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The Consequences of Dual and Unilateral Commitment: Evidence
from the Health Service

ABSTRACT

This paper examines the pattern and consequencesnohitment to
organisation and union amongst union members iK &lbational Health Service
(NHS) Trust. Those who perceived the industrisdtiehs climate as positive were
more likely to be dually committed to both orgatisa and union. As anticipated,
union commitment predicted union citizenship bebakg and intent to quit the union.
However, organisational commitment predicted interquit the organisation but not
organisational citizenship behaviour, which waslmted by union commitment.
Findings suggest that those with a unilateral comnt to the union are more likely
than the dually committed to engage in citizengl@paviours aimed at helping fellow
members and colleagues, perhaps because theynfamisirained by any strong

loyalty to the organisation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

There is now a sizeable literature on employeesiragment to their
employer and to their union, with studies on theeeedents of organisational
(company/employer) and union commitment (e.g. Bgrét al. 1990; Fukami and
Larsen 1984, Fullagar and Barling 1991), and orpthssibility of employees being
dually committed to both (e.g. Angle and Perry 198flagar and Barling 1991,
Magenau et al. 1988). The findings suggest thatpite of the possibility that
commitment to employer and union might be consdi@sconflicting, dual loyalty is
very common, particularly where the climate of eoyple relations is relatively
harmonious. However, very little research has lwesducted on the possible
consequences of dual commitment, and Gordon and (1890) argue that it is as an
antecedent that the significance of dual commitrmaungt ultimately be assessed.
Furthermore, much of the commitment literature Iesesn North American and very
few studies have been conducted in the UK, withréine exception of Guest and
Dewe (1991).

In this paper, our aims are twofold. First, we exelthe pattern of
commitment to organisation and union amongst umembers in a UK National
Health Service (NHS) Trust. Our concern is with éxéent to which the two
commitments can be seen as competing or complengeatad we provide some UK
evidence in an area dominated by North Americadissu Second, we examine the
consequences of commitment for employee attituddahaviour, including
intentions to quit the organisation and the unand the performance of
organisational and union citizenship behaviour&eg question is whether or not
dual commitment adds anything to our understandfragtitudes and behaviour,

independently of commitment to company and unioor@@n and Ladd 1990;
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Bemmels 1995). Further understanding of the rolduall commitment is important,
as the fostering of dual commitment can be seemaubjective of recent industrial
relations developments in the UK, such as the dutction of formal partnership
agreements in the workplace, a development whislbkan especially prominent in
the NHS (Heaton et al. 2000; 2002). The paper Isagith a brief survey of the
literature on dual commitment. We then presentemapirical work, before drawing

some conclusions and discussing the implicatiormiofindings.

2. LITERATURE AND HYPOTHESES

Commitment to organisation and to union.

Organisational commitment has been defined ashinding of an individual to an
organisation’ (Gordon et al. 1980: 480), and isallyuneasured as an attitude
involving a sense of identification and loyalty.i§ hattitudinal’ approach to
commitment may be distinguished from ‘behavioucalimmitment, the latter
involving the individual becoming bound to the angation due to sunk investments
and ‘side bets’ in the employment relationship. att@udinal approach has received
the greater attention in the commitment literatwerall. The union commitment
literature has essentially transferred the notioorganisational commitment into a
union context (Gordon et al. 1980).

It might be expected that commitment to organisasiod to union would be a
source of role conflict, involving cognitive dissoorce, particularly if union and
employer are seen to be in conflict (Festinger 19bfe behaviours expected of the
committed union member, including actively suppagtihe union and perhaps
participating in industrial action from time to &nmay bring the individual into

conflict with the employer. At the very least, tihdividual may face a choice in



WP — 102 ISSN: 1749-3641 (Online)

allocating time and energy to behaviours that esgpseipport for the union or the
organisation.

