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Ad
. A central focus for research.investigations within the field of speech communi-
. ¥ . .

~ cation\ doncerns the communicative strategies which people employ within their

- -~ - »

N interactions.® While this source-oriented investigation of message strategies is

important, equally importdnt is an understanding about the ways in which 'people\
. - N - v 0
perceive, attribute meaning, and respond to such communication attempts.

-

Another area in which communication research has progressed is the study of

’, )

gender differences. . Rasearch studies on gender differences have proceeded a(ong
numerous lines, ranging from: (a) perceptual abilities and’ perSonality (see
Maccoby & Jaeklin review, Vols.I 11, 1}274), to (b) socxal/fnall group interactions
(see .Baxrd review, 1?76) Such as power relationships (see Baird & Gr1tzmacher
. review, 1979) and leacfersiﬁp roles (see Rosenféld .& Fowler review, 1976); to (c)

dyadic interactions, as in conversational and relational control sequencei(see Ellis- *

& Skerchcgck review, 1979), story recelpt (McLaughlxn, Cody, Kane & Robey,

1981), and conflict resolution .strategies (Roloff & Greenberg, 1979); to (d) =

(\/‘
communlcanon effects, such as language' usaﬁe (Llska, Mechhng & Stathas,

1)
1981), self-disclosure and communication apprehenmdn (Greenblatt, _Hasenauer &

a

Freimuth,- 1980), -and ability to decode mionverbal messages (Isenhart, 1980).

L

A th\e related studies on gender dlfferences and persua51b1hty/source credibility are
numérous (see Rosenfeld & Christie rev1ew, 1974 and Markel Long & Saine.

vrevxew, 1976), they have, however, been concerne,dfalmost excluswely with

analyses of the processes associated with’ amtude change. These studles have not
targeted gender differences w1th regard to the ‘types. of attr1but10ns~ which

®,

receivers form toward sources and thelr messages. . R
. ™~
A third major thrust of communication. research has vbeen thq,stud) of .
\ ) .
communicative behavior w1th1n apphed settlngs. Such studles have explored areas,

5 *

as wndely diverse as: (a) orgamzatlonal commumcatlon' (B) healt#commumcatxom

-

' 4 oy

. N
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() communication education;

i
.

(d) social/political cammunication; and (e), legal

communication. One significant mstltutlon/orgamzatxon which has been vxrtually
\ . .

ignored is organized labor. . ‘ . -

»

~

. .

<

. Wih approxxmately 98 million members in the employed US. ~1abor force

/ (Monthly Labor Review,~August, 1981, p. 71), there are approxlmately 21%, or .

21,784,000 labor. union members (Taylor & Whitney, 1'979, p..8; Handbook of
« ‘ b _— =

Labor Qtatisti\;s December, 1580, p. 412)

. Over 23% of these labor umoQ
members are i;nale (Statistical Abstract, 1980 P 429) Therefore,. the study of

thé& labor force, and labor unions in particular, reDresents a signilicant sector for,

- -

research concerned.with commumcatxve behavigr and the study of gender differ- .

-~ -

ences. This paper investigates -affiliation behavior  and gender differences in

message reception with-respect to the attributions formed toward sources wihin

’
B ’
“ s ’ - 13

the labor union ‘setting. Specifically) this' reseai:ch ’projeét focuses upon under- )

standing affiliation behavior &hd gender dlfferences witht regard to the perceived

£

trustworthmess of unions and their messages. i ) e T, P
. - R * . ' G‘ : [ 4 * &~
L] ’ 4 P et s ‘ .

. ‘Review of Relevant Research . ..

% -

.
* ! : PN : : ‘ '1 -
. r .

2 . . . -
The follow&ng review will focus on four areds.of concern: (1) the role of non-

v

economic factors in union membership; (2) the role of women within tHe lahor .

)
L]

force and within labor unions; (3) the 'nature of éomn(funication behavior/channels ,
\ :

within labor umons, and (4) the nature of trust as a 51gmf1cant yardstick for-

<
Ed

assessing individuals' att1,tude§ towlard labor umoné and their 1 messages.

[

s " .
Numerous sources have indicated that the de51re for membershlp in a_ labor

1978;
L

‘Strauss, 1963; Schrles.hetm, 1978). Other sources have xndlcated that the destre .

unibn is* primarily a function of perceived economic advanta'ge (Hamner,

for umon membersh1p is primarily a function of percewed non-economtc advan-

)

£

-

Ny 2




. . union. Thusy .choosing or rejecting union m‘e'mbershi.p is too complex a behayior to

v ‘ . \ R ~ ) '
, tages, such as seniority rights,/ grievance procedure, political influence, or a
’ Lo . : 7, .
. combination of economic and non-economic expectations (Smith, R. & HopkKins,

’ . .
> 1979; Hamner & Smith, J., 1978).. k , o .
4

. f = . - v
L4

“ : IR & ¢ ecdnomic <0nside‘ra'ti'ons are the prirhary factor in the desite for union
. ' s =) g .

- membershtp, or non-umon membershtp2 do they completely determme workers'

8 afthatlon decisions? For example, who don't all workers support the union for-
v

L

their own economxc gam" Or, why don't all'workers oppose‘the ﬁmon for the same

reason? Even if economic consuderattons are the-primary factor, they.are clearly

acted upon and modified by other factors. » What ether factors come to bear on the

economic considerations; such that plant "A" will vote for a unionwhile plant "B", *
\
under the same generaI condmons,l will vote agamst the- umon"

The Bureau of Labor ,Statlstu.s of the U S. Department of Labg_)has -reported

v

that the American union movement has dwmdled from 25. 5% of.the nation's labor

[

- force m l§53 hto -19.7% of, the nattons non-agncultural labor force i 19738

. (Handbook oLLabor Statlsﬁcs, °December, 1980 P, 412). On a related front, ,

d ¢
—_

American workers are votmg agamst union representation in record numbers. In-

* the twelv\é month perlod whlchsended September 30, 1§80 unions ‘won only 45"6 of

o “~x -

- . the3, 043 representatlon elecnons held,. the smallest percentage since the Nanonal
Labor Relations Board (NLRB) was.. cre‘ated fourty-ftve years ago (Wall, Street
Jou‘rnal 07/28/ 1980, secnon 2, p. fl) Workers are also voting to decernfy unions

. ’ as thetr bargammg agents at a reco?d rate. NLRB stattsttcs demonstrate that in

b

seven (_out of ten 'decernfxc;atxon.electxons, workers have voted against remammg

>

R . ' o . L. R
unionized-(Detroit Free Press," 04/13/1980, p. 4B). T .

