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An Examination of the Factor Structure of Union
Commitment in New Zealand

Roderick D. Iverson and Matt Ballard*

This paper examines the stability of the dimensionality of union commitment as proposed by
Gordon, Philpot, Burt, Thompson, and Spillers (1980) in the cultural context of New Zealand.

The results based on a sample of 489 academic and ancillary (i.e. technical, library, general,

and services) staff using the sophisticated technique of confirmatory factor analysis (LISREL
VIII) (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993) indicate that union commitment is best represented by the
four factors of union loyalty, responsibility to the union, willingness to work for the union,

and belief in unionism. These factors displayed discriminant validity as evidenced by the
differential relationships and explained variances with a common set of explanatory variables.

For example, older members were found to be associated with a willingness to fulfil the day
to day obligations of the union (i.e. responsibility). No support was found for any effect of
gender, kinship responsibility, membership tenure or rank on union commitment. As expected,

having represented or previously held a union position significantly influences staff’s
responsibility and willingness to work for the union. Surprisingly, academics were more ready
to undertake special work for the union (i.e. willingness) than ancillary staff. Both union
instrumentality and passive participation (for example, voting in union elections) were strong
predictors of all four factors of union commitment. Finally, active participation (for example,

raising grievances) was observed to increase willingness to work for and belief in unionism.

The results provide support for the generalisability of the factor structure of union
commitment to New Zealand, where the implications for future research are discussed.

There 1s an extensive history to the study of trade unions. Scholars over the years have been
fascinated with the purpose of unions, the roles unions perform, and why people form and
join unions. Within the broader field of union studies are a large number examining
employee attitudes towards trade unions. The historical cornerstone of such work stems from
analysing the factors that lead employees to join unions (Deery and De Cieri, 1991). The
current New Zealand industrial relations climate highlights the importance of understanding
the types of relationships that may develop among members and their unions in an

environment of unsponsored and voluntary unionism. Now more than ever it 1s important that
unions identify and act on the motivators of union members’ attachment and participation.

The ability to engender employees’ commitment to the union is considered as a necessary
precursor to union activism. Kuruvilla and Iverson (1993: 449) further assert that the "study
of union commitment is of more than theoretical significance. An understanding of its
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properties and determinants is important in attempting to arrest the slide of union membership

" However, there is still great debate in the literature regarding the dimensionality of
union commitment. The present study adds to this growing body of literature by providing
a rigorous examination of union commitment for the first time in a New Zealand setting. Our
aim 1s to examine the stability of union commitment dimensions in the cultural context of

New Zealand by employing the sophisticated technique of confirmatory factor analysis
(LISREL VIII) (Joreskog and Sérbom, 1993).

Union commitment represents the bonding of a member to his or her union. It is reflected
by loyalty and positive behavioural union intentions (Gordon, Philpot, Burt, Thompson, and
Spillers, 1980). Accordingly, union commitment is regarded as an essential membership

attitude for unions wishing to both retain membership and create membership mobilisation
when required.

Since the ability of union leaders to attain their goals is generally based on the members’
loyalty, belief in the objectives of organised labor, and willingness to perform service

voluntarily, commitment is part of the very fabric of unions (Gordon et al., 1980: 480).

Research on union commitment has been built upon the foundations of its more mature
conceptual counterpart, organisational commitment. Organisational commitment possesses
both attitudinal and behavioural components (for example, Allen and Meyer, 1990; Iverson,

1996). As an attitudinal or affective response to organisational relationships, commitment

comprises those attitudes which reflect the extent to which an individual accepts or 1dentifies
with the goals, values and rewards of the organisation (Mowday et al., 1982). Behavioural
organisational commitment (i.e. continuance or normative), in contrast, focuses on the process
by which employees link themselves to an organisation, and the actions (for example, side-

bets or moral obligations) by which they remain in the organisation (Cohen and Kirchmeyer,
1995).

Research has shown that although the same theoretical concepts of commitment apply across
company and union organisations, organisational commitment models are poor predictors of
members’ commitment to a union (for example, Deery, Iverson and Erwin, 1994). In an
attempt to address these misspecification problems, much attention has focused on utilising
the union commitment model formulated in 1980 by Gordon and his colleagues. Deriving
from the conceptual approaches of organisational commitment researchers, Gordon et al.
(1980), defined union commitment as a desire to remain a member of the union, a willingness
to put forth effort on behalf of the union, and a belief in and acceptance of the goals of the
union. Hence, similar to organisational commitment, union commitment also possesses
attitudinal and behavioural dimensions.