However, the evidence suggests that many indivedaid highly committed
both to their union and their employer, a phenomdawwn as ‘dual allegiance’,
‘dual loyalty’ or ‘dual commitment’ (e.g. Stagne®34; Angle and Perry 1986;
Fullagar and Barling 1991; Magenau et al. 1988)o Tmain approaches have been
adopted in the measurement of dual commitment K8vand Sjoberg 1994; Gordon
and Ladd 1990). The ‘dimensional approach’ is basethe assessment of the
correlation between organisational and union commeit, with dual commitment
being evidenced by a positive correlation (Angld Berry 1986; Conlon and
Gallagher 1987, Johnson and Johnson 1992). Madiesthave found a positive
correlation, although a few have found a small tiegaorrelation. Reed et al's
(1994) meta-analysis of 76 samples found corredatranging from —-0.25 to +0.77,
with a mean corrected correlation of +0.42. Sinylafuller and Hester’'s (1998)
meta-analysis of 22 samples found correlationsingnigom —0.26 to +0.72.

The ‘taxonomic approach’ to dual commitment catesgar individuals into
four groups: dual allegiance (with high levels ofranitment to both organisation and
union), unilateral allegiance to either organisato union, and dual disallegiance
(low commitment to both). The criteria for spliggithe sample varies across studies.
Splitting at the median is common, although thgihes in sample-specific quadrants,
which prevents meaningful comparisons across samplealternative is to split the
sample at the ‘neutral’ scale mid-points. A lessiomn approach is to perform a
cluster analysis. The choice of approach is esabnén arbitrary one and some
studies apply alternative bifurcation methods dmhtassess the impact on the results

(e.g., Sverke and Sjoberg 1994).
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Industrial relations climate and commitment.
Organisational and union commitment have genebedn found to have different
antecedents (e.g., Deery and Iverson 1998; Svewtk&Spberg 1994; Sherer and
Morishima 1989). Individuals may perceive sepaexighanges with employer and
union, so that organisational and union commitnaeatthe outcome of parallel rather
than competing processes (Johnson and Johnson. T9@) findings suggest that
organisational commitment is influenced by peraapgiof the job, and union
commitment by perceptions of the union’s perforngafidg 1989; Magenau et al.
1988).

Some studies find a positive relationship betwesnegived industrial
relations climate and commitment to both employet anion (Angle and Perry
1986), suggesting that dual commitment may be tarfeaf harmonious industrial
relations. Thus, when management-union relatioeaseen to be positive, employees
may find it easier to commit to both organisatiol anion, although these
commitments may be seen as being become incortsigtene relations between the
two are antagonistic. This is in line with Festirng€1957) notion of cognitive
dissonance, with the two commitments constitutiisgahant cognitive elements.
Cognitive dissonance is seen as a state of negatiusal, the reduction of which is
likely to be gratifying. Thus, where union and argation are seen to be in conflict,
dual commitment is likely to give rise to attemfuseduce the degree of dissonance,
perhaps by abandoning commitment to one or other.

This suggests the following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 1: Dual commitment to organisation and union will be more
prevalent amongst those individuals who perceive theindustrial relations

climate to be positive.

The consequences of organisational and union commitment.

There is a great deal of evidence to suggest tigangational commitment is
associated with lower levels of intent to quit avith higher levels of discretionary or
citizenship behaviour (Meyer, et al. 2002;. Mathaewl Zajac 1990). Similarly, union
commitment has been shown to predict active ppgtmn in the union (Bamberger
et al. 1999), and intent to quit the union (Snapd @han 2000; Sverke and Sjoberg
1995; Goslinga and Sverke 2003).

One possible rationale for such relationshipsas the individual
employee/member enjoys a social exchange relatipmgth both employer and
union, which is reflected in commitment and recgated in the form of discretionary
citizenship behaviour and an intent to continuerétationship (Organ 1990).
However, work on multiple commitments suggests thaiprocation is likely to be
aimed at the specific exchange partner (McNeelyMeadlino 1994; Settoon et al.
1996; Siders et al. 2001), such that commitmetitiécemployer results in
discretionary behaviours likely to benefit the eayalr, whilst union commitment
results in discretionary behaviours likely to benisfe union. Thus, we formulate the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2: Organisational commitment is a). negatively associated with

intention to quit the organisation and b). positively associated with

organisational citizenship behaviour.
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Hypothesis 3: Union commitment is a). negatively associated with intention to

quit the union and b). positively associated with union citizenship behaviour.

The consequences of dual commitment.

