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Introduction

There can hardly be any question that union leadership should recognize the diversity of the society they operate in, and the workforce they represent.  By the turn into the 21st century, aiming for such representation was widely taken for granted within the labour movement, at the level of principle or of aspiration (Colgan and Ledwith 2004; Briskin 2002; Briskin et al 2012; Hunt and Rayside 2007; Kirton and Healy 2013 Ledwith and Hansen 2012).  What is still under the microscope is evidence for success.  Is union leadership as diverse as its membership?  Why/why not?  Is so, does it make a difference in terms of policy and outcomes?

This research set out to address one of these questions by considering the demographic composition of the National Executive Board (NEB) of the major Canadian unions.  All unions in Canada have a NEB which is the peak decision making body where overall priorities and strategy are developed. The NEB make-up is therefore an important site for examining how representational of the union’s membership it is. There are several dimensions of difference that are considered politically and sociologically significant in Canada.  They include gender, visible minority status, Aboriginal status, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, language, and region.  Here we examine only two dimensions, and by so doing will chronicle a comparatively successful story in regard to gender representation, but one with less satisfactory outcomes in respect to ethno-racial diversification. This research outlined here is the first phase of a larger project that will ultimately examine a broader range of demographic dimensions, and a wider set of labour organizations including councils and federations.
Diversity in Canadian Union Membership
The percentage of Canadian workers who belong to unions has declined since the 1980s, though in the past decade there has been a levelling off at just over 30 percent.  The unionization rate is higher the public sector, and lower in the private sector (HRSDC 2013).  Women’s share of paid employment began rising dramatically in Canada during the 1960s and ‘70s, though it was only in the 1980s that their numbers rose significantly among union members (White 1993).  By 1977, the rate of unionization for women was 32%, up from 16% in 1962, and almost the equal of men (White 2007; Uppal 2011).  By 2013, the unionization rate among women had increased fractionally to just under 33%, and had declined among men to 30% (HRSDC 2013).

The rate of unionization for visible minorities is harder to track, since neither Statistics Canada nor most unions collect this information.  The last census in 2011 revealed that about 20 percent of Canadians identified as visible minority, up from 2 percent in the 1960s (Cardozo and Pendakur 2008; Statistics Canada 2011).  Estimates from 2003 indicated that 20 percent of such minorities were unionized, compared to 30 percent of white workers, this despite polls showing that attitudes towards unions amongst visible minorities were more positive than among whites (Cheung 2006; Das Gupta 2007).  The continuing very high annual intake of visible minority immigrants to Canada undoubtedly translates into increases in the overall number of union members coming from visible minority populations.
Diversity in Union Leadership: Does it Matter?
Women now represent over half of the union membership in Canada and the number of visible minorities has been rising steadily. So far in Canada there has been no systematic study of the membership demographics of union leadership, so it is not known if these populations are finding their way to the top of the union hierarchy.  If not, at the very least, unions are missing out on a considerable portion of the available talent pool.  As a result, the primary goal of this study was to undertake an accurate count of the number of women and visible minorities on national union boards relative to their overall number in the union, and to examine differences between the public and private sectors. Although this study was conceived as a numbers count, it was also initiated as a starting point for opening up questions about why women and visible minorities might be underrepresented on national boards. By securing the numbers, it makes it possible to identify those unions that have a balanced ratio of men and women on their boards, along with those that have been able to capitalize on the talents of an expanding visible minority population.  This analysis then opens the door for considering why some unions have been more successful than other in talent acquisition.