The two attitudinal or affective factors (union loyalty and belief in the union) relate to
socialisation experiences, while the two behavioural factors (responsibility to the union and
willingness to work for the union) are generally associated with union participation (Iverson
and Buttigieg, 1995). The first factor of union loyalty has been defined as a sense of pride
and instrumentality in the union (for example, degree to which members’ values are similar
to the union). Belief in unionism, the second factor, represents the individual’s conviction
in the concept of unionism (for example, degree of loyalty to the union in comparison to




'Sh!:

Qing

Union Commitment 217

work) and like union loyalty represents more of a passive form of commitment. The third
factor, responsibility to the union, is defined as a willingness to fulfil the day to day
obligations of the union (for example, support another member with their grievances) and as
such is considered as a custodial orientation toward one’s role as a union member. Finally,
willingness to work for the union has been defined as a readiness to undertake special work
for the union (for example, run for elected office) which is "above and beyond the call of
duty". It should be noted that the willingness factor is distinct from actual behavioural
participation. Kelloway and Barling (1993) and Patterson and Johnson (1994) suggest that,
conceptually, willingness to work for the union is most appropriately viewed as a behavioural
intention to become involved in union activities. These authors, and others, have found that
willingness to work for the union does directly affect participation (Iverson and Buttigieg,
1995). Thus, like responsibility to the union, willingness to work for the union represents a
more active form of commitment.

In the following section we outline the continuing debate surrounding the factor structure of
union commitment.

Review of the dimensionality of union commitment

As previously discussed, Gordon and his colleagues in 1980 provided the first systematic
attempt to isolate the dimensionality of union commitment. Based on responses of a sample
of United States white-collar union members to 48 different survey items, their exploratory
factor analysis produced four dimensions of union commitment, which the authors labelled
union loyalty, responsibility to the union, willingness to work for the union and belief in
unionism. Although these four factors appeared to display construct validity and reliability,
Gordon et al. (1980) requested replication of the questionnaire be undertaken in other research

settings.

Following Gordon et al.’s (1980), recommendation, a steady stream of research has developed
which replicates, validates and revises the union commitment scale. The rigour of Gordon
et. al’s scale has been well established. However, there has been much debate, scaling various
national settings, about the most appropriate factor structure for making the scale operable.

In chronological order, the first two replications were undertaken in the United States. Ladd,
Gordon, Beauvais and Morgan in 1982 compared union members in professional and non-
professional occupations. The study confirmed that the four factors developed by Gordon et
al. were consistent and generalisable across these populations. This result was also affirmed
by Gordon, Beauvais, and Ladd (1984) studying engineers.

Fullagar (1986) tested the union commitment scale (using a shortened version with 28 items)
on a sample of South African blue-collar workers in an attempt to establish external validity
for the scale. Fullagar’s findings concurred with the validity of the scale, but suggested a
possible fifth factor of loyalty to the employing organisation and work. However, this factor
appears to have developed through the racial distinction in the study’s environment and has
not received current support in the literature. Also in 1986, Friedman and Harvey performed
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research with the stated objective of lowering the dimensionality of the union commitment
scale to two dimensions. Specifically, Friedman and Harvey claimed that the Gordon et al.
study was unclear regarding the procedures that were used to make the number-of-factors
decision. Re-analysing the Gordon et al. (1980) data using a different factor rotation
technique (orthoblique rotation), Friedman and Harvey suggested two dimensions may better
represent union commitment. The first factor in the model deals with the opinions, affect, and
attitudes about the union held by union members. They labelled this factor union attitudes
and opinions. A second factor they offered would measure the behavioural intentions of
members regarding performance of prounion acts. This factor was labelled prounion
behavioural intentions. Friedman and Harvey recommended that a shortened version of the
Gordon et al. questionnaire (i.e. 19-items) could be used practically by researchers.