= . ' ““ .
.
- .

. This reducnoﬁ in union strength is occuring" whtle the. economlc status of:

\) Amencan workers has been« detenoratmg, further exposmg the fallacy that

s " - . >

- '(econong’xc concerns alckne ‘determine workers' willingness to be represented by a .




- be accounted for by any one factor. A numiber of attitudinal factprs clearly
A .
influence this decision-making process. Since American workers, on the whole,

*  view labor unions as good for their bread and butter interests (Getman, Goldberg &

Herman, -1976; Kochan; 1979; Schreisheim, L978) they must have some

/
perceptlons, reservations, mlsunderstandmgs, and/or other attrlbutﬁs which lead°

he ma)orlty of them to reject labor unions. Since attitudes "act as predlsposn ons
- “
for the 1ndxvxdual to behave preferentially toward the ob)ects of the att1tude"
- -
. (Littlejonn, 1978, p. 168), "the study of workei attitudes toward labor unions

may be a major contribution to explaining the seeming par‘adox between workers' *

perceptions of labor unions afd their afhhatlon behavior toward them.

The need to 1nvest1gate, gender dlfferences in message receptlon becomes

o 1 ‘

significant wher. one realizes the LnflL_xence' females are having upon the labor force *
_ and the laBorf unions. In an employed civilian labor force of 98,868;000, there are °
88,929,000 females over twenty yz2ars of age, or about 39% pf‘bthe employed adult

population (Kutscher, August, 1981, p. 10). Females probably constitute a similar

proportion of the 7,256,000 employed workers of 'b'dth' sexes, age 16-19 years_. In

terms of labor union mém'bership, females represented 23.44% of the miembership

in 1978 or 5,106, 000 total female union members (Handbood of i,abor Statfsties,

.

December, 1980,-"p. 1412) This 1s in splte of the fact that. many of the natlonal
labor unions had o female members in 1978 and the fact that females hold a
dlsproportnonately smau percentage of leadershlp posmons thhm Jabor umoi’tsz
(Werthetmer & Nelson, 197%Boyd, 1981). Fmally, the’ percentage of women
who are employed is expected by the govern;nent to 1ncrease frpm the current .
" figure of 51% to 56.4-63.2% by the year 1990 (Kutscher, ‘August, 1981, p. 10).
This. means’ 'that out of a total 117-128 milliaf- employed dvil;an workers in the ;-

I

U.S. Labor force in the year 1990, 53.5-59.9 million will be female. © 0

-

"+ From, thetabove figures,, 'iy(s\apparent that the role’ played by fermales within.

-




" grievance handiing,

the labor force, and within labor unions,
‘ .

next decade.

~ t . .
However, _research which investigates females' attitudes toward

'iabor unions and their messages, has been almost non-existent. Wertheimer and
Nelson t19%5) argued that one major fagtor contributing to the low level of female

participation in labor unions was "lack of information". Boyd (1981) condluded that

* ‘_

wornen labor union members are very interested in their union and would like more

. information abqut their union, but that women labor unionists have difficulty

getting information from their elected officials. . o M

~

The limited studies cited above suigest that female workers' attitudes is one

v o

untapped area of study whith has'potential for contributing to an understanding
¢ . X \

.
- M »

about workers' attitudes toward labor unions and. the viabiii/t/ of labor unions for

Jthe future. Further, studjes such as Wertheimer and Nelson”(1975) and Boyd (1981)

*suggest that female workers' perceptions of the ‘messages they receive from labor”

¢ [ e >

. ~ ] -
unions is a substantive area of concern for speech communigation research.

s

-
-

. people perce’ive others and institutions, but, more importantly, how they perceive

4

(message attempts -Cirected at them. The nature and function of communication

< e R

channels w1thu$ the union is an area which hag not received extensive examination.

e

13 - 0& B N
However, the consensus of. what research does exist is that the tommunicat_ion
L4

needs of workers are not being adequately met by labor unions. The U.S.

Department of Labor S'tudy (Kochan, 1978) reported fhat 69 7% <o£ labor union

. members agreed that "more feedback from t’ne union" should be the tughest priority

€

“for their labor union. Thxs perceived need for improved communication Withm the

. b t

_ labor. upion was exceeded only by the peréeNed need for 1mprovements in
/ -
as mdicated by 78 596 of the labor union respondents. Dee

(1959) summed up this issue by stating that, "In the past, labor has paid relativeiy !

littie attentiqn to its internal .communication activities” (p. 100). .

L

will be i‘ncreasing significantly in tr/\e”"

. . . .
From a speech cofimunication perspective, it is essential to study not only how .

oF

™

‘
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.

' . Dee, in a series of artiales (1959, 1960, 1962, 1968), examined labor union
> A

- . - communication channels and needs and identified several types of communication
4 . &
> _— .
channels within the labor” union. TheSe included: (1) informal/personal channels, (

) . . ] N \
made dp of groups, cliques, teams, clubs, and followings; (2) regular m’getings; -
< p\ N
< (3) stedvards and representatives; (%) international representatives and business
agents (professmnal full- time people, distinct from point number 3 above) (5)

A

key-men,&efeﬂxs representatives, sa(ety,eepresentatxves, etcy’ (6) bulletin | :

By

) ) boards; (7) Tocal news Japers' (&) other ‘printed communication, ~ stich as fliers, ,
N . leaflets, bu}letxns, etc., and \(’9) other verbal commumcatxon, Such as ‘telephones,
r ,, s ’ . . ' . . :
. : tamllxes, etc. Ct Co- . : .
. B ’ N ¢
- Dee ( so concluded tRat fany factors determined which commumcatxon

e . -

cnannels opératecéind how well they operated, mthxn each local labor unxdn.
‘ . !
These factors inclu ed- (1) past hlstory, (2).size; (3) geography (for example, is

s

. the local a sxngle umt or amalga{nated") (4) ethmc makeup, Y5 wealth;. and (6)

\_ .o relatlonshxp with management. Dee (1959) also reported that buflietxn boards and

o meetmgs are the top-rated sour ces ‘of information, and that the potentlal of ‘these

R * two sources has not been fully u§éd by 1abor union leaders. . ‘ '. .. '
U With the except}on of the stud'xes by Werthe1mer and Nelson (1975) and Boyd |

(1981), no specific informatiof is avaiable addressmg the comrnumcatwe behavxor '-

_’-——-’"‘\—r
. of women within labor unions, women's. roles in lahor “union communication
. AN 4

. . . N, T~ ‘ o
. channels, or women's reactions to labor unions' communication attemp Obvxoks—‘ . .