There are of course other important questions about the merits and outcomes that might derive from more diverse union leadership. Historically, union membership in Canada was predominately male, and unions were headed by white men who tended to bargain for economic concerns such as increased pay and benefit increases, and operated within a framework that women were secondary earners.  Far too often, visible minorities and immigrants were either ignored or seen as taking away jobs from more deserving populations. While economic issues matter to all workers, as the number of women and minorities in unions began to increase, these constituencies began to demand that a broader set of issues dealing with such things as harassment and bullying, pay equity, employment equity, and family-related benefits, be brought forward and prioritized (see White 1993; 2007 for a discussion of the history of unions in Canada).  In order to make their demands heard, women and minorities began to self-organize within unions, as a way to build intra group solidarity and apply pressure on union leadership (Hunt and Rayside 2007).  
There is considerable debate about how women and minorities might best achieve their goal of more inclusive and responsive unions.  Some would argue that increased diversity in formal leadership is an important measure; others suggested that increased diversity in formal leadership does not necessarily translate into more influence, change in organizational cultures, or progressive policies (see the edited collections by Ledwith and Hansen 2012 and Kirton and Healy 2013 for detailed coverage of these issues).  As a result, we must confront several analytical questions. The first of these is the question of how recognizing diversity matters in the labour movement.  There is the obvious symbolic significance of ensuring visible representativeness in formally democratic institutions.  But beyond that, we need to ask if there are distinctive priorities in policy or organizational strategy that emerge and gain momentum once there is more diversity at the top?  It is also important to ask whether demographic representativeness matters in the articulation of those distinctive agendas and their adoption by unions.  Do women and minority members actually prioritize the concerns of the constituencies they emerge from, or do other considerations dominate?  The third is more a methodological question; that is, whether union boards are effectively the seat of power in unions, and therefore whether demographic representativeness on those bodies matters.
Current research, almost all of it focused on women, is beginning to shed light on some of the questions just raised.  Kirton (2014:1) finds that British unions have made “huge progress towards gender proportionality and towards getting women’s concerns on the union agenda” over the past 25 years.  In other words, the adoption of gender equity strategies have been linked to increased representation of women in decision making forums.  Similarly, Berg and Piszczek (2014) report that most national unions in the United States now have more female leaders in formal positions, and that this has increased the state and process of gender equality bargaining. Kaminski and Yakura (2008) also argue for the importance of having women (and people of colour) in union leadership roles. They cite studies to highlight the fact that women tend to advocate for issues that men may not bring to the table. These issues include work-life balance, child and elder care, dignity and respect in the workplace, as well as job and pay equity. In other words, there is a growing consensus that having women at the top makes a different.  As a result, more and more research focuses on the pathways to increasing female representation, up to and including quotas.  For example, Kirsch and Blaschke (2014:1) review the effects of women’s quotas in German and Austrian unions, and find not only do quotas increase the representation of women, but also affects union identity and image, equality bargaining and political activity.

