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Abstract

Union commilment has received substantial attention of
researchers over the past years. However, it seems that some issues related
to the measurement of union commitment are still remained debatable. The
dimensions or the factor structure and their relative significance are such
critical issues. The present study examined the gooadness of measure of
union commiiment in the Sri Lankan context. It was found that a three factor
model of union commitment is held valid with significant level of reliability.
These factors ‘or dimensions were union loyalty, union responsibility and
union bheliefs. Further, ten, out of eleven items of the tested instrument
were found to be relevant for measuring union commitment in the context of
Sri Lanka.
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Introduction

Union commitment has heen subjective to extensive research
not only in industrial and labour research but also in behavioural
studies. The researchers’ interest on union commitment lies in the
fact that it has many implications to the behaviour of employees in
arganizations. This may, in turn, impact on some of the employee
outcomes in firms. Some of the employees' outcomes which have
been cited as having association with union commitment are job
satisfaction (Hammer & Avgar, 2005), organizational commitment
{Sadler, 2009) performance (Senguptha, 2008) and organizational
citizenship behaviour (Edsnape & Redman, 2008). Therefore,
understanding the nature and the level of union commitment of
employees in unionized work environment is highly warranted.
Measurement of union commitment no doubt stands central in such
an understanding process of union commitment.

However, studies on unions and union commitment, in
particular, are scant in the Sn Lankan context. Though some
attempts have been made ta examine the issues related to employee
unionization in Sri Lanka (Gamage & Hewagama, 2012; Jinadasa &
Opatha, 1999) union commitment has not been explored adequately.
As an initial attempt, this study was intended to test the goodness
of measure of union commitment in Sri Lanka. [t was expected to
test the four factorial structures of the union commitment and its
validity. By doing so, it is intended to propose a tested instrument for
measuring unicn commitment for future research in the Sri Lankan
context. . Further, this will provide an insight for both administrators
of the public sector and union leaders in managing the commitment
level of their employees and members.

Union Commitment

Union commitment {(UC) is defined as the extent to which
an individual has a desire to remain membership in, exert effort for
and identify with the objectives of a union (Gordon, Philpot, Burt,
Thampson, & Spiller, 1980). Though there is universal consensus on
the definition of the union commitment, the underlying factor structure
remains a dispute (Bamberger & Suchard, 1999). Despite the fact
that the four factor structure of union commitment of Gordon et al,,
{1980) has received much acceptance, it needs further validation
especially for different contexts. The four factor medel of UC includes




o
i

Assessment of the Goodness of Measure of Union Commitment....

dimensions of union loyalty; a sense of pride and an awareness of the
benefits of the union, responsibility to the union; willingness to fulfill
the day to day obligations to the unions, willingness of work for the
union and general union beliefs. This lack of congruence on the nature
and dimensionality of UC has resulted in various conceptualization
and measurement madels, However, Mowday, Richard, and Lyman,
(1979) characterized union commitment with three factors, namely,
a strong belief in union values; desire to keep the membership -and
willingness to exert a great effort towards the union. On the contrary,
Snape, Redman, and Chan, (2000) conceptualized UC having
two dimensions, namely, affective commitment and instrumental
commitment. Affective commitment refers to a sense of shared
values, identity and pride in union whereas instrumental commitment
implies the perceived benefits flawing from the union.

It is evident that researchers tend to conceptualize union
commitment differently though some conception has received much
acceptance. Therefore, the factor structure of union commitment
should be tested when the measurement is to be used in different
contexts.

Measuring Union Commitment

Measurement instruments used by the researchers vary
according-{¢ thélr conceptualization of UC. Given that there is a
general-cansensus over the four factor madel of Gordan et al. (1980),
researchers widely use the 30 items union commitment measure.
But later, shorter versions of the original measure were developed.
The 13 items scale of Kelloway, Catano, and Southwell (1992), 12
items scale of Mowday, Poter, and Steers (1982) 3 items measure
of Martin and Peterson (1987) four items measurement of Jones
and Roy (1995) are some of the examples. Compounding the
confusion on measurement of UC, some studies have used only a
selected number of dimensions of UC for measurement purposes.
For instance, union instrumentality (Goeddeke & Kammeyer-Mueller,
2010} union membership (Renaud, 2002), union loyalty (lverson &
Kuruvilla, 1995) and unian participation (Parks, Gallangher, & Fullagar
1995} can be cited. Further, making a significant stride, Snape and
Redman, (2012} used four items measure of affective commitment of
Meyer and Allen, (1997) to measure union commitment.
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Studies on union commitment of employees in Sri Lanka are
scant. Jinadasa and Opatha (1999) and Gamage and Hewagama,
(2012) examined the union participation of the public sectoremployees.
They found that union commitment was a strong determinant of union
participation of the public sector employees. However, measuring of
union commitment seems to be partial in term that they have not
conceptualized it as a multi-dimensional variable.