Much of the research has examined the extent dfadwamitment and has explored
the factors which might predict its existence. Heare a key question which has been
relatively neglected in the literature is the externwhich dual commitment predicts
attitudes and behaviours (Gordon and Ladd 19909.sTiggestion is that if dual
commitment is a unique construct, independent gamisational and union
commitment, then *...it would have additive effeces/bnd commitment to an
employer or a union on desirable behaviors andnsgdonal outcomes’ (Bemmels
1995: 401). The suggestion is that employees wipoess dual commitment may be
expected to show attitudes and behaviours whiclfieamirable to both employer and
union.

Bemmels (1995) provides a test of this. Modellingldcommitment as an
interaction term between the union and organisatioommitment variables, the
findings suggest that dual commitment predicts stewvard behaviour (the
frequency with which the steward resolves grievartheough informal discussion
with the supervisor), and grievance procedure oueso(the percentage of grievances
filed which were resolved during the year), aftentrolling for the possible main
effects of the two commitments. In each case,nteraction suggests that dual
commitment is associated with a higher level ofdtesvard behaviour/ outcome in
qguestion. Thus, according to Bemmels (1995), doadmitment emerges as a distinct
construct, with independent predictive power, exjitgy variance over and above that

explained by union and organisational commitment.
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In contrast, Deery and Iverson (1998), in theidgtaf an Australian financial
services company, find that dual commitment, measby a development of Angle
and Perry’s (1986) direct measure of dual commitimera significant predictor of
none of their organisational outcomes. This ispitesof the fact that such outcomes
were predicted by organisational and union commtiguggesting that the dual
commitment construct has no independent explang@mer. The divergent findings
between the Bemmels (1995) and Deery and Ivers@®8jistudies may be due to
their having measured dual commitment differentlyootheir being based on very
different samples. Clearly, the relationship betwdeal commitment and outcomes is
in need of further examination.

The Angle and Perry (1986) direct measure of daalmitment is a five-item
scale, which attempts to tap into potential empdeyrion member role conflict and
the extent to which management and union are padeis being non-conflictual,
with high dual commitment being represented byraggion of low conflict.
However, attempting to measure dual commitmentregglg, as essentially perceived
conflict, rather than as a function of the two atefal commitment scales is perhaps
inappropriate and arguably redundant (Bemmels 199%re may also be reliability
problems in the Angle and Perry (1986) scale. Whils original study reported an
alpha of 0.71, Deery and Iverson’s (1998) adaptaticthe scale had a reliability
coefficient of only 0.63, and that used by Beauesial. (1991) had alphas of only
0.51 and 0.44 in their two samples. FurthermorauBais et al. (1991) questioned the
validity of the scale as a measure of dual commtireuggesting that it reflects
union rather than dual commitment.

Given the above concerns, in this study we follbessuggestions of both

Gordon and Ladd (1990) and Bemmels (1995) in mesgdual commitment as an
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interaction between the organisational and unionmdment scales. We also suggest
that dual commitment will emerge as a unique costexplaining variance in
outcomes over and above that explained by orgamiedtand union commitment
(Gordon and Ladd 1990; Bemmels 1995).

The question then arises as to what will be theetgal sign of such effects.
Following Bemmels (1995), we might expect that catmrmant to one focus (e.qg., the
organisation) would reinforce the effect of comnetrhto the other focus (e.g., the
union) on relevant outcomes (e.g., intent to dngtinion and union citizenship
behaviours). A possible rationale for such moderaéffects is that dual commitment
is associated with cognitive consistency betweerrakes of employee and union
member (Magenau et al. 1988), such that outcomavialrs are engaged in
relatively free from fears of compromising eitheler However, it is also plausible to
suggest the reverse effect, with dual commitmerkimgaindividuals more cautious
about being identified too strongly with either angsation or union. For example, the
impact of union commitment on union citizenship &dabur may be weaker for those
who also have high levels of organisational comraittmif such individuals fear that
being seen as a union activist offends the employer

Given this ambiguity about the possible directibamy moderator effects,
rather than formulating a specific directional hiysis, we offer the following
research question:

Research question: How does dual commitment effect organisational and

union citizenship behaviours and intentions to quit the organisation and

union?

10
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3.METHOD

Sample and procedure.