Methodology

This study analyzed the diversity in national leadership of 30 of the largest unions in Canada (see Table 1).  The study examined the gender and visible minority membership on each union’s National Executive Board (NEB).  The sample drew from the 38 unions in Canada with 30,000 or more workers, as reported by Human Resources and Skills Development Canada (HRSDC, 2013).  Several unions had to be excluded because they are based in the United States and do not have a separate Canadian-based Executive Board. Unfortunately, this eliminated several of the larger private sector unions such as the steel workers (USW), and construction workers.  In August 2013 two large private sector unions (auto workers – CAW, and the communication/energy/paper workers union - CEP) amalgamated to form a new union called “Unifor” with a new constitution and new executive board. As a result, the CAW and CEP were eliminated from the study, and the new, much larger Unifor, was included. An additional union was excluded as the official union website was down for reconstruction at the time of study, and their NEB membership could not be publicly sourced elsewhere. 
The study used publicly-available information to collect the demographic data of national union board members. The starting point was to review information available on union websites. In most cases, a listing of NEB members was on the website and included a photograph.  Additionally, a search was undertaken of each website to uncover references to NEB members, and in particular their biographies, to confirm gender and visible minority status. When information was either unavailable or insufficient on a union website, a search was undertaken on the web more generally using “google” search and “google” images. In addition, two social media sites (Facebook and Linkedin) were consulted for additional information.  If the gender was clear from the photographs available on the union website and/or social media site, and confirmed by a commonly gendered first name, such as Susan or David, along with any bibliographic information available, the result was deemed reliable. A similar methodology was used to determine visible minority status. If a photo clearly indicated visible minority status, this was deemed reliable, but was also cross-checked with bibliographic information and social media sites when available. Note was also taken of the demographic characteristics of NEB presidents.
Two researcher assistants were trained to use the concepts of visible minority and gender as defined by the Ontario Human Rights Commission (2010) and the Canadian Employment Equity Act to classify the subjects. Under these provisions, gender is defined as someone who presents themselves publically as either female or male. Visible minorities are defined as “persons, other than Aboriginal Peoples, who are non-Caucasian in race or non-white in colour”. Examples of visible minorities include: Chinese, South Asian, Black, Filipino, Latin American, Southeast Asian, Arab, West Asian, Korean, Japanese, mixed and other visible minorities. The first researcher applied the concepts of visible minority and gender to the publicly-available information concerning the 30 unions’ National Executive Boards. Once this was completed, a second researcher independently undertook the same review to establish inter-coder reliability. If all available sources were inconclusive or suspect regarding the gender or visible minority status of a NEB member, the information was recorded as “not available.” In all cases, gender as highlighted in human rights legislation was deemed reliable on the basis of the available information.  A total of 7 NEB members were categorized as “unsure visible minority status.”  
Data was then analyzed for the overall representation of women and visible minorities on the NEB of the 30 unions.
In addition information was collected from each union about the total number of female and visible minority workers.  Where possible this information was sourced from union websites; when not available, the information was collected through email and telephone contact with the union. In a number of cases, the information was not available since several unions indicated they either did not collect or would not release information about their membership.  None of the unions in the study had information about the total number of visible minority members. The information that was available was then used to calculate the ratio of women on NEBs relative to their overall population in the union.  From this, we were able to calculate the “gap” between the percent of women on boards versus the percentages of these groups in the membership.  In the case of visible minorities, the absence of data meant that the ratios could not be calculated.
This methodology has limitations since it involves a “judgement call” on the part of the researcher.  That said, our framework was “how one presents themselves publically.” The methodology was endorsed by the university’s research ethics board, and has been employed in other studies with success including one that analyzed the gender and visible minority representation in leadership positions on company boards across the Greater Toronto Area (Diversity Institute 2012).  
Findings (all tables are placed at the end of the paper)
Table 1 provides an overview of the unions included in the sample, with their acronym and total membership. The 30 unions that were analyzed represented 2,890,579 (62%) of the 4,663,736 covered workers in Canada. The sample comprised 23 public sector unions and 7 private sector unions. 
Table 2 provides an overview of the membership demographics of the 30 NEBs of the sample unions by gender and visible minority status, broken down by public and private sectors. There were a total of 345 NEB members, of which 128 or 37% were female. In public sector unions, 44% of board positions were held by women, compared to18% in private sector unions. The total number of visible minority members on these boards was 13, or 3.8%.  In the visible minority group, 7 were female and 6 were male. Twelve of the visible minority members were in public sector unions (6 men and 6 women), and only 1 visible minority was in the private sector group (female).  As a result, 4.8% of NEB members are visible minorities in public sector unions, and only 1% in private sector unions.
Table 2 also shows that there were 21 male and 9 female NEB presidents. In other words, 30% of the national board presidents are women.  All of the 9 female presidents were in public sector unions.  As a result, 40% of NEB presidents in public sector unions are women; whereas, there are no female presidents in private sector unions.

Tables 3 highlight the ratios of women on NEBs relative to the overall number of women in each of the unions in the study.  Note that a gender breakdown of membership was not available for several of the sample unions.  The tables pinpoint the gap between the percent of women in the union and the percent on the NEB.  The results show there is considerable variation between the percent of female union members and their representation on national boards.  In public sector unions, the percent gap ranges from -44% to +7%, and in private sector union, the gap ranges from -33% to +14%.