Klandermans (1989), in a study of blue collar workers in the Netherlands, identified six
factors in an analysis of the Gordon et. al scale. However, in the final analysis Klandermans
concluded that only two factors - loyalty and willingness - achieved strong internal consistency
and construct validity. Thacker, Fields and Tetrick (1989) have also explored the union
commitment scale. Specifically, these authors set out to test the appropriateness of the
Gordon et al. and Friedman and Harvey factor structures on data collected from a sample of
United States blue-collar employees. Thacker et al. made a number of observations but
essentially settled on the opinion that the best fitting structure was the four factor approach
of Gordon et al. However, the authors also suggested that either the four or two factor
solution may be justified depending upon the research focus. Thacker, Fields and Tetrick
further provided evidence for the reliability of the union commitment scale over time. Their
longitudinal design used a span of eight months and measured union commitment through an
abbreviated 28-item scale. Through examination of test-retest results these authors concluded
that the four dimensions to the union commitment model are stable and reliable across time.

Kuruvilla and Iverson (1993) in a Australian study of blue-collar employees also found
support for the four-factor model of union commitment. Using confirmatory factor analysis,
the results indicated that the best fitting model was the original Gordon et al. factor structure,
where the factors of union loyalty, responsibility to the union, willingness to work for the
union and belief in unionism displayed construct validity with a set of antecedent variables.
Nonetheless, Kuruvilla and Sverke (1993) also found support for an alternate factor structure
based on the model as reported by Friedman and Harvey (1989). Studying a sample of
professional employees in Sweden, they observed the two-factors of union attitudes and
opinions and prounion behavioural intentions to best represent union commitment.

More recently, Iverson and Kuruvilla (1995a) affirmed the Gordon et al. (1980) model. In
an examination of elementary and high school teachers in the United States, they reported the
four-factor structure to underpin union commitment. This was achieved by both confirmatory
and exploratory factor analyses. Union loyalty was able to explain 40 percent of total
variance, with responsibility to the union, willingness to work for the union and belief in
unionism accounting for 13 percent, eight percent, and seven percent, respectively.

Although Kelloway, Catano, and Southwell (1992) have argued that the negatively worded
items of the dimension belief in unionism may confound its interpretation as a factor and
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Iverson and Buttigieg (1995) have reported multi-collinearity problems between union loyalty
and belief in unionism, we include all four-factors in our analysis of union commitment.

In summary, there are basically three possible explanations for the differences in factor
structures across studies. First, union commitment may actually differ across cultures.
Second, the differences in the dimensionality may be an artefact of the number and wording
of items used in the survey instrument (for example, ranging from 11 to 48 items). Third,
it would appear that the great variation in factor analysis techniques employed by studies (for
example, exploratory versus confirmatory) contributes to the differential findings. In this
paper we address these issues by employing methodology that identifies the most appropriate
factor structure (Joreskog and S6rbom, 1993) in New Zealand, followed by an examination
of the construct validity of the various factors.

Methods

Sample

The site for this research was a university branch of the Association of University Staff (AUS)
in New Zealand. The sample of 489 was equally divided between academic and ancillary (i.e.

technical, library, general, and services) staff, with 59 percent being male. The average age
and tenure of membership were 42.46 (S.D.=9.29) and 4.46 (S.D.=1.89), respectively.

Data collection

Using the records of the university branch of the AUS, all 913 members were surveyed.
Respondents were informed that participation was voluntary and all information collected was
confidential. Questionnaires were mailed to staff, with a total of 507 being returned by the
close-out date. Following the visual scanning of the questionnaires, 18 were discarded as
unusable. This represented a corrected response rate of 53 percent. Chi-square analysis was
undertaken to evaluate the representativeness of the original population (n=913) with that of
the final sample (N=489). The results found no difference in the demographic characteristic
of job category between academic and ancillary staff (xz(l )=0.47, p>.05). Although the AUS
records did not permit other comparisons, the data would appear to be representative based

on job category.

Measurement

A five-point Likert scale was used to measure the perceived response of each employee to
items in the questionnaire (unless otherwise stated). The scale ranged from (5) strongly agree
to (1) strongly disagree. The variables where possible were constructed from established
scales and are specified in the sub-sections below. Cronbach’s alpha (1951) was calculated
for all multiple measures. The descriptive statistics and correlations (LISREL) among

measures are contained in Table 2.
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Union Commitment

Union commitment was measured by 22 items adopted from the 48 items identified by
Gordon et al. (1980). As there is some concern regarding the functional equivalence of the
items 1n other cultural contexts, we conducted a pilot study of eleven members of AUS. This
enabled us to ground the survey within the New Zealand context and to eliminate any
ambiguity or confusion in items. Also, as there were space and time restrictions, we were
able to refine the questionnaire to meet these constraints.