4 ~ . 3 . M . . 4 .
P ly,” female workers' perceptions of labor unions' communicative .behavior is a
D M . 4
{

) cruc1alarea for speech communication research. ) R . - .
. ) : y .

I Spmrad (1960)7has concluded that the most serious problem in the majonty of
1 . N
la:nor, unions is that of effectiyve -corhmunication. Therefore, this study. seeks to
) v* i asce:\tain how workers-not only perceive their labor union as ap institutfon, but
» . . & ’ ! o ) '

also their perceptions of the messages they receive from their labor union. Rather




N - ' : . g

¢ - “ €,
than identifying specifc commumcatron channels: for respondents to assess (i.e.,

- written messages only) worRers were asked about~their perceptlons concermng

— ¢

(_ o the1r labof union and their labor union's messages in general (see methodology ‘

section). Thi%xamines the relationship betweén the variables of labor union |
affiliation and gender differences with respect to workers' perceptions of their -
DI T ' - ' * e » ¢ ’ (4

, . labor union and itS‘messages. Thus, this study focuse§ o(z workers' attitudinal

attrlbutlons about labor umons,and their messages and ddes ot compare them with

N

the mfluence aof non-attitudinal ‘factors, ,such as pay, Irrnge beneflts, or a check-

s ‘ . . A . .
, < {sff clause in the contract. . LA . .
. . - ~ ) ’ o “—
e ' While there are multiple indicators for assessing attitudinal predispositions and
. attrlbutlons tbward mstltutlons and the1r messages, thlS study focuses upon

- -

- -~ workers' perceptions of the trustwortl‘uness of {abor unions and thexr _messages.
\

.1 The ‘construct of trust is used because:

(3

‘ : AN ‘ : : I
L. " The ultimate objective of research on human behavior is to ~ .
© . . P ¢ determine the relationship between two (or more) behaviors; RN
. " an example of two such behaviors might be (1) instructional .
. - . communication on the part of a job supervidor and (2) the -

. -- implementation of these instructions on the part of the ' )
employee. However, the concept and, the attitude of the
; employee toward the supervisor (for example, the degree to
which the employee trusts the supervisor) is also of extreme . .
) ’ importance because the use of such a construct as "trust" .
can explain the relationship between the two behaviors f ) :
- (Glffln, 1973, p.l author's xtahcs‘) ’ .

- N

The study of. tryst and. 1ts 1mplrcatlons for behavior was recexved wxdeSpread
attention in the speech comrrLunrcanon dlsclphne. However, because trust is a

N -

- . construct, it cannot be directly obserVed, but must be inferred from obserVable

$
i /e/sponses whlch peo;\le demonstrate on 1ntrospect1ve questlonnalres. Giffin (1973)

-4
has defined the netlon of trust as comprlslng three central factors - expertness,
. ' ~

character, and dynamism - which were used to construct \the Giffin Trust_"‘/ i

P

Differential questionnaire. ) * * \ g

» Items com risin' e factor of expertness are concerned with attributions abc:ut
- prising, th r of expertness are concerned ! _

¢

ERIC < S . 10 IS

v,




" .a raferent with respect to knowledge,  expertness, intelligence, experience,
. AN I L R . . -

. education, amount of training and information, and the degree of being logical.

The factor of character concerns attributions Ep_%t}he reliability and jntentions of

a referent."Gi,ff.in and McClearey (1978) reported that, "this factor reflected
2 \- - . : * © . :

perceived consideration of others; "its essence,appeared to be reliability on the side
l .

of morahty and justice" (p. 10). SPelelC items for the measurement of this factor ,

-

“ea
' mclud! perceptions of respectl/lness, kxndness,/honesty, goodness, unselfishness,
[} »- ! - -
) smcerlty, morality, patience, and mg‘:eness.‘ Fmally, the factor of dynamism
s concerns attrib,ut,ﬁons about 'a'referent -with regard to'such items as boldness,:.
13 < »
xe aggresswenessg, "extroy ’grsxon, frankness, swnftness, actweness, " being empathxc,
2

' ‘ o anq being energetic. These.three factors can be looked" at separately and/or

comblned to form an overall measure of the perceptioh of trust (mth the three
,-{

e . dimensions weighted as follows: character, . 6496; dynamism, .2!?6; and
N exp,ertness, 1596) s _
. . . Thus, this study mvestxgates warkess' trust in labor urfion's” behavmrs and”

b - [ IR

. Messanes with respect to thexr percewed expertness, intentions toward. the well- -

v A A\

.bemg of \\gor:(ers, and dynamism. In practical terms; thxs study seeks to shed hght

o ]

on questxons about workers' perceptxons of theig labor umon, in general, and union

’ messages, in spec1f1c. For example, do unioh members and nor-unjon_members
o yound v’

-
4

study seeks to ascertain whether dlfferences in afhhatxon behavior and gender

affect workers' attributions™ of the trustworthmess of labor umons and the1r

. A3 i
¢ “

» - ‘ Ad
L . l{essag,s. , ’ o

e ~ - 7. Hypotheses SRR

2

[y

‘e

. ) see’ the labor union and its messages as 51gmf1cantly dlfferent" Furt‘nermore,, this

\ . , L. ' v »
¢ ] AY . -3 ‘. > -
‘" ’ )

The preceeding discussion suggests the following hypothesesfor this study: " —




Labor union and non-umon members witl demonstrate

differences in perceptions of trust toward (a).their union and (b)Y )ér:r :
union's messages. - .
£

\\Umon Membershj ‘ T E .
7{'& n2 agnﬁl

Labo'r union members will demonstrate a significantly greate'r degree of

‘trust in (a) their union’and (b) their umon's messages thah will non3union
members. : : .

‘ . . " o ., o
A .

- _This research hypothesxs predlcts that because of their 1nvolvement ith the
labor umon, members should demonstrdte a 51gn1f1czantly greater degr-ee,of*trUSt in’
h thexr unlon and its. mesaéES/than will non-members. Smce non-umonﬁ m’embers
" have re;ected thé choice of labor union members%p we —would expéct them- to

have a lower perceptron of their umon S expertness, character, and dynamxsm than

labor uriion members. ThlS hypothe51s thus ma1nta1ns that afthahon behavior thh
. 4 )

. a labor umon should be a sngnmcant factor whichr contrlbutes to perceptxons of

v

trust in a Iabor union and its messages.