Amongst the seven private sector unions in the study, 3 have no women on their national board.  The Unifor board is exceptional in the private sector group in that it is 42% female (with a gap of +14%)  UNITE has a small board of 3 people with 1 women, so the percent is low at 33%, but one more woman would bring it up to 66%.  The public sector unions vary from a high of 79% female board members at the Ontario Nurses Association to 0% at FAE (the French language teachers association in Quebec).  Given that ONA is female dominated (94%), this is not a surprise.  Several public sector unions match or in some cases exceed the ratio of women in the union relative to board representation.  The national public sector union (PSAC) exceeds the percent of women members (60%) with a national board that is 67% female. Other public sector unions NUPGE (Federal workers), SEIU (Service) ETFO (Education), FSE (Quebec education workers), match or come close to matching the gender ratios, and only a few are well below the ratio (CUPW (Postal) and CUPE (Public sector employees).
A similar analysis of the ratio of visible minorities on the national boards was not undertaken since unions indicated that they not collect information on visible minorities, or would not release this data.
Discussion 
For several decades activists in the Canadian labour movement have been calling for increased representation of women and minorities in union leadership (White 1993; Briskin 2002, 2006, 2009).  Recent research has established that having more women involved in decision making in unions not only enhances democratic representation but makes a difference in terms of equity outcomes.  There has been less research related to visible minorities.  This research demonstrates that Canadian unions have made important gains in the representation, especially for white women, less so for visible minorities.
This analysis of the demographic representativeness of labour unions is just one measure of progress.  There are of course other sites of formal leadership in unions, such as local level stewards and officers, and these represent important locations for investigation, although beyond the parameters of this study.  Our research agenda will broaden to include local union leadership, and assess how closely the numbers mirror what has been found at the national level. Perhaps at the local level more women and visible minorities will be represented, especially given such roles can be less disruptive in terms of travel and family dislocation, and might seem more possible.  And for some, this might feel like the location that most matters in terms of day-to-day work life issues, and therefore the setting where they wish to make a commitment.
There is a higher gender and visible minority gap in private sector unions: what might explain this?  Most unions in the public sector have a long history of insider activism on issues of particular concern to women and minorities. Self-organizing by these groups, especially women, is a well established fact of union life in Canada (Briskin, et al 2012). These bodies have pushed for equity in their unions in a variety of ways, not least of which for enhanced representation on boards and other formal decision making forums.  Combined with the fact that most public sector unions have high numbers of women members, it is not too surprising to see that by 2013 there are significant a number of women on NEBs.  Add to this, the fact that there are more and more women in the President’s chair, and we see that women are now well represented on executive councils of public sector unions.  Visible minorities also have a history of self-organizing, but appear not to have made the same level of representational gains as women. 
There is considerable variation between unions in both sectors.  In the public sector unions, CUPW and CUPE stand out with relatively low numbers of women on the executive as a percent of female membership (see Table 4).  CUPE is 67% female, and has had an assertively affirmative stand on women and minorities in the union for a very long time, and the low number of women on the NEB may not reflect any particular discriminatory issue.  CUPE (largest public sector union in Canada) was the first major union to have a female president, and the current gender configuration of its NEB may not be a concern.  CUPW (postal workers) has a female membership at around 40%, but with only 13% represented on the NEB. As with CUPE, it has a well established human rights committee and women’s committee, so the result needs to be looked at longitudinally. In both cases, the NEBs are composed of national directors and elected regional officers.  Perhaps women and minorities do not present themselves at this level to be elected to the national executive. They may believe it has more impact to be part of provincial and regional executive committees, or that pressure from their constituency committees is a superior way to push goals. They may also believe that the male representatives that get elected do adequately represent them. From this demographic analysis, we are able to isolate those unions where women have come forward to sit on executive boards, and this allows us to move forward to determine why some unions have had more success at this than others.