As previously discussed, the empirical evidence for a four-factor structure of union
commitment 1s not, however, universal. As reported in the last section, current research has
reported the dimensionality of union commitment to vary considerably. We therefore
undertook tests of the different factor structures of union commitment. The 22 items selected
were first broken into the original four sub-scales as reported by Gordon and his colleagues:
union loyalty (nine items), responsibility to the union (seven items), willingness to work for
the union (four items), and belief in unionism (two items).

We also examined a three factor model by combining the loyalty and belief items into one
scale, while keeping the willingness to work and responsibility items as two separate scales
(for example, Fullagar, 1986; Klandermans, 1989). These were labelled, respectively, union
attitudes and opinions (11 items), responsibility to the union (seven items), and willingness
to work for the union (four items). In addition, there 1s strong evidence in the literature (for
example, Kuruvilla and Sverke, 1993) indicating that union commitment may be better
represented by two factors. We therefore grouped the 22 items into two sub-scales by
combining the loyalty and belief items into one scale, and the willingness to work and
responsibility items into the other. These were labelled, respectively, union attitudes and

opinions (11 items) and behavioural intentions (11 items). A list of the items used 1is
provided in the Table 3.

Explanatory Variables

Several explanatory variables were included to assess the construct validity of union
commitment. These comprised the demographic variables of age (years), gender (coded 1=
male, O=female), kinship responsibility (defined as the degree of an individual’s obligation to
immediate relatives in the community (Iverson, 1992), and membership tenure (years).
Kinship responsibility was measured using a two-item composite index based on Blegen,
Mueller, and Price (1988). The first-item relating to the number of people (including children
or other relatives) depending on the respondent’s income was coded as one if the respondent
had one dependent, two if there were more than one dependent, and zero if there were no
dependents. The second-item relating to whether the respondent was the main income earner
was coded as one if the respondent was the main income earner and zero if they were not.
The possible range of the index was between zero and three. The union variable of
represented assessed whether the respondent had formally represented the AUS (coded 1=yes,
0=no). Both of the variables of job category (coded 1 = academic, 0 = technical, library,
general, or services staff) and current rank of job category (ranging from 1= highest rank to

|
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5= lowest rank) measured the respondent’s position in the university. Union instrumentality,
defined as the degree to which the union achieves valued goals of employees, (Deery, Erwin,
and Iverson, 1996) was operationalised by eight items (for example, the benefits AUS
provides exceed the cost of being a member). Passive participation focused on lower or
informal forms of participation as assessed by six items (for example, since I have been a
member I have always voted in AUS represenatitive elections), while active participation
focused on higher or formal forms of participation as measured by the frequency of
involvement with the AUS in the last twelve months (for example, number of times raised an
issue or a grievance with AUS).

Analytical methods

The aim of our analysis was to examine the factor structure of union commitment in New
Zealand. The analysis involves two basic procedures. First, we test the applicability of
alternate factor structures using the confirmatory factor analysis techniques of LISREL VIII
(Joreskog and S6rbom, 1993). This technique allows us to examine the extent to which
different factor structures better "fit" the data. In our analysis we specify five different
models. The first model, the null model (i.e. a model that hypothesises that each item in the
questionnaire represents a single factor by itself) establishes a baseline with which other
models are compared in terms of the "fit" to the data. The second model (/ factor model)
hypothesises that only one general factor underlies the commitment construct (i.e. the concept
is unidimensional). The third model, 2 factor model, hypothesises that two factors best
represent union commitment (for example, Friedman and Harvey, 1986; Klandermans, 1989;
Kuruvilla and Sverke, 1993), while the 3 factor model, hypothesises that the three-factor
solution will provide the best fit of the data. The final model derives from Gordon et al.
(1980), which hypothesises a four-factor solution as best representing union commitment.
Given that the factors of commitment are part of the general commitment construct, in the
parameter specifications we allowed the different factors to be correlated (see Kuruvilla and
[verson, 1993 for a complete description of the measurement component of LISREL).