.
.

N éender Differences

H : Male and female workers will demonstrate no sngnmcant "differences in
A perceptions of trust toward (a) their labor umon and (b) their labor union's,
messages. . . . '
HZ" Male’ workers w1ll demonstrate a sxgmflcantiy greater degree of trusg,
A’ toward (a) their labor union and (b) thelr labor- union's 'nessages than w1ll '
fefale workers: > . . .

~ , . « * -

. == “This research. hypothesis' argues that signiicant differences sho/;.ll.d be expected

'between male and female, workers toward umons. This ~shquld be trde because.

. wom{:n have hlstorxcaUy not playad an equal role m labor umons, as demonstrated \

.

by " numbersfpf members, Ipercentage of leade‘rshnp posts, and_ decxsluon-m_akmg

authority (Koznara&P;erson, s8l). .

-
*~

{ Male non-labor union members wﬂl demonstrate ‘a significantly greater .
degree of trust toward (a) their union and’(b) their umon's messages. than
w1ll female non-lal;or union membpers. '

-

N
.
hd .
-« .

H Male labor unian members will demonstrate a sxgmgcantly greater degree

C of trust toward (a) their union and (b) their |unio 's messages than will

/. female labor union- members. /

'
~




@ -
[ ]

-

H., :Female labor union+ members will demonstrate a significantly greater

D degree of trust toward (a) their union and (b) their union's messages than’

will male non-union members. -~ £

'
4‘

H2 : Male union membets will demonstrate a sxgmﬂcantly greater degree of

E trust toward (a) their union and (b)-thexr union's messages than will female
non-labor union members. -

- These research hypotheses seek to expipre the gender different:e effects which
- . . 2 ’
result when the independent variable of union membership is partialed’ out.

v ) -

Because of the r&le which women have traditionally played within the labor unions,
direct‘ional differences with respect’ to gender would be expected, with Enales

trusting the union _énd its message? to a significantly greater degree than females,

° «with the exception of hypothesis 2D, in which union membership should override
t . 0w

-

gender differences. -

Methodology

- -

Subjects - - 7. |

-

In order to control as much as- possnble for the .,mﬂuence of economic

« s

f'onsxderatxons and focus upon the nature of attitudes towa{d a labor union, an
;g_ n shop was selected for this study. An open shop is oné in which there is a labor
umon and a contract, however, empfoyees are not requxred to join the labor union
“or pay‘ for tiielr representatxon. All err_rployees in an open:shop receive the same
« pay’‘and benefit:s,, thdse negotiated in-the union contract)\“ éy law, the labor union
' must.pro:/:ide full and eth:l repf'e'a;ntatiod to all employees: \
In an _dpen'shop, there is no apparent fipancial 'rewax’d for joining the unien. In
lféct, vo’luntac‘il)" joining the labor union will cost the worker dues (epp.roxi;nately

$15 per month) which he/she does hot have to gpay"to' get representation. Many

L N ‘ “ f
labor union supporters sugges§ that the reason some workers do not join the labor

union in an open shop is that fagt that they. ere feeeloa_ding, ~trying to get tf\e

a7

,a- /
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L1 .

service andjavoxd paying the1r -own way. This reasomng flies.in the face of the fact

’

that in many cases, including thxs one, a sizable m%‘)ority of workers join the }abor

union. If the small expense is not the dec1d1ng factor for those who join the labor

. -
union, why would it be the major factor for those who do not join the labor union?;‘f.

-~ &'
It is possible that other factors, such “as attitudinal ones, affect the decision to

v v

affiliate with a labor union. . ‘ : . .

A post office district was selected for this study, in which apprdximatelyﬁ,soo
employees are labor union members while approximatel‘y'°62>} are:ffﬁn»dnion

members, more than a 5.5-to-1 ratio in favor of the labgr union.

Independent Variables

P
Two independent variables were focused upon in this study. Subje‘cts were

Y

1dentxf1ed with respect to umon membershlp (whether they were members of their

union or not) and with respect to thejr gender.

Dependent Variables : 'S g

S~

. The Giffin Trust’Differential (see Appendix A) was used as the dependent

. B :
measure of t;rusr. This mstrumen?measures the three factors of character,.

expertness, and dynamism (each ranging from 9-63) and an overall trust score’ "

(ranging from 27-189). The questionnaire used was a modification of this °

}
instrument. The modificatign involved the substitution of the word outgoing for

. the term extroverted, ‘as subjects in’ pretesting demonstrated difficul'ty in

understanding this term: In the pretesting of thlS mod1f1ed G!fhn Trust D1f£er~

. P

ential, no §1gm,f;cant differences existed between the modified form and the
original instrument (t value = .69, with 13 degrees of freedom). ‘
y .

" The rr‘\odified, form of the Giffin Trust Differential was used to assess workers'

- tl

‘" perceptions about their labor un'ion,in general and their labor union's messages; in’

-

spec1f1c. Half of-the labor umon and non-umon members were asked to complete

the trust instrument with respect to the statement, "The ynion is s

. 14 o :




while the other half of the labor Ynion and non-union members’ were asked to

N K ° . < . .
complete the-trust instrument using the referent, "The union's messam

' o ". This procedure thus allows for the comparison between perceptions of .

a labor unien's behaviors in general and its behavior with regard to the .

L

C‘bmmunlcatlve méssages which are rece1ved by workers. . /

-

Procedure o

'l'he modxiled form of the Giffin Trust leferentlal was mailed to all bargaining

unit employees ina metropolitan postél dnstrnct‘ In all, 4225 questionnaires were

+ .

ma:led , of which 3, 600 went to labor umon members and 625 went to rxon-umon

A\

membe'rs. Mailings contained a cover letter expla1n1ng ‘the: purpose of this study,

an. instruction sheet and demographic questlonnaxre, the modified-form of the

. *

Gnmn Trust Differential, and a postage -paid return.envelope. Follow-up postcards

v 0'

were ma:led to all sub)ects ten to.fourteen days after the initial mailing,

. o .