Two issues seem to be involved in the case of measuring
UC. The first is to decide the number of constructs to be included
in the measurement instrument and the second Issue is to decide
their relative importance in the measurement. Given the fact that vast
array of measuring instruments are available, it is advantageous if the
measurement to be used is tested for its goodness. This is specially
recommended if the context is significantly different from the context
for which the original measure was developed (Chan, Tang-Qing,
Redman, & Snape, 2008). Likewise, this study attempted to test the
goodness of measure of 11 item union commitment measurement
adapted from Conlon and Gallagher (1987).

Measurement

The measurement of unian commitment (Conlon & Gallagher,
1987), contains 11 _items which have been scaled on five point
Likert's scale with-1= strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree. This
instrurment was developed based on the organizational commitment
measure of Poter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian, (1974) with a single
factor structure recording a high internal reliability (a =.85). However,
the items represent some of the dimensions of union commitment of
Gordon et al. (1980). For example, the item "I feel very little loyalty
to this union” measures the union loyalty factor, and “there is no too
much to be gained by belonging with this union indefinitely” represents
the union instrumentality dimension. Therefore, the present study
examined the factor structure of the instrument to check whether
it holds a single factor structure or a four factor structure in the Sri
Lankan context. The item number 2, 8 and 11 were negatively worded
as in the onginal measure, and words of some items were changed
so that it stands mare appropriate for the context.
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Sample

A sample of 136 employees of clerical and related services
of the public sector from 33 organizations was drawn for the data
collection. Respondents were selected for the sample with stratified
random sampling technigue so that representative sample from each
organization can be warranted

The profile of the sample is such that 64.7 percent were male
and 35.3 percent were female. Further, 81 percent of respcendents are
between 21-40 year age category while 33 .8 percent are more than
40 years old. Sample respondents come from diverse educational
backgrounds; 46.7 percent representing G.C E (A/L), 26.2 percent
are graduate and 10.4 percent are with other qualifications. Majority
of respondents (58 1 percent) has wark experience of 5-10 years and
16.9 percent has more than 10 years experience

Testing Reliability

Testing of reliability was done with the assessment of
Cronbach's Alpha coeffcient (A). Cronbach’s Alpha specifies that if the
sum of the individualiitems variance is closer o the variance of the
entire scale, alpha values come closer to zero, stating that they are
nat measuring the same construct. Cronbach Alpha is a widely used
coefficient for assessing the reliability of a measurement instrument
it measures the degree to which the test score indicates the status
of an individual item on the factor defined by the test, as well as the
degree to which the test score demonstrate individual differences in
these traits (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).

Validity Testing

Confirmatary Factor Analysis (CFA) was used for testing the
construct validity of the measure of union commitment with Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM). CFA assesses the factor structure of
underlying variables hased an the prior knowledge on that variable
or construct (Byrne, Stewart, & Lee, 2004). Using of CFA is based
on’the rationale of Byrne, (2010) who asserted that CFA is most
appropriate for testing the factorial validity of measure which has
been substantially developed and validated. In the testing of validity
of factor structure with CFA, itis tried to determine the extent to which
each item measures the particular factor it is designed for
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The analytical procedure of the study involves testing of
four models. This procedure termed as competing model testing
(Antanakis. Avaolio, & Sivasubramaniam, 2003), invalves with testing
of a target madel or base line model with the other possible models in
order to find the most parsimamious model for the sample data,

Based on competing model testing, the first modet taking:
it as the baseline model lests the second order factor structyra
of the measurement instrument, assuming that it represents a
multidimensional measurement structure with four factar structure,
The second and third models test the measurement withothree and
two factor structure of second arder. The final model tested the
Mmeasurement as unidimentional with single factor af first order. The
chi-square statistics with relevant degree of freedom and the modal
fit indices were compared to assess the best fit odel.