Evaluation of the various measurement models are made using conventional goodness-of-fit
criteria (see Bentler, 1990 and Bentler and Bonnet, 1980 for a description of the virtues of
various goodness of fit tests). We report and describe all the various indices below. The
goodness-of-fit index (GFI) is an index of the amount of variance and covariance accounted
for by the model; the adjusted goodness-of-fit (AGFI) i1s an index of the amount of variance
and covariance explained, adjusted for the degrees of freedom in the model; the normed
comparative fit index (CFI) is the preferred index for small samples, which is a population
measure of comparative model misspecification (Bentler, 1990); the normed fit index (NFI)
or rho compares the fit of the model to the null model when all items are constrained to be
independent of each other (Bentler and Bonett, 1980); the parsimonious fit index (PFI) or
delta corrects the NFI by adjusting for the degrees of freedom for the model (James, Mulaik
and Brett, 1982); and the root mean square residual (RMSR) is the result of the subtraction
of the hypothesised covariance matrix from the sample covariance matrix (Joreskog and
Sorbom, 1993). For the GFI, AGFI, CFI, NFI, and the PFI, the values range from zero to

one, with higher values representing better fit. For the RMSR, lower values indicate better
fit.
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We rely on the PFI for evaluating the various models. The advantage of the PFI is that it
indicates the practical significance in difference of fit for competing models (for example,
Harvey, Billings, and Nilan 1985; Iverson and Kuruvilla, 1995b). Finally, to establish
whether the fit of one model is significantly different from the fit of another model we

employ a nested approach, where chi-square difference tests are used to indicate improved fit
(Bentler and Bonett, 1980).

The second step in our analysis involves demonstrating the construct validity of the best-
fitting model. Although, we expect the factors of commitment to be related, they also should
be significantly different from each other. To examine the construct validity of the factors,
we regressed them on a set of explanatory variables. The explanatory variables (i.e. age,
gender, kinship responsibility, membership tenure, represented, job category, rank, union
instrumentality, passive and active participation) have been linked to union commitment (for
example, Barling et al., 1992; Gallagher and Clark, 1989). If the factors of commitment are
distinct, then we would expect differential relationships between the factors and the
explanatory variables.

Results

Table 1 provides the confirmatory factor analysis results for models of differing
dimensionality. The four-factor (i.e. union loyalty, responsibility to the union, willingness to
work for the union, and belief in unionism) solution provides the statistically best fitting
model. This was indicated by the change in chi-square and the associated improvement in the
goodness-of-fit for the PFI as we proceeded from the null model to the four-factor model.
This was also affirmed by the increase in the PFI from .649 to .801, which exceeded
Widaman’s (1985) "rule of thumb" of .01 criterion for the practical improvement of the
models. Specifically, the one-factor model provided a significant improvement in fit over the
null model (¢*(22) = 2780.70, p<.05). The two-factor model represented a better fit of the
data than the one-factor model (¢* (1) = 288.42, p<.05), as did the three-factor model over
the two-factor model (¢* (2) = 281.27, p<.05). Finally, the four-factor model was a significant
improvement in regards to the three-factor model (x*(3) = 11.91, p<.05). Although the PFI
of the four-factor model was only slightly higher than that for the three-factor model, the chi-
square difference results clearly indicate that the four-factor solution best fits the data. This
is also affirmed in Table 3 which contains the LISREL estimates of the factor loadings for
each of the four-factors. All loadings are significant, with the total coefficient of
determination (.995) indicating that the fit of the measurement model is extremely good. In
addition, examination of the LISREL modification indices suggests that the fit of the model
would not be significantly improved by allowing items to load on other factors.

Examining Table 2 it is evident that all four factors were significantly related. The
correlations ranged between .48 and .85 (p<.05), with the attitudinal dimensions of union
loyalty and belief in unionism as expected being the most highly associated. To evaluate the
construct validity of the best fitting model, we undertook LISREL analysis of the different
antecedents of the four-factors (see Table 4).
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As Table 4 indicates, the four-factors appear differentially related to the explanatory
variables. This 1s also supported by the R-square for each commitment factor, which differs
markedly. For example, the models explain about 90 percent of the variance in union loyalty,
46 percent of the variance in responsibility to the union, 44 percent of the variance in
willingness to work for the union, and 62 percent of the variance in belief in unionism. This
would suggest thatthe four factors are distinct.

A brief analysis of the results displays some interesting relationships between the explanatory
variables and the union commitment factors. In terms of age, we found that older staff are
more willing to fulfil the day to day obligations of the union (Barling et al., 1992; Gallagher
and Clark, 1989). Although Gordon et al. (1980) reported that women tend to exhibit greater
loyalty to the union, but are less inclined to be willing to work for the union, we found no
support for the effects of gender (Kuruvilla and Iverson, 1993). This finding is also affirmed
by Gallagher and Clark (1989) and Kuruvilla et al. (1993) who argue that the relationship
between gender and union commitment is inconclusive and lacks any theoretical rationale.
Kinship responsibility, which because of the external family obligations was thought to
decrease the behavioural components of responsibility and willingness to work for the union,
was also found not to have an impact on any of the factors (Iverson and Kuruvilla, 1995a).
Surprisingly, membership tenure displayed a similar relationship (Barling et al., 1992).