A self-completion questionnaire was distribute@lldl,560 employees of a NHS Trust
serving a diverse rural population in North Easgland. To ensure confidentiality the
guestionnaire was returned direct to the reseascheax reply-paid envelope. By the
cut-off date, 707 useable responses were recgwediding a response rate of 45
percent. The sample was occupationally diversdy 88t percent of the respondents
nurses, 16 percent professional and professiolesl &l medicine, and seven percent
doctors. In total, 66 percent were members of arurln this paper, we restrict our
analysis to union members. In the union memberssubple, mean health service and
union tenure were 16.29 and 14.47 years respegtiVBe modal age range was 40 to
49, accounting for 33.6 percent of the sub-san§e3 percent were female, 81.3
percent were married/living as married and 27.@¢@rhad degree-level education.
The sample was broadly representative of the T3ustérall workforce, for example,
with 84 percent of all employees being women. Umepresentatives estimated trade
union density for the Trust at approximately twadh of the work force, which is
broadly in line with average union density figuoe the UK public sector as a whole

(TUC 2003).

Measures.

The study variables were measured as follows. Wnteantioned otherwise,
responses were on a seven-point scale from ‘styahghgree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’
(7). Union commitment was measured with seven ifegfecting a single affective
dimension, based on shared values, and a sendentity, belonging, and pride. For

example: ‘What the union stands for is importantig, and ‘I feel a strong sense of

11
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belonging to the union’. Organisational commitmgrmet. to the employer, the NHS
Trust) was measured using Meyer and Allen’s (1%®¢)tem affective commitment
scale. We conducted a confirmatory factor analysthe organisational and union
commitment items, which suggested that the twoesdahd discriminant validity.
Thus, a two-factor model, with separate organisafiand union commitment factors,
produced a superior fit to the one-factor modehalgh the fit was only moderate
(2-factor model: X = 312.477; df = 64; GFI = 0.889; AGFI| = 0.841; GF0.887;
RMSEA = 0.097; 1-factor model = 1144.517; df = 6%l = 0.614; AGFI = 0.460;
CFI = 0.510; RMSEA = 0.201. Change iA3X832.040; change in df = 1; p < 0.01).
In the two-factor solution, all indicators loadedrsficantly (p < 0.001) on their latent
variables.

Perceived IR climate reflects the extent to wheelatrons between
management and rank and file workers are seen ashyurusting, respectful and
co-operative, and was measured with six items ffammer et al. (1991). For
example: ‘Staff and management distrust one andtestersed), and ‘Staff and
management respect each other’.

Potential organisational outcomes were measuréallag/s. Intention to quit
the Trust was measured with four items, for examiplaten think of quitting this
job’, and ‘It is likely that | will look for anothejob during the next year’.
Organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB), inchglialtruism’ and ‘compliance’
dimensions, was measured with 10 items based @e thiocSmith et al. (1983).
Responses were made on a five-point scale, ‘né¥etd ‘always’ (5). An
exploratory factor analysis of these items, withmax rotation, revealed two factors
with eigenvalues greater than one, accounting 2qoeéscent of total variance. One

item was dropped because it had a secondary loadihop 0.2 of the primary

12
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leading. A re-analysis with the remaining 9 itemsduced a similar two-factor
structure, accounting for 64 percent of total vac&a The items designed to measure
compliance loaded on the first factor (five iteffog,example: ‘Suggest ways to
reduce waste’; ‘Make innovative suggestions to muprwork procedures'). The
remaining items loaded on the second factor, and W®se designed to measure
altruism (four items, for example: ‘Help new peogpédtle into the job’; ‘Take time to
listen to work colleagues problems or worries’). EX€@mpliance and altruism
variables were formed by averaging across thednafour items respectively.

Potential union outcomes were measured as follbowvent to quit the union
was measured with two items: ‘I often think aba#&ving my union and joining
another union’, and ‘I often think about not beaagnion member at all’. Union
citizenship behaviour is concerned with member#‘aerole behaviours, and was
measured as a response to the question: ‘Think &lmowyou behave in relation to
the union and your work colleagues. When the opjpdst arises, how often do you
do each of the following?’ Respondents were thesgmted with 13 items,
responding on a five-point scale: ‘never’ (1) ttways’ (5). The items were subjected
to an exploratory factor analysis, with obliqueatain. Three factors emerged with
eigenvalues greater than one, accounting for 7@péof variance. Three items were
removed because of significant cross loadingsjgaten items to be re-analysed.
Three factors again emerged, identical to theah@nalysis except for the deleted
items, and accounting for 75 percent of total vas&a Four items loaded heavily on
the first factor, relating to activist forms of onicitizenship behaviour: speaking at
and attending union meetings, volunteering to baian official, committee member
or delegate, and reading a union journal or magadihree items loaded on the