As indicated earlier, we excluded several large private sector unions from the study because they are American affiliates and do not have a Canadian executive board. The private sector unions  overall tend to have higher numbers of male members, so this is probably one factor for less female presence on boards, but it may also speak to a culture that has not moved as quickly or as assertively as the public sector with affirmative action initiatives.  In the private sector group, the new union, Unifor, stands out (Bell, 2013). When the newly merged union’s constitution was approved in September 2013, not only did it become the largest private sector union in Canada, it took the unusual step of establishing a gender quota for its national executive.  There are a total of 25 NEB members, mostly made up of representatives from its industry sectors and regions.  Under its new rules, the number of women must be at least equal to the proportion of women among the overall membership.  It has a relatively small percent of women members (approximately 28%), which would mean that at around 30% (or 8 women) must be on the NEB. In its first year of operation, the NEB exceeded this requirement with 42% female. Unifor claims it has been a natural evolution from the long standing affirmative action policies of its two merged unions, to the codification of a gender quota in its constitution. There is another provision in its constitution to the effect that when industrial and regional elections are not producing sufficient numbers of women, the Board can re-direct the nominations.  There are no similar provisions for visible minorities.  The union highlights the fact it is the first Canadian union to have a gender quota provision in its constitution.
Conclusions
There is more and more evidence that getting women (and minorities) on the key decision making committees of unions makes a difference in union vibrancy and equity outcomes.  When combined with the talent pool argument (ie. access fully the available union talent for leadership roles), more representational union boards can be situated as integral to union renewal strategies.

The results of our survey highlight a relatively successful story in regard to gender representation on the national executive board of Canadian unions, especially for white women.  The success of visible minorities in securing board representation is much less pronounced. Such representation is close to 5% in public sector unions, where there appears to be gender equity in such representation, but minimal in private sector unions.  The most inclusive union on this front is the SEIU (where a third of the board is made up of visible minority members).  There was some uncertainty coming from the classification of an additional 7 people as “visible minority status unknown.”  If we did include these people it would only raise the outcome to 5.8%.  In other words, women, but not others, are close to obtaining representational parity at the national decision making level of union. 
This research was designed to be a starting point for looking at diversity in union leadership, and there are a number of limitations. We were unable to fully document the representation of visible minorities on NEBs because the information is either not documented or not disclosed.  Alternative methods are needed to track these groups more accurately and the authors are exploring how to do this.  And, as already mentioned, we were not able at this stage of the project to explore local union formal leadership.  As well, we were not able to explore the impact of more women being represented on national boards of Canadian unions.  In spite of these shortcomings, we believe the information regarding gender is reliable and offers the first attempt we are aware of to quantify the representation of women at the national executive level of Canadian unions. 
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Table 1:

Canadian Unions with 30,000+Members (Arranged By Acronym) Included in Study 1
	UNION (PS=Public Sector; PR=Private Sector)
	Number of Covered Workers

	ATA - Alberta Teachers’ Association (PS)
	44,465

	ATU – Amalgamated Transit Union
	30,000

	AUPE - Alberta Union of Provincial Employees (PS)
	79,004

	BCTF - British Columbia Teachers’ Federation (PS)
	43,563

	CLAC - Christian Labour Association of Canada (PR)
	49,882

	COPE - Canadian Office and Professional Employees Union (PS)
	36,287

	CUPE - Canadian Union of Public Employees (PS)
	611,827

	CUPW - Canadian Union of Postal Workers (PS)
	54,247

	ETFO - Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario (PS)
	76,166

	FAE - Fédération autonome de l’enseignement (French language teachers  – Quebec) (PS)
	32,000

	FEESP - Fédération des Employées et Employés de Services Publics Inc. (Governemtn workers - Quebec) (PS)
	60,700

	FIM - Fédération de l’industrie manufacturière (manufacturing - Quebec) (PR)
	30,000