Having represented or held a union position in the past significantly increases staff’s
responsibility and willingness to work for the union. This may be due to staff having greater
access to information about the union, accompanied by positive experiences with the union
(Kuruvilla and Iverson, 1993). Interestingly, academics rather than ancillary staff displayed
greater readiness to undertake special work for the union (Kuruvilla and Iverson, 1993). This
may highlight the greater flexibility in work arrangements of academics. Being ranked high
or low in job category or classification was found not to influence union commitment.

Two of the strongest predictors of union commitment were union instrumentality and passive
participation (Deery et al., 1996; Iverson and Kuruvilla, 1995a; Kuruvilla et al., 1993). These
variables had significant positive effects on all four factors. A possible explanation for the
very high relationship between union instrumentality and union loyalty stems from union
loyalty partially capturing instrumentality aspects (Gordon et al.,, 1980). As union
instrumentality measures the degree to which the union achieves valued goals of employees,
it is logical to expect members to increase their custodial orientation toward the union, while
displaying a high degree of altruism for union activities. Although there is some debate over
the causal ordering of participation-commitment (Iverson and Kuruvilla, 1995a), our results
clearly demonstrate that staff displaying lower forms of participation (for example, voting in
elections) also display both attitudinal and behavioural union commitment. Finally, as
anticipated active participation (for example, raising grievances) was associated with increased
behavioural intentions of willingness to work for the union (Kelloway et al., 1992) and belief
in unionism. Higher forms of participation were contemplated to be linked with more active
forms of commitment.
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In summary, the findings support Gordon et al.’s (1980) four-factor model of union loyalty
responsibility to the union, willingness to work for the union, and belief in unionis
Moreover, the factors displayed discriminant validity with the explanatory variables as
evidenced by the differential relationships and explained variances. g
1
>
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Table 1: Goodness-of-fit of alternate factor model specifications in New Zealand

Model df p<. GFI AGFI RMSR CFI NFI PFI

Null 4075.94

1 Factor 1295.24

2 Factor 1006.82

3 Factor 725.55

4 Factor 713.64
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Table 2: Means, standard deviations, correlations (LISREL), and reliabilities™

Number
of .

Determinants Items Means s.d. ] 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Union Commitment

|. Loyalty g - 343 OB 83

2. Responsibility 7 3.84 0.6l by A

3. Willingness 4 255 096 .54 .60 .84

4. Belief 2 292 092 85 .66 .48 .60
Explanatory Variables

5. Age | 4246 929 -03 .08 -03 -02 ---

6. Gender 1 059 049 -06 -03 .02 -04 .14 ---

7. Kinship responsibility 1 1.99 0.62 02 -02 02 -01 .14 .18 -~

8. Member tenure 1 446 189 -05 -01 06 .04 .44 25 08 -

9. Represented 1 0.17 0.38 2 27 49 21 04 03 01 JJ6 -

10. Job category 1 050 050 -01 -04 -02 -00 .28 34 .12 .16 -04 -

1. Rank P aae 116 13 b7 03 D6 -37 -33 -16 -44 -1l -4 =

12 Union instrumentality 8 3.22 0.68 93 58 37 75 .03 -00-03 .01 .15 .09 .04 .79

13. Passive participation 6 3.18 0.79 .50 52 52 50 -03 -.08 .05 .04 .34 -27 .07 .32 .70

14. Active participation 3 241 254 24 28 48 35 -13 05 .03 .11 40 -23 -01 .16 .58 -

» N=484. Reliabilities are reported along the diagonal.

b Correlations above .08 are significant at p<.05, one-tailed test.
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Table 3: Union commitment items and factor loadings for the four factor solution

Maximum Likelihood
Estimates of Factor Loadings [tem
Union Commitment [tems | 2 3 4+ Reliability

L. I feel a sense of pride in being a member of
AUS.
[ expect to be a member of AUS for the rest
of my career with the university.
Members of AUS are not expected to have
a strong personal commitment to the union.?

. My values and AUS’s are similar.