second factor, including relating to providing amvio work colleagues on union-

13
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related matters, problems and grievances, andrigethem put their case to
management. We refer to these as union helpingvimira. Finally, three items
loaded on a third factor: attending a rally or destation, voting in union elections
and speaking well of the union to colleagues. Wltifs first of these might well be
time-consuming for the member, we neverthelesspregethese as actions which
might be expected of a rank-and-file union memgeen that there is no leadership
role implied. Union citizenship behaviour variabfes ‘union activism’, ‘union
helping’, and ‘union rank & file’ were formed by eraging across these four, three

and three items respectively.

4. RESULTS

Means, standard deviations, correlations and alfdrake study variables are
shown in table 1. Alphas are generally at acceptivels, with only that for intent to
quit the union marginally below 0.7.

Organisational commitment and union commitmentmatesignificantly
correlated (correlation coefficient = +0.065; p.2&D on a 2-tail test). This suggests
that loyalty to the union does not necessarily ynth$loyalty to the Trust. However,
the lack of a significant positive correlations so®t necessarily mean that there is
no evidence of dual commitment (Gordon and Ladd}.98 taxonomic analysis split
the samples into four categories, taking the medmevof organisational and union
commitment as the split points (table 2). Thosd\alhove average commitment to
both are categorised as dual loyalists, those vagtbw average commitment on both
are dual disaffecteds, and those with above avemagme or other commitment are

classified as Trust or Union loyalists accordingly.

14
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The analysis for all union members shows a faigyag distribution across the
four taxons, perhaps with slightly more classifiet the dual disaffected category.
However, almost a quarter (23 percent) fall in® doal commitment category,
defined as those with above average commitmendtto Brust and to their union. In
order to test hypothesis 1, we conducted an asadysiording to individuals’
perceptions of the IR climate, again splitting faenple at the mean. Those who
perceive a relatively negative IR climate are gexlmainly into either the dual
dissaffected or union loyalist categories. Thodi wiore positive perceptions of the
IR climate are grouped mainly into the dual loyaltd trust loyalist categories. Thus,
hypothesis 1, which anticipates that dual commitrmath be more prevalent amongst
those individuals who perceive the industrial riela¢ climate to be positive, is
supported.

The results of the hierarchical regression analgsiall union members is
shown in table 3. Organisational commitment is tiggly associated with intent to
quit the trust, as predicted by hypothesis 2a. Hanecontrary to hypothesis 2b,
there is no association between organisational aoment and the two dimensions of
OCB, compliance and altruism. Rather, altruism em@pliance are positively
associated witkunion commitment. Union commitment is negatively asseciavith
intent to quit the union, as expected in hypoth8aisand positively associated with
all three dimensions of UCB (helping, rank & fild activism), as expected in
hypothesis 3b.

Looking now at our research question, concerniegrtbremental
contribution of dual commitment, the only signiftanteraction term in table 3 is for
union helping, and in this case there gegative moderating effect. This is plotted in

figure 1. This suggests that higher levels of oiggtional commitment are associated

15
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with a less strongly positive relationship betweeron commitment and union
helping behaviour.

We also conducted separate regressions for merab#rs two largest unions
in our sample, the Royal College of Nursing (RCNJ &NISON. The regression
results for RCN members are shown in table 4. trttequit the Trust is negatively
predicted by commitment to the Trust, with neitheion commitment nor the
interaction term significant. However, neither dmi®n of organisational citizenship
behaviour, compliance nor altruism, are signifibaptedicted by either of the
commitment variables or by the interaction term.régards union citizenship
behaviours, those aimed at helping fellow memberpeedicted by union
commitment, and there is a significant negativeranttion, similar to that found in
the full sample regressioBoth rank & file and activist forms of pro-unionhmesiour
are positively predicted by union commitment, withsignificant effects from
organisational commitment or from the interactiBmally, intent to quit the union is
negatively predicted by union commitment only.