.~ , . »
reminding -them to send in their. queStionnaires. Annonymity was assured as no

,,~s\pecific personal identiitcat‘ion)was ‘involyed in completing the questionnaires. In

. total, 8:66 questionnaires were veturned, of which 710 were complete enough for

? Te

use 1n this st'udy. Of the 710 returned, 535 labor dnion rnembers and 125 non-union

members were represented 364 females and 344 males responded; of; the non-

union members, 82 were female while 43 were 'nale' of the labor union members,

284 were,feg,ale while 301 were male. . '

<

Data*Treatment ' . :

®

a ~

. The effects of the 1ndependent variables of umon membersmp and gender

[

\ dnfferences were "tested with respect to the four dimensions of perceived trust in

"the union and the union's: messages (expertrikss, character, dynamxsm, and total

frust) by the use of t-tests in order to accept or reject the null'hypgtheses.
. ; A .




- Results . ' . v ‘

¢

Union Membership - o

-~

‘l'able I 1nd1cates that labor union ermbers, with respect to all- d1menslons of

.ot

the trust 1nsturment, demonstrated a 51gmf1cantly greater degree of trust in thglr

labor union than d1d non-union members (at the less than .001 level of probablhty)
e

N Subsequent analyses 1dent1f1ed significant dlfferences between all subscales of the
+ . trust instrument for bth union members (at the less than .001 level of probability;’
2-tailed test) and non-union members (at the less than .01 lev'e’l of probability, 2-

tailed test). SpeC1f1ca11y, trust in the character d1men516n of the labor union by

. union members (mean = 45, 335) \vas significantly. greater than trust in. the

expertness d1'nen51on (mean = QZ 259) whxch, in turn, was significantly greater

than trust in the dynamlsm dimension (mean 40.308). For non-union members,

- -

trust in the character of the labor union (mean = 40.090) was significantly greater

than trust in the eXpertness dimension (mean.= ‘36.090) which, in turn, was

: ., ¢ .
- significarnitly greater thdn trust in the dynamism dimension (mean = 33.224)..
g g i ,

Table 2 indicates that labor urlion members, with relspecttc\: all. dimensions of

. the trust instrument, demonstrated a signiﬁcantly °reater-degree'of trust‘in their

i

\}abor union’s messages than did non-union membBers (at the less than .001 level of

-

probabthtx) Subsequent analyses ‘demonstrated th%t thege were 51gmﬂcant differ-

W
ences between all subscales of the trust mstrument for uruon members (at the less

~ than .001! level of probabmty) and some of the subsca s of the trust mstrument for -

non-uruon members. Specmcally, trust in the charact t' dxmensxon of the labor

union's messages by umon member{s (mean = 42.842) was 51gmf1cantly greater\than”

o

\
trust in the expertness dimension (mean = 41.494) which, in turn, was significantly
greater than trust in the dynamism dimension (mean = 37.984). For non-uniof

- members, significant subscale differences were demonstrated between the charac-
hd » - ) . . ! -

x
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TABLE 1:"UNION AFFILIATION AND TRUST IN THE UNION -

L
.

Y

* Charactef

» °

v

F
- e

y -

Expertness

_ Dynamism .

o Total "y

Members
M = 45.225
SD = 12.031

M = 42.260

- SD = 12,924
M =40.308 |

SD = 12,832

"M =127.901
SD = 35.083

Non-Members
M = 40.090
SD = 11.52"

M = 36.090
SD = 13.123

M = 33-223.
(SD = 12.548

M = 109.403
SD =33. 941

t-value
-.3.21
-3.48
-4.05

-3.88

a

-

df
128
J
328

328

* 328.

-

TABLE 2: UNION AFFILIATION AND TRUST IN UNION MESSAGES *

.

>
-~ v

A - Members

r

Character . M = 42,842
’ . 5D =13.085

Expertness M =41.49

SD' = 13.243

Dynamism M = 37.984

"SD = 13.623
Total 7 M'= 122, 320

. Sq = 37.771

T

»

’ Not-Members 't-value‘

M = 35.207 °
SD = 12.310
0.
M = 35.672
SD =1T.467

M =32.103
SD = 13.385

M =°102.983
SD = 33.633 °

-4.13, .

-3.14

"3.03

-3.65

’

)

df .
‘ 378

378
L

178

sig.
R
.000

002.

003 /

.000

?

-~
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ter (mean = 35 207) and expertness dimensions (mean.

35.672) and the dynamism. .

dimension (mean = 32 103; both comparisons Significant at the less than .05 level of :

Rl
..

prpbability). However, there was no significant difference between_the dimensiqns_

v _3

\ of character and expertness, ' o . L ,
. Thus, the null hypothesis with regard to the effects of unionp membership must - . '

be rejected,, as labor union members demonstrated a si¥nificant]ly greater degree -

v

of t\rust on all dimensions of the trust instrument with réspfzct to perceptions of.the(
union, in general, and the union's messages, in specific. In addition, comparisons
between perceptions of tryst in ,the union and the" union's messages revealed
sxgnificant dlfferences with respect to the character’ dimenSmn. Specif\cally,
* workers, regardless of affiliation, demdnstrated significantly greater trust in the
. * character dimension of the union (mean = 44.270) than in the character ‘dimension
. of the unicn"s messages imean = #l.‘6\7'6; significant at the .00?' level of of-

. °
= .

" probability, with a 2-tailed test).

E . - “ \
P . ’ 5, - ’ : N
A *  Gender Differences .-

»

« - N Table 3 indicates that male workers demonstrated significantly greater overall © .

1

trust in the upion, 'and greater trust in the dimensions of expertness and aynamism,
“’g than did 'female workers (at the less than .05 level of probability). Subse‘quent

. <  analyses demonstrated -that there were .significant differences between all sub-

scales of the trust imStrument for both male and female workers (at] the le\'ss than
' . " 1 : \
.00} level of probabiiiﬁ?f 2-tailed test). Specifically, tru{t in the character

_ dimension of the ‘labor- union by male workers (mean = #3.255) was significantly |

i
’ ¢ . : i

, greater than trust in the expertness dimension (mean = 42.600) which, in turn, was :

[ ]
. N I

sxgnificantly greater than trust in the dynamism dimension (mean = 40 460). This !

1

same effect was also sxgnificant for*female workers (character mean = 43.331; -

¥

. | expertness mean = 39.451; and ‘dx‘gag.mism mean = 37.355). . o

Table &4 indicates that male workers demonstrated significantly greaten overall ‘\?i
(N . (“ ~ N . \
- v

|
\
. .

N - 18 o ‘ | f}‘ \




trust in the union's messages, and greater trust in the dimensions of character. and
. A : -
expertness, than did female workérs (at the less than .05 level of probab,lhty).:

Subseq‘xent analyses demonstrated that there were sxgnxfxcant differences betwéen

\
all subscales of the trust insttument for both male and female workerts (at the less

than .05 levfel of probability, 2-tailed ‘test).