. I talk about AUS as a great organisation
to belong to.
[ feel little loyalty toward AUS.?
Deciding to join AUS was a smart move
on my part.
Moving ahead in the University is more
important than staying in AUS.?
The record of AUS is good example of
what of a group of dedicated union
members can achieve.
As an AUS member I have a responsibility
to ensure that university management sticks
to the terms of the collective contract.
It 1s the duty of every AUS member to keep
their eyes and ears open for information
that might be useful to AUS’s effectiveness.
It is the responsibility for every AUS member
to encourage any member who has a grievance
to use AUS representation and the grievance
procedure.
Every AUS member should know what they
are entitled to under the collective contract.
If necessary every AUS member should be
prepared to take the time and risk of filing
a grievance or complaint against the university.
AUS members should encourage non-members
to join up.
It is my responsibility as an AUS member to
speak about AUS in a positive way
[ am willing to put in a great deal of effort
beyond that normally expected of an AUS
member in order to make AUS successful.
[ doubt that I would do special work to help AUS.?
If asked, I would serve on an AUS committee.
[f asked, I would run for an AUS elected position.
My loyalty is to my work, not to AUS.?
As long as I’m doing the work I enjoy,
it does not matter if [ belong to AUS.?

Notes: Total coefficient of determination is 995
* Reverse coded.
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Table 4: LISREL estimates for determinants of union loyalty, responsibility
to the union, willingness to work for the union, and belief in unionism

Determinants " Loyalty Responsibility ~ Willingness Belief
Age -.018 W s -.033 -.025
Gender -.004 025 000 -.047
Kinship

responsibility 006 -.038 005 -.008
Member tenure -.026 -.070 -.006 026
Represented 022 A107% 298*%% -.002
Job category .000 -.001 114** 059
Rank 053 064 039 006
Union

instrumentality 843*** A43**" 190*** 644 ***
Passive

participation 5. g 340%** LOR g b b
Active

participation -.011 -.014 0]k A 12*
R’ 904 459 437 621
N=484.

* p<.05 £ i k% p< 001
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Conclusions

T'o date little empirical research has been done in New Zealand examining the commitment
of union members. The present study has taken the well established Gordon et al. (1980)
union commitment model and tested its applicability, in three forms, to the New Zealand
setting. Using 22 slightly modified items from the original scale, we find that the archetype
four-factor model of union commitment is supported: loyalty, responsibility to the union,
willingness to work for the union, and belief in unionism. As well as establishing the
applicability of the commitment scale to the New Zealand setting, our results tally with
previous studies undertaken in Australia, Canada, and the United States to give a broad
endorsement for the robustness of the union commitment scale (Iverson and Kuruvilla, 1995a,
Kuruvilla and Iverson, 1993; Gordon et al., 1982, 1984; Thacker et al., 1989).

Although we support the four-factor model, and conducted further multivariate analysis on
this basis, the results do show that the three-factor model also achieves good fit (i.e. PFI =
.80) in the New Zealand setting. This result is important as some researchers may prefer to

adopt the three factor model for theoretical and/or methodological reasons (Iverson and
Buttigieg, 1995; Kelloway et al., 1992).

The focus of our multivariate analysis was to show that the factors of commitment are
different. However, taking a causal perspective, the results display a particularly significant
relationship between union instrumentality and passive participation, and union commitment.
In addition, older members and members who have previously represented the union displayed
higher behavioural commitment. No support was found for gender, kinship responsibility,
membership tenure, or rank in influencing union member commitment.

As a precursor to making recommendations for future research, some notes on the limitations
of the present study should be expressed. The most apparent restriction is the use of a case
study population. The findings of the present study should now be rigorously replicated in
other unionised settings (for example, blue-collar) in New Zealand. Although the focus of
our analysis was the construct validity of the commitment scale, it should be clear that many
other variables that influence union commitment have not been measured in this study. It is
also possible that due to artefact of the number and wording of items that more than four
commitment factors may exist).

As well as further establishing the robustness of the union commitment scale in New Zealand,
future research should look to build a model of determinants. Variables such as union
socialisation, organisational commitment, job satisfaction, political union instrumentality and
industrial relations climate, can be added to the variables found to be useful in this study -
age, represented, instrumentality and participation - in building a causal model. While
longitudinal research designs have recently begun to be employed in this area (Fullagar, Clark,
Gallagher, and Gordon, 1994), further work is required. The onus is therefore on researchers
in New Zealand and overseas to take up this challenge in attempting to establish the temporal
and causal dimensionality of union commitment.
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