	FIQ - Fédération Interprofessionnelle de la Santé du Québec (professional health workers – Quebec) (PS)
	59,463

	FNEEQ - Fédération nationale des enseignantes et des enseignants du Québec (post-secondary and private educators – Quebec) (PS) 
	30,000

	FSE – 

Fédération des Syndicats de L’enseignement (education workers - Quebec) (PS)
	60,000

	FSSS - Fédération de la santé et des services sociaux (health and social services workers - Quebec) (PS)
	125,795

	FTQ Construction – syndicate of construction workers – Quebec (PR)
	69,914

	NUPGE - National Union of Public and General Employees (PS)
	340,000

	OECTA - Ontario English Catholic Teachers’ Association (PS)
	48,318

	ONA - Ontario Nurses’ Association (PS)
	59,500

	OPSEU - Ontario Public Service Employees Union (PS)
	130,000

	OSSTF - Ontario Secondary School Teachers’ Federation (PS)
	62,499

	PIPSC - Professional Institute of the Public Service of Canada (PS)
	56,778

	PSAC - Public Service Alliance of Canada (PS)
	187,587

	SEIU - Service Employees International Union (Canadian branch – has separate executive board) (PR)
	92,781

	SFPQ - Syndicat de la function publique du Québec (Public sector - Quebec) (PS)
	35,125

	TU - Teamsters Union of Canada (has a Canadian executive board) (PR)
	93,351

	UFCW - United Food and Commercial Workers Canada (PR)
	245,327

	Unifor – (uses acronym only) 2  (PR)
	308,493

	UNITE HERE – Canadian wing of UNITE (uses acronym only) (PR)
	46,000

	Total Number of Covered Workers
	2,890, 579

	Total Number of Unions Included in Study
	30


Notes:

1. Sourced and adapted from: HRSDC (2013).  Several predominately private sector unions in Canada that have 30,000+ members are a branch or wing of an American-based international union. Only those international unions that have a separate Canadian Executive Board were included in the study. This excluded several large unions such as the steel workers and construction workers.

2. In August 2013 the two large private sector unions in Canada (auto workers and communication/energy/paper workers) amalgamated to form a new union called Unifor with a new constitution. The membership count for Uniforis the combined total of CAW and CEP at the time of this amalgamation.
Table 2:

Representation of Women and Visible Minorities on the National Executive Board in Select Canadian Unions 

	DEMOGRAPHIC 


	ALL UNIONS
	PUBLIC SECTOR UNIONS


	PRIVATE SECTOR UNIONS

	Total Unions in Sample


	30
	23
	7

	Total Membership: National Executive Board (NEB)

 
	345
	250
	95

	# MALE ON NEBs


	217
	139
	78

	# FEMALE ON NEBs


	128
	111
	17

	% FEMALE ON NEBs


	37%
	44%
	18%

	# VM ON NEBs


	13
	12 (6 men; 6 women)
	1 (female)

	% VM ON NEBs


	3.8%
	4.8%
	1%

	# MALE PRESIDENTS


	21
	14
	7

	# FEMALE  PRESIDENTS


	9
	9
	0

	% FEMALE PRESIDENTS
	30%
	40%
	0%


Table 3:
Gender Ratio on the National Executive Board in Selected Canadian Unions

	Union name
	No. of union members
	% women members 

(Date data collected)
	% women on National Executive Board (2013)
	Gap between % of Members and % on NEB