Specxflcally,‘ trust in the character

dimension of the labor union's messages by male workers (mean = 43.060) was
. \ MR

significantly greater than trust in the expertness dimension (mean = 41.836) which,

v

in.turn, was significantly greater than trust in the dynamlsm dimensiost (mean =

37.847). This same effect was 51gnxf1cant for female workers (character mean=

40.391; expertness mean = 3(9 462; and dynamxsm mean = 36.381).

Thus, the null hypothesxs with regard.- to the effects of gender must be rejected,
as male workers:demonstrated a mgmﬁc&ly greater degree of trust on three of
the four dimensions of the trust instrumbat with respect to perceptions of both the

umon, and the union's messages,

in general,

-

in specific, than did females.

Compansons between perceptxons of trust in the union and the union's messages ’

were not significant for males. Ho.wever, females demonstrated significantly

greater trust on the character dimension for the union (mean = 43.331) than on the

character dimension of the union's messages (mean =.40.391; at the .022 level of
AN .

probability, 2-ta11ed tes‘t) - ) , .

W Tables 5-8 demonstrate gender effects with respect to percew\e\d trust in th?

£

labor union and the union's messages \Gﬁen the independent variable of union

) :membership is controlled. Table 5 indicates that male labor union members trgt

0

the union to a significantl’y greater dEgree, with respect to all dimensions of the

trust 1nstrum‘!nt than do female labor union members (at the 05 level of
'probabilityLSubsequent analyses demonstrated that there were significant differ-

A

ences between all subscales of the trust Lnstrument for both male and female labor

7

~

L?nxon members (at. thas.05 level of probabxlxty, 2-tailed test) Spec;xflcally, trust
. >
- L3

a) :

fa

Lk
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' TABLE 3: GENDER DIFFERENCES.AND TRUST IN THE UNION
t Male Female - t-value df . sig.
"Character M =045255  M=043331 < -145 T Lo7s
- .SD = 12.529 = 11.632° & oo : )
Expertness "M =42.596 M =39.491 .  ‘.215 ° 328 Q16
' SD-=113.362, SD=12.864 . ° . : .
* Dynamism - M = 40.460 M= 37.355 .- -217 328 016
o SD =13.138  SD = 12.835 ' ,
Total- ¢ M=128311 M= 1200177 © 209 . 328 019
. ’ SD=36.915  SD=33920 . ’
/ . ' “ . 0 - A // .
’ ] . E . »
- . /) . k3 «. L . . .. .
s . e ",3 ) ] a w
S AP s, )
TABEE 4 GENDER DIFFERENCES AND TRUST IN UNION MESSAGES
© Mate Fémale ~ t-value df - sig.
Character M =43.060 . M =40391 L7 378 025
t SD =13.600  SD ='12.803 . ..
. ¥ ) \ i ' . e ’
» Expertness M =41.836 -~ "M=39.462 . 1,76 378 - .04Q
' SD = 13.2'43 SD = 13.023 B T *
) ‘ . \ )
Dynamism M = 37.847 M = 36,381 -1.04 378 .- .150
C SD =13.925  SD = 13.550 o : Cos ‘
Total M = 122.743 M =.116.233 1,68 ‘ 378 - 047
. SD =38.06] » SD=37.330 - ‘ | :
. , - N ‘4 ) - N ’
" “
. ‘ ,
20 -
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s 4
"in the character d1mensmn of the labor union by maIe union members (ﬂ‘fgan
.; — LS

46. 768) was significantly greater than trust in the expertness dmensxon (mean

~li!&.fOl) which; in turn, was si%nificantly*grea&r than trust in the dynamxsm

-

dimension (mean = 41.935). This same .effect was significant for female labor unicn

S . i

;members (character mean = 43.752; expertness mean~ ‘= 40.22%; and dynamism
' LU A . - B

~mean = 38.512). Table 5 also indicates that there are no signific'ari;* differences

. ¥ . '\, N . . . ',:\:fk»

between\ male and ‘female ;\on-union members, exgept” with respect to the
‘ 7

dimension of character. For character scores, female-.non-union members trust

the union (me,an 42.136) to a 51gn1f1cantly greater degree than do male non-union,,

a

memberS‘(mean = 36. 174). Subsequent,analyses demonstrated no sxgnxfxcant

differences between the subscales of the trust 1nstrument with respect to percep- -

/ . ]

tion of the union ‘for female nof-union members.; Howeverc/for male 'non-union
)

members, trust in the dimension of.character for the labor nion (mean = 36.164)

b

was significantly greater thar trust ire the dimensions of expertness (mean = 33.565)

.
-~
RN

and dynamism (31.609). ) . - - ; )
. . ,
‘l'able 6 1hd1cates that there are ng ggmﬁcant gender dlfferences, regardless of

7.

- the afthatxon behavxor, with respect to trust m the unxon 's.messages. Thérefore, .o
\&

the null hypotheses for hypotheses ZB and 2C can only be part1ally re;ected since .
sxgnmcant effects due tp gendeg " and affiliation were ev1dent‘ with regard to trust

in the union, in‘general, but not W1th regard to trust in the unxon 's messages.
e

’ Ta~ble 7 md1cates that "there are sxgnxflcant differences’ for éross-gender/

afhhatlon and"trust in the union. W;th respect to all‘ compansons, regardless of : ]

gender dlfferences, persons holding membersh1p in the lafor union demonstrated

I ¢

sxgnmcantly greater trust on all d1menSLons than d1d non-union memhers. Table 8

als’o’ demonstrates that there are sxgnlflcant dxfferences across aiﬁ compansons

with respect to trust of union messages, with members demonstratlnwgnlfxcantly

greater trust in all cases. Thus, the null hypotheses correspondxng to the research

, S . [ '
e .
. - .
To——, ‘

| . . . P
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¢~‘§ e e': Male. « '
" *, Member ~ M =46.768
v toLe  SD=11997°

. Character

‘Non-MemberM 36,476 M =152,136
. \ SQ =12.033°  SD =10.823
Member M = 44.101 M = 40.224
N C- SD = 12.873 SD = 12.723
o . Expertness - P
' Non:Member M = 33.565 M ‘“37 409,
0. N SD = 120972 ' SDD 13'\0179
v v ‘ ' .
PO Member * 1 =41935: " "M 38512
‘ SD = 12.866 51)»: 12.604
Dynamism ' >
Non-Member‘M 31,609 ° M = 34; 068
_ §D = 11610 SD =13.060
t . Member < M = 132.804¢ ° M = 122,488
SD = 35.425 so_ 3%.027
*  Total LT ‘o N
: Non~Member M= 101368 -, M = 113614
SD = 34.771 . ;SD = 33,117

’

. Female

@

M=43752
SD = 111916 _~

Ll s

',b

1

df ",

’ '\ t-va'l,ue

1]
. st

22.04

»

- Ve ’ . ©7
.. 206 . 65
245 o260
"1.14 65_‘\
T 2218 . 261
f
A
B '007{ \- 65
. R N N
2,60 ¢ 261
1.42 . 65
- Ll is

2l

TABLE pL GE\IDER DIFFERENCES/AFFILIATION BEHAVIOR AND TRUST N THE UNION

sig.
.021

- .