The results for UNISON members are included ingd&blThese findings are
broadly similar to those for the full sample andNR@nalyses. Again, intent to quit
the Trust is predicted by commitment to the Tr@stmpliance and altruism are
predicted by commitment to neither the organisationthe union, although this time
there is a significant negative interaction efiadhe case of altruism. Again, there is
a significant negative interaction in the caseetidviours aimed at helping fellow
members; and union commitment is significant. Urdtommitment also predicts rank
& file and activist behaviours. Again, intent toitgiine union is negatively predicted

by union commitment.

16
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5. DISCUSSION

Whilst organisational and union commitment weresighificantly correlated,
we did find evidence of dual commitment in our tagmic analysis. Furthermore,
consistent with hypothesis 1, dual commitment wasenmn evidence amongst those
who perceived the IR climate as being positive o&ifive IR climate was also
associated with a higher proportion of Trust logtaliand lower proportions of union
loyalists and dual dissaffecteds. This pattern eatgthat whilst a positive IR climate
favours the development of dual commitment, anggieed deterioration in IR
climate is likely to result primarily in a declime organisational rather than in union
commitment.

Turning to the consequences of commitment, ounrigglsuggest that union
citizenship behaviours and intent to quit the uraomlargely a reflection of union
commitment. However, whilst organisational commitingredicts intent to quit,
organisational citizenship behaviours seem nog¢fiect organisational commitment,
and in the full sample it is commitment to the umrather than to the organisation
which predicts the OCB dimensions of compliance a@trdiism. Certainly, there is no
suggestion in our findings that union and emplaegessarily compete for the
commitment and extra-role participation of indivads) in that commitment to the one
does not necessarily involve reduced levels ateitship behaviour for the other.

We formulated an open research question on theteféé dual commitment.
One possibility was a positive interaction effeetiieen organisational and union
commitment in the case of organisational and unittrenship behaviours, based on
a cognitive consistency interpretation of dual catmmant (Magenau et al. 1988),
whilst a negative effect was also possible. Ingbent, the only significant

interactions weraegative for union helping in the full sample, RCN and UNISO

17
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analyses, and for altruism in the UNISON analysily.oThese interactions suggest
that higher levels of organisational commitmentassociated with a less strongly
positive relationship between union commitment @@Bs aimed at helping fellow
members and colleagues, for example advising gplieson their problems and
helping them put their case to management. Onetavangerpret these findings is to
suggest that those with a unilateral commitmenltéounion are particularly likely to
participate in such behaviours, because they fe@nstrained by any strong loyalty
to the organisation. In contrast, some of the guaimmitted may wish to avoid such
potentially partisan union behaviours for fear tiety signal disloyalty to the
organisation. Not surprisingly, the dual disaffeistewith low levels of commitment
to both union and organisation, show the lowestlkwf helping.

Our findings are consistent with those of Bemm#&896) in so far as they
suggest that dual commitment has independent presljower, and is thus a unique
construct rather than an epiphenomenon. HowevékeuBemmels (1995) our
findings suggests that this predictive power isatieg rather than positive. This
difference may be resolved by looking at the spesieward behaviours and
outcomes for which a positive interaction effecevi@und in the Bemmels (1995)
study. The two outcomes, ‘How often do you settpmtential grievance before it is
filed by discussing the problem with the employesipervisor?’ (informal), and the
percentage of filed grievances resolved by the gadr(resolved), reflect a
particularly cooperative approach to industriahtieins. In contrast, the outcomes in
our study, union helping and altruism, involve pdivg help to fellow employees,
and do not necessarily imply the adoption of a eoative approach. Indeed, such
behaviours may even be indicative of a relativeljtamt attitude and approach on

the part of the individual respondent.

18
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Our findings provide no support for the suggesttmat dually committed
individuals will be better organisational or unicitizens than their unilaterally
committed colleagues. Indeed, there is countereenie, with dual commitment being
associated with lower levels of union helping altiduesm than for those with strong
unilateral commitment to the union. Our findingggest that initiatives designed to
build cooperative industrial relations and dual cmtment to organisation and union,
such as social partnership arrangements, will aocéssarily lead to more active
member participation in unions. On the contrarg, ¢b-worker-focussed union
helping behaviours appear likely to most developeder conditions of unilateral
union commitment, which may be more prevalent winedestrial relations are
perceived by members to be less harmonious. Thigests that union militancy,
rather than moderation, may be the most effectiag for unions to win the active
participation of their members. This is not to Hagt social partnership is necessarily
a negative development. There may be other advesitagorganizations, to their
employees, and to unions. But what we are sayitigatssocial partnership, to the
extent that it builds more harmonious industrightiens and dual commitment, may
undermine union helping and altruism, and so maytensistent with attempts to
build a more activist, solidaristic form of workpunionism.