	Public Sector Unions
	

	PSAC

Public Service Alliance of Canada
	187,587
	60% 

(2007)
	67%

(6 women out of 9)
	+7%

	FSE

Fédération des syndicats de l'enseignement
	60,000
	69% 

(2000)
	71% 

(5 women out of 7)
	+2%

	NUPGE

National Union of Public and General Employees
	340,000
	52% 

(2013)*
	52%

(11 women out of 21)
	0%

	ETFO

Elementary Teachers' Federation of Ontario
	76,166
	80% 

(2007)
	79%

(11 women out of 14)
	-1%

	SEIU

Service Employees International Union
	92,781
	80% 

(2000)
	70%

(7  women out of 10)
	-10%

	BCTF

British Columbia Teachers' Federation
	43,563
	72.4% 

(2013)*
	55% 

(6 women out of 11)
	-17.4%

	ONA

Ontario Nurses' Association
	59,500
	94%

(2013)***
	75%

(6 women out of 8)
	-19%

	FSSS

Fédération de la santé et des services sociaux
	125,795
	80% 

(2009)
	57% 

(4 women out of 7)
	-23%

	FIQ

Fédération interprofessionnelle de la santé du Québec
	59,463
	90% 

(2013)*
	67%

(6 women out of 9)
	-23%

	CUPW

Canadian Union of Postal Workers
	54,247
	40% 

(2007)*
	13%

(2 women out of 15)
	-27%

	CUPE

Canadian Union of Public Employees
	611,827
	67% 

(2007)
	36%

(8 women out of 22)
	-31%

	OSSTF

Ontario Secondary School Teachers' Federation
	62,499
	66% 

(2013)*
	27%

(3 women out of 11)
	-39%

	OPSEU

Ontario Public Service Employees Union
	130,000
	69% 

(2013)*


	29%

(6 women out of 21)
	-40%

	AUPE

Alberta Union of Provincial Employees
	79,004
	78% 

(2013)*
	38% 

(3 women out of 8)
	-40%

	SFPQ

Syndicat de la fonction publique du Québec
	35,125
	80.6%

(2013)*
	33%

(3 women out of 9)
	-47.6%

	COPE

Canadian Office and Professional Employees Union
	36,287
	n/a
	71%

(5 women out of 7)
	-

	PIPSC

Professional Institute of the Public Service of Canada
	56,778
	n/a

(2013)**
	60%

(3 women out of 5)
	-

	FNEEQ

Fédération nationale des enseignantes et des enseignants du Québec
	30,000
	n/a
	60%

(3 women out of 5)
	-

	ATA

Alberta Teachers' Association
	44,465
	n/a
	35%

(7 women out of 20)
	-

	OECTA

Ontario English Catholic Teachers' Association
	48,318
	n/a

(2013)*
	27% 

(3 women out of 11)
	-

	FEESP

Fédération des employées et employés de services publics Inc.
	60,700
	n/a
	20%

(1 women out of 5)
	-

	ATU

Amalgamated Transit Union
	30,000
	n/a

(2013)**
	20%

(2 women out of 10)
	-

	FAE

Fédération autonome de l'enseignement 
	32,000
	n/a
	0%

(0 women out of 5)
	-

	Private Sector Unions
	

	Unifor
	308,493
	28%

(2013)
	42%

(11 women out of 26)
	+14%

	Teamsters Canada
	93,351
	19% 

(2013)*
	0%

(0 women out of 14)
	-19%

	UFCW

United Food and Commercial Workers Canada
	245,327
	44%

 (2013)


	11%

(4 women out of 35)
	-33%

	FTQ Construction
	69,914
	n/a
	0%

(0 women out of 7)
	-

	CLAC

Christian Labour Association of Canada
	49,882
	n/a
	0%

(0 women out of 5)
	-

	Unite Here-Canada
	46,000
	n/a

(2013)*
	33%

(1 women out of 3)
	-

	FIM

Fédération de l'industrie manufacturière

	30,000
	n/a
	14%

(1 woman of 7)
	-


* Email correspondence

** Phone correspondence

*** Has a requirement in its constitution that there be a gender balance on its NEB relative to membership (www.ipolitics.ca/2013/05/03/merged-cawcep-union-puts-gender-qhttp://minig.rnao.ca/backgrounduotas-in-constitution/)

n/a  Information was not available
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