.022

.008

A

14
[y

o

1

[N

' .
1 3

’ ) Male. °.Fe.méte' 0 _t-value df’ .
Member M =43755 M =bL906  -1i27 320
- - SD=13313  SD-= [2.822 EREREN
Character - N
i “Non-Member M = 37.500° M = 34,053, ' -0.98 56
: 50-14919,‘-59-10732 :
’ . Member ~ M = 42.509 M2 4€u55T o140 - 320
: v SD = 12.867-  SD = 13,579 - :
Expertness , T . ’ :
C Non-Mémber M =36.350 -~ M =35316 -032 _ 56
- SD = 15253 5D = 9.441 _
Member < M =38.957, . M£36.987  -1.30 320
R _ SD=13.590 ~ sD=13.709
Dyramism . s ¥ . v
Non-\/lemberM 28.800° M=33.82"- 137 .. .6 56
: SD = 14303 $D= 12725 - ' g
oo Members M = 125221 M= 19, 346 =140 7320 -
, ) ‘ SDZ 37.087 " SD=38347 - '
. Total . * T :
‘ NonsMember M = 102550 M <103, zxo,, ++0.07 56
o SD= 40.829 . SD = 2073 ~ o
= ERIC ‘/ SR LS Z R
S - ° \ s Q2. . _

sig.
" .103

.165

TABLE 6: GENDER D:F'FERENCES[AFHLIAT:ON.’QEHAVIOR AND ‘r'Rusg{'l_u UNION MESSAGES

T
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TABLE 7: CRQSS-GE'\JDER(AFFILIATIO\I AND TRUST lN THE UNION

. Dimenswn

«

;Dynamism

'

N Female/\)lember <t
Character '

Expertness ‘

Male/ Non-\/lemberv

Male/ Member ~

, Female/Non-Member

Male/ Non-member
Female/Member

Male/Member .
Female/Non Member

Mafe/Non-Member
Female/ Member

Male/Member
Female/Non-Member

Male/Nbn-Member -
Female/Merytber

Male/Mermber

Female/ _Non-M/mber

"43.752

40.224
©s.l01

38,512

- 101.348

A13.614

: Gender/Afﬁhat'6 ¥ Mean- SD

36174 . 12.033 .,
11196 .

46.768
42.136

11. 997
10. 823,

33.565 _ 12:9%2
12.723

12.873
37.409  13.179
11.610°
12.604

31.609

41.935 .
34.068

12.866
13.060
23.771 -
122.438 34.027
132.804 35.425
33.117

t-value df\ ) sig.

280 . H\G - .003

Z2.28¢ , is@x 012

230 - 146  .012
‘12,99 .002
246 * 146 .008 -
- & .
352 130 Jool
¢ —
‘273 7 146 .004
318 180

001

e
4 .
[

/

Dimension

L3

Character
‘Expertness
Dynamism

/¢
Total

Mean = SD - “tevalue - df sig.
Male/Norfffember  37.400 14919 " 145 177 079
Female/Member 41,906 12,822 . .
Male/Member <& 43755 13313 418 -, 199  .000 "

-Female/Non-Member 34.053 10.732 ¢ . '
Male/Non-Member 36,350 15253  1.26 177 .106
Female/Member . , 40.45% - 13.579 " ' .
Male/Member w2509 12.867 -3.25 199 .00l
Female/Non-Member 35.316 9.941 . .

. Male/Non-Member  28.800 16303  2.51 177 .007
Female/Member  .¥36.987 ¢ 13.709 -
Male/Mémbers '~ 38.957 13.509 ,-2.02 - _ 199  .018
.Female/Non~-Members 33.342 12725

N ) Lri*r" . . .

- Male/Non-members  102.500 40.829  1.83 " . '177 .034
Female/Members 119,346 38.347 .
Male/Members 125221 37.087 -341 1  .001"

. Female/Non-Members~103.210 29.77.3 :
. N . .

r

Gehder'/Affiliation

.23

wBLE &: CROSS-GENDER/ AFFILIATION AND TRUST IN UNION MESSAGES
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| hypotheses 2D and 2E must be rejegted, as significant effects were \i.ndicated by

the data.. - ' . L L °
X . . - ' . * .. . .
s .0 L, * R ‘ ’

AR

Discussion

e .
+ ) .

. . v s o : L.

ot ’ ! . spe " et ~7 .
This study ‘has demonstrated that sxgmf\&cant differences exist with respect

4

.
* [y

. ~ to workers' perceptxon of labor unions’and their messages. Specifically, affiliation
~ Y

. behav;or and gender:dxfferences appear Eo be two ma)or dete(mmants of trust in

the Jatsor unxomnd its messages. If this is trug this has important ramifications

. . -

/ for.research within the fields of speech communication and labor studies. . \

‘ - With regard to w rkers' trust in the labor union and the union's messa es, '
8 9 g \

-

affiliation behavxor c;orredates posxtwely with trust on al(dxmens(ons. Afthatxon <

C ey

appears to have -greater mfluence than the mdependent variable of gender

° b + &

dlfferences in determmmg both trust m the labor union and trust in the labor

** union's messages. Whilé gender dxfferences were apparent within the findings of -

id et N

this study, these results were tempered by the mdependent variable of afﬁl;atxon. -

T e
~  Thus, while male workers dem)tstrated sxgﬁhcantly greater trust in the union and

"the umon's messages than female workegs on most of the dxrnensnons of the trust .. .
A

—

mstrument, ‘when we mvestrgate/fmdmg more'deeply, wé dxsco\fer the root of the

issue. l-IencEex subsequent analyses demop/strated that the gender dxfferenc;s

<

. prirnanly oc\ured thh.respect to those workers who were affiliated with the labor ’
~
" union. The only sxgruixcant gender dxfference among non=affiliated workers was
) thh respect to, the dxm\nsxon of character, with females bemg sngmfxcantly higher —

. than their. male counterparts~ "However,_ for labor union members, males were . .