Our findings are, of course, limited in that theg based on evidence from
one particular NHS trust. The extent to which thasdings can be generalised to
other trusts, or more broadly to other sectorgjireq further research. Furthermore,
given that the central concern of this paper ifidital commitment, we have
naturally focused on just two commitment foci - theon and the organisation.
However, our failure to find a significant relat&mp between organisational

commitment and OCB may be attributable to our hgwmssed a commitment focus,
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since OCB may be engaged in by employees in rezapion for favourable
consideration and treatment by their supervisofyodkers, or clients rather than for
support or favourable treatment by the organisafitwus, future studies might
include a wider range of potential commitment faecluding not only the supervisor,
co-workers, and clients, but also those in the mdi@main, such as the local union

representative /shop steward and the full-timeceffi

20
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TABLE 1
Means, standard deviations, correlations and riétiab for the study variables.
Mean. Standard 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
deviation.

1 Female 0.86 0.35 --
2 Tenure 11.54 8.49 .05 --
3 Part time 0.29 0.45 A7+ .06 -
4 Temporary contract 0.19 0.39 07 -153 .0 --
5 Shiftworker 0.37 0.48 .05 -11* -03 .07 --
6 Organisational commitment 4,18 1.25 -04 **1900 -.02 -.07 .84
7 Union commitment 4.63 0.92 -02 .05 .02.02 .01 .07 .86
8 Intent to quit the Trust 3.41 1.63 -.04 -.05.07 .04 A3*  -.51** -.02 .88
9 OCB - Compliance 3.11 0.80 -09 .15 -14*09 -.15** .13* .11* .03 .83
10 OCB — Altruism 3.90 0.75 .01 A3% - 2003  .18** .07 A2* 11* A7 .82
11 Union OCB - Individual 1.87 0.96 -12*  .18%14* - 03 -.04 .08 29* .04 31** 22** 85
12 Union OCB - Rank & File 2.83 1.02 -07 .07.08 -06 -05 .04 59* 01 21% A7 48**
13 Union OCB — Activist 1.50 0.87 -14** 08 .09 -.13* -.14** .06 A1 01 22* .09 .56
14 Intent to quit the union 2.31 1.23 -02 -06.03 -01 .00 .01 -58* .03 -07 -03 -19*
15 IR climate 405 1.17 .02 -06 .07 .00.05- .52** 03 -.46** .07 .01 -01

*p <0.05; ** p<0.01 (2-tailed tests).
Figures on diagonal are scale reliabilities.
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Continued...

12 13 14 15

12 Union OCB — Rank & File 73

13 Union OCB — Activist .55* .89

14 Intent to quit the union - A4 - 27 63

15 IR climate -.01 .00 -01 .84

*p <0.05; ** p <0.01 (2-tailed tests), N=414.
Numbers on diagonal are scale reliabilities.
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TABLE 2
Taxonomic analysis of commitment.
Commitment to: All By perceived IR climate:
The union The Trust union Negative IR Positive IR
members. climate. climate.

Dual disaffecteds Low Low 120 (29%) 81 (39%) 3999
Trust loyalists Low High 106 (26%) 35 (17%) 71 (36%
Union loyalists High Low 92 (22%) 66 (31%) 26 (18%
Dual loyalists High High 96 (23%) 28 (13%) 68 (33%

