards various workplace issues
and how those issues can be dedlt with by employers or unions.
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Table 1: Union Density in Canada by Age Group: 1990-2000

Age group 1990 1995 2000
% % %
Total: 15+ 35.6 31.1 30.4
Youth: 15-24 175 10.7 12.6
Adult: 25+ 395 37.2 35.6
25-44 36.3 31.8 30.7
45-54 432 44.1 421
55+ 39.1 35.7 33.9

Source: Labhour Force Survey, Statistics Canada and Perspectives on | abour and Income, Statistics Canada.
Note: T the 55+ age group isthe category used in Statistics Canada union density data. In our multivariate

analysis we employ 55-64 year olds, thereby restricting our analysis to non-retirees and therefore excluding those
persons who could have re-entered the workforce past retirement.

Table2: Provincial Union Density Ratesin Canada by Age Group: 1999

Canada Atlantic Quebec Ontario Prairies B.C.
% % % % % %

Total: 15+ 305 298 354 265 269 339
Youth: 15-24 113 6.5 17.3 94 109 12.7
Adult: 25+ 343 345 391 295 30.8 379
25-44 310 306 359 26.6 284 339
45-54 425 435 469 369 375 476
55+ 35.1 34.3 36.9 323 317 405

Source: Akyeampong (2000).

Note: 1 the 55+ age group isthe category used in Statistics Canada union density data. In our multivariate
analysis we employ 55-64 year olds, thereby restricting our analysis to non-retirees and therefore excluding those
persons who could have re-entered the workforce past retirement.
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Table3: FactorsInfluencing Probability of Preferring to Belong to a Union, Youths- Adults, Canada, 1996

(From L ogistic Regression, L ogit Coefficients and significance levels given in Appendix)
Youths® Adults®
Means" ) Probability Means' ) Probability
(1) (2) 3) (4
Overal mean of dependent variable .567 n.a 498 na
Individual Characteristics
(Female) A72 498
Male .528 -.262 .502 .055
(Non-union respondent) 790 544
Union respondent 210 .355%* 456 404**
(Palitically right of centre) .205 197
Politically at centre .524 .254 502 170**
Politically left of centre .188 .260 .183 .230**
(No union member in family) .343 412
Union member in family .359 .368** 319 113**
(Family & friends oppose unions) .384 449
Family & friends support unions 542 A14** .506 .290**
Attitudesto Traditional Union Policies
(Positive attitude to merit pay) .789 772
Negative attitude to merit pay .203 .302* .223 179**
(Negative view of voice) 213 .358
Positive view of voice 771 .336** .614 .229*
(Prefer layoffs based on merit only) .608 537
Prefer layoffs based on merit & seniority .029 235 .044 219**
Prefer layoff based on seniority only .363 .061 419 .200**
(Individual solution to work problems best) .337 327
Collective solution to work problems best .233 127 193 .139**
Per ceptions of Working Conditions and Job
(Feels loyalty to employer) .645 .641
Feels no loyalty to employer or unknown .355 -.123 .359 157
(Employees treated fairly at work) 213 .564
Employees treated unfairly at work .578 A419** 133 .071
(Good or unknown opportunity to advance) .686 .684
Poor opportunity to advance at work 314 -.246 316 .063
(Not worried about layoffs or unknown) .812 .685
Worried about layoffs .188 416** 315 .001
Union Voice Substitutes
(Have progressive HRM at job) .255 .387
No progressive HRM at job 407 A27** 335 .036
(Feel protected by workplace law) .510 511
Feel unprotected by workplace law .169 .354* A72 .030
Sample Size 147 - 1057 -

* The means indicate the proportion of respondentsin each category. If they do not sumto 1, that difference reflects the
“did not know” responses that were included in the regression although the results were not reported here.
P<.05**; .10*. +Y ouths arethose workers aged 16-24. Adults are those workers aged 25-64.
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Table4: Decomposing the Adult-Youth Differencein the Probability of Preferring to Belongto a
Union

Decompositi on’ Percentage points
3
Ly 56.7
2. P
a 498
oY
3. Pa 54.1
- -y 43
4. R=|Pa-P3 62)
—y 2.67
5C= Pa-Py (38)
6. R+ C-= B - P_ 69 9
| Pa y | (100)

? The numbersin brackets represent the proportion (expressed in percentages) of the total difference in adult-youth preferences.

?The probabilities (expressed as percentages) are calculated and defined as follows:

N

— Y oz s

Py=a F ngBE/ N y' Average youth probability of preferring union membership
i=1

— Na

Pa=4a F X df Na : Average adult probability of preferring union membership
i=1
Na

-y .

Pa=a F XaB- / Na . Average adult probability of preferring union membership with youth propensities.
i=1

Pa-P |=Pa- PZ + Pg - Py : Total difference due to propensities (R) and to characteristics (C).
y —_
R C
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Figure 2: Union Density Profiles by Age Group in Canada: 1990-2000
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Source: Lahour Farce Survey, Statistics Canada and Perspectives on | abour and Income, Statistics Canada.
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Appendix

TableA: FactorsInfluencing Probability of Preferring to Belong to a Union, Youths- Adults, Canada, 1996: L ogit
Coefficientsand Significance L evels

Youths® Adults®
Logit Probability Logit Probability
1) 2 3) 4
Overal mean of dependent variable .567 na 498 n.a
Individual Characteristics
(Female)
Male -1.09 0.11 0.22 0.19
(Non-union respondent)
Union respondent 2.19 0.03 222 0.00
(Politically right of centre)
Politically at centre 1.25 0.22 0.71 0.00
Politically left of centre 1.29 0.22 1.04 0.00
(No union member in family)
Union member in family 2.39 0.02 0.46 0.00
(Family & friends oppose unions)
Family & friends support unions 3.65 0.00 132 0.00
Attitudesto Traditional Union Policies
(Positive attitude to merit pay)
Negative attitude to merit pay 1.62 0.08 0.75 0.00
(Negative view of voice)
Positive view of voice 1.96 0.02 0.99 0.00
(Prefer layoffs based on merit only)
Prefer layoffs based on merit & seniority 1.13 0.47 0.95 0.01
Prefer layoff based on seniority only 0.26 0.72 0.85 0.00
(Individual solution to work problems best)
Collective solution to work problems best 0.55 0.61 0.56 0.02
Per ceptions of Working Conditionsand Job
(Feelsloyalty to employer)
Feels no loyalty to employer or unknown -0.49 0.73 0.65 0.12
(Employees treated fairly at work)
Employees treated unfairly at work 3.98 0.03 133 .071
(Good or unknown opportunity to advance)
Poor opportunity to advance at work -1.02 0.27 0.25 0.24
(Not worried about layoffs or unknown)
Worried about layoffs 3.80 0.02 0.00 0.98
Union Voice Substitutes
(Have progressive HRM at job)
No progressive HRM at job 4.92 0.00 0.15 0.49
(Feel protected by workplace law)
Feel unprotected by workplace law 219 0.07 0.12 0.62
Sample Size 147 - 1057 -

+Y ouths are those workersaged 16-24. Adults are those workers aged 25-64.
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