- a

sxgmﬁc,aﬁtly htgher on all dxmensxon of the trust mstrument with respect to trust in |
/\ .
the union. These fxndmgs confnrm the afthatxon research hypotheses, "as well as
., J . r

the gender hypotheses, and can be easxly understood in light of the fact that only

L
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respect to overall trust in the union, affiliated females have radically dlffe;rent, ’
- : , g

™

e

.

s

these w_orkers who choqgsé to do so become union members. ‘ . N

w . -

’ . ot

These findings are somewhat surprising because they indicate that, with

‘ = * ’ . * . ) ’ - "

.

views in comparison to their male counterparts(than do nen-affiliated females in

comparlson to their male counterparts. This gender difference in perceptlons is
° [
probably the result of two fa;:tors° < (1) the facﬁ that differences. between women

n}efhber5 and non-members are consxderably Pmaller than the dlfferences between
bl .

male union’ members and male non-unlon members (an 1nspectlon -of «the data;
partlcularly Table 5 .and the same.-gender tav alues, supports this 1nterpretatxon)
and (2).the flndlng that female and male uqlon members dlffer to a sxgnlflcantly

v <

greater degree m thelr trust of the union than .do female and male non-union

=
‘members. Future.research w1ll need to pinpoint the locus of the slgnlflcant gender

differences for union members.

~
’

. “This study al\demonstrated thet there are sxgnlflcant differences between

perceptions ‘of trust in the union by ‘workers and ﬁelr«perceptlons of trust in the

messages which they receive from the union. The findings from thig study indicate.
! . 4 )

sthat the union is consistently mo"é highly trusted than are .its messages, although
~»
e difference is- only sxgmflcant on the character dlmensmn. It appears that the
. 0 )
wnion in general’ has a resorvxor of goodwill among both union members and non-

union members, espeadally on the dimension of character, which its messages have

v v

not lived up to. 'l'his indicates the need for the labor union to’ increase the

/

£requency as well as the percelved intentions and corfE)etence/expertness of its
communication. Future studles will need to assess more speclflcally the problems
the union has communlcatlng its accepted 1mage.

One potentlal area for future research investigations concerns the sig-

)

“nificant differences between the subscales of the trust.differential for both union

members and non-ur}‘n members, as well as for males and females, with respect

¥ ' .




A

’Q . 'a

¢

iX . , . - . : .
-to both perceptions, of (e' union and the union's messages. Specificau\z,»_- the
. hd . 4 S .
B » * +
. . Y. et ‘e N h ]y
character dimension of the unidny; .as well as its meéssages, are trusted\ to a
AR S 2 ,
si mflcantl greater degree than the dlmensxon of expertness, which, in turn

3

S

f
on al‘% dxmensxon for both the umon and its messages,t..thh respect to male and

K
- .

\
females and members and non-mernbers alike, achleved only a medium level of

N - Ed
trust, ngen the ranges of the instrument. Future studles mll need to investigate

procedures by whtch labor umons can u’(‘ease the‘ frequency, quahtyr and

v Z,
1rustworthmess of its actlons, partxcularly with regard to its commumcatwe

- .
L P . :

behavxor. o ' o ) » : : ~
“This exploragtory study has been an _;Qitiai attempt to understand how labor
. .. N S

unions and their messages are perceived i)y workers within the labor force. Future

4

b N R 1 ] L4 . «
studies will need to ‘focus more speciﬁcally‘ on explica?ting the_reasons for the
ﬁ* \

present study's fmdmgs as well as mvgfxgatmg how other mdependent varlable

-

(such as race,- economic chmate, g_eographtcal regxons, personahty, etc.)

v influence workers' percéptions of labor unions and thelr message-s. If thts study "

< +

provides the—impetus for other researchers' to begin addressing these aaci ottier.‘

P

concerns.in this rmassive, and almost unexplored, field, it will"have served its
. Y . r . . 14

purpose‘yell. - ' A LA S

o

e

N
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DEPENDENT MEASURE - GIFFIN TRUST DIFFERENTIAL -
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+ _The followmg nine xtems are cog;lected to score the factor of eerrtness and are

« . tallied as xndlcated' ,
‘ .
. AN

cholarlx-Unscholarly (7 6,%,4,3,2,1)
3 Unknowledgeable - Knowledgeable (1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7).
9. Expert - Ignorant (7,6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1).
}3. Uninformed - Informed (1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7).
14, Trained - Untrained (7, 6, 5, 4,.3, 2, 1).
16. Irie.icperienced - E‘-;cgeriencedv (1,2,3,4,5,6,7)
17. Educated - Uneducated (7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1).
~25: Hlogical - Logical (1, 2, 3,}5},’ 5, 6 7.

\

Pl |

The following rune 1tems are collected to score the factor of character (rehablhty
* plus intentions) and are talhed as mdxcat?d-

2. Disrespectful - Respectful (1,2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7).
4 Kind - Cruel (7,6, 5,4,3,2,1)..

11. Dishonest - Honest (1,2, 3,4,5,6,7).
‘15. Good - Bad (7,6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1).

20. Selfish - Unselfish (1,2, 3, 4, 5,6,7)

Sincere - Insincere (7, 6, 5, #, 3 2 1).

22. Immoral - Moral (1, 2, 3. 4, 5, 6, 7). ”ﬁ’
23, Patient - Impatient (7,6 5, 4 3 "2”1)

26. 'Awful-Nxce (1,23, 4,55, 705

i; ?
N o ,
\ . . .
The following n e\ltems are collected to score the factor of dynamism (activeness
and frankness) and are tallied as indicated:
7 . ¢

5. Emphatic - Hesitant (7,6,5,4,3,2, 11 «
6. Passive - Active (1,2, 3,4, 5,6,7).

7. Fast-Slow 0, 6 5, % 3,2, 1),

8. Meek- Aggressive (1;:2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7).

10. Bold Timid (7, 6, 5,‘& 3, 2, 1)

'12 Aggressive - Unaggrﬂsswe (7,6, 5, Qv 3,2 1)

18. Intfoverted - Extroverted (1, 2, 3, 5, 5,6, 7).

19. Energetic - Tired (7“,6 5,4,3,2, 1)

,27. Reserved Frank (1 2, 3, #,5 6, 7).

«
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