Note: The four taxons were derived by splitting the slE®jat the mean on the two commitments.
The analysis by perceived IR climate also splithatmean.
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TABLE 3
Results of hierarchical regression analysis: albmmembers.
Intent to quit Compliance. Altruism. Union Unioank Union Intent to quit
the Trust. helping. & file. activism. thaion.
Control variables:
Female -0.06 -0.05 0.03 -0.08 -0.04 -0.11 -0.04
Tenure 0.08 0.12* 0.14** 0.10* 0.04 .00 -0.04
Part time -0.06 -0.15** -0.22** -0.15** -0.69 -0.09 0.04
Temporary contract 0.05 -0.06 -0.02 -0.03 070. -0.12** -0.00
Shiftworker 0.10 -0.12* 0.19** -0.03 -0.04 -0.12** 0.01
Changein R? 0.02 0.07** 0.10** 0.05** 0.02 0.06** 0.01
Commitment to:
Organisation -0.52** 0.09 0.05 0.04 -0.01 0.01 0.06
Union 0.00 0.11* 0.12** 0.30** 0.60** 0.41* -0.59**
Changein R? 0.26** 0.02* 0.02* 0.08** 0.35** 0.17** 0.34**
Interaction:
Commitment to organisation 0.04 -0.03 -0.09 156* -0.05 -0.04 -0.02
X commitment to union
Changein R? 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02** 0.00 0.00 0.00
Final R 0.29 0.09 0.12 0.15 0.37 0.23 0.35
Adj R? 0.27 0.07 0.10 0.13 0.36 0.21 0.34
F 20.30** 5.05** 6.91** 8.94** 29.80** 184** 27.13*

*p <0.05; *p<0.01, N =414,
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TABLE 4

Results of hierarchical regression analysis: RCkhbexs.

Intent to quit Compliance. Altruism. Union Unioank Union Intent to quit
the Trust. helping. & file. activism. thaion.
Control variables:
Female -0.04 -0.00 0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.08
Tenure 0.10 0.15 0.19* 0.14 0.01 60.0 -0.06
Part time -0.03 -0.14 -0.33** -0.20** -0.07 -0.10 0.04
Temporary contract -0.07 -0.05 -0.00 -0.06 070. -0.20** -0.05
Shiftworker 0.08 -0.15 0.22** 0.03 -0.08 -0.14 0.08
Changein R? 0.03 0.07* 0.15** 0.04 0.03 0.07* 0.05
Commitment to:
Organisation -0.63** 0.10 0.06 0.05 -0.03 -0.07 0.08
Union 0.03 -0.07 -0.03 0.16* 0.57** 0?2 -0.47**
Changein R? 0.38** 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.29** 0.06** 0.22**
Interaction:
Commitment to organisation 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 266* -0.05 -0.13 -0.07
X commitment to union
Changein R? 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07** 0.00 0.02 0.01
Final R 0.41 0.08 0.16 0.13 0.32 0.14 0.28
Adj R? 0.37 0.04 0.12 0.08 0.29 0.10 0.24
F 13.96** 1.81 3.76** 2.87* 9.50** 3.33* 7.58**

*p < 0.05 *p<0.0L, N=169.
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TABLE 5
Results of hierarchical regression analysis: UNIS@&nbers.
Intent to quit Compliance. Altruism. Union Unioank Union Intent to quit
the Trust. helping. & file. activism. thaion.
Control variables:
Female -0.27** -0.09 -0.04 -0.41** -0.24** -0.34** 0.01
Tenure 0.07 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.02 0.02 -0.02
Part time -0.00 -0.09 -0.14 -0.12 -0.10 0.0 0.16*
Temporary contract 0.13 -0.04 -0.03 0.16* .0e0 -0.07 0.05
Shiftworker -0.01 -0.23* 0.15 -0.21** -0.09 -0.14 0.01
Changein R? 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.29** 0.20** 0.24** 0.08
Commitment to:
Organisation -0.49** 0.06 0.02 -0.04 -0.14 0.03 -0.01
Union -0.07 0.19 0.16 0.29** 0.57** 40** -0.60**
Changein R? 0.22** 0.04 0.05* 0.12** 0.31** 0.14** 0.31**
Interaction:
Commitment to organisation -0.06 -0.07 -0.21* 20 -0.01 0.04 -0.02
X commitment to union
Changein R? 0.00 0.00 0.04* 0.03* 0.00 0.00 0.00
Final R 0.29 0.12 0.17 0.44 0.50 0.37 0.39
Adj R? 0.23 0.06 0.11 0.40 0.47 0.33 0.34
F 5.42** 1.84 2.70** 10.48** 13.67** 7.99* 8.54**

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, N=117.
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FIGURE 1
Plot of interaction between union commitment
and organisational commitment on union helping.
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