Results

The reliability coefficient (Cranbach's Alpha) on total items
of the measure scored a valye af 732 which can be considered
as a satisfactory level of reliabifity (Sekaran & Bougie, 2009), Tha
individual item reliability score ranges from 0.713 to 0.732 which is
again at the acceptable level.

The construct validity of the measurement was tested with
CFA using SEM procedure with AMOS 16, Table 1 show the chi-
square values with the degree of freedom for each model tested with
madel fit indices.

Ihe results of CFA with competing madel fitting indicate
that” the baseline model, which dssumes four factor structure
for_Gmion commitment score, is ¥2=700.1 with 43 df However,
the> model fit does not indicate an adequate fit of the mode|
(RMSEA=.093,CFI=.713 and AIC=746). The second model with
three factor structure received a x2 value of 521.9 at 42 df with better
madel fit indices (RMSEA= (56,CFl=.981 and AIC=880) compared
to the baseline model. The third maodel which is a two factor model
had a x2 value of 661.7 at 45 of with moderate model fit indices
(RMSEA=.071,CFI=.855 and AIC=703). The fourth model which tests
the unidimensional single factor structure scored 3 X 2=636.1 at 44
df again with moderately fitting indices (RMSEA=.088, CFi=.881 and
AlC=6B0),
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Accordingly, it is the three factor model which fits the data
better than the alternative models. However, it is needed to explore
the factor loading weights of the items of the measurement for
identifying the three factors.

Table 1: Model Fit Statistics of Competing Model Fit Tests

Models X2 df | x2/df | Ax2 | RMSEA | CFI AIC

Model 1:
Four Facior | 700.1 | 43 | 16.27 - 093 713 746

Model
Model 2;
Three
Factor
Modei
Maodel 3:
Two Factor | 661.7 | 45 | 14,70 384 .088 .855 703
Model
Model 4:
One Factor | 636.1 | 44 14.4 64 .086 881 680
Model < i

Source: Compiled by the author based on data of survey 2012

521.9 | 42 | 1242 | 168.2 .056 T1 680

Table 2 indicates the factor loading values. The identified
three dimensions regressed with the union commitment construct
significantly (8=.39, .61 and .53, CR>1.96, P<.050). Further each
item of the measurement instrument loaded significantly with the
three factors (B= .24 to .73, CR> 1.96, p<.05) except item number 7
(B=-.12CR<1.96, P>.05) which has to be deleted from the item list,
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Table 2: Regression Weights
Group Number 1 - Default Mode!

Regression Path Estimate | S.E. C.R. P

Union Loyalty | <— | Union com .392 033 ] 11.951 =

Union <= | Union com 612 047 | 12.951 e

Responsibility

Union Belief | <— | Union com 525 041 | 12,753 e

ltem 4 <— | Union Loyalty 435 056 | 7.767 T

Item 3 <— | Union Loyalty 733 .048 | 15270 By

item 2 <-— | Union Loyalty 489 .071 | 6.881 FL

tem 1 <-— | Union Loyalty 310 92| 3.369 i

ltem 8 <— | Union 423 .098 | 4.318 frink
Responsibility [

ltem 7 <— | Union -.012 .083| -195| .845
Responsibility

ltem & <-— | Unicn 247 059 | 4.187 i
Responsibility

Iltem 5 <— | Union 241 .059 | 4.076 i
Responsibility

ltem 11 <—| Union Belief 342 .098 —

3.498
ltem 10 < | Union Belief .649 .138 | 4.702 o
Item 9 <--- | Union Belief 364 099 | 3.691 i

Note: ** Significant at P=0.05
Source: Compiled by the author based on data of survey 2012

The schematic model with standard parameter estimated is
depicted in Figure I.

Discussion

The objective of the present study was ta tast the gaodness of
measure (Validity and Reliability) of the union cemmitment measure
adopted from Conlon and Gallagher(1987) in the Sri Lankan context.
The reliability was assessed with refiability test, and the validity of the
measure was tested by Confirmatory Facter Analysis ( CFA) with SEM
procedure which involves testing of multiple models Byme, Stewart,
& Lee, 2004).
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The reliability analysis indicated a substantial level of reliability
both on total instrument and each item of the instrument. Therefare,
the instrument can be assumed to measure the underlined construct
with a reasonably high level of consistency across the respondent
and time.

The competing model testing indicates that the third-model
represents the hest fitted one for sample data with smallest chi-
square value (x 2=521.9, df=42) compared to the other models.
However, due to inherent weakness of chi-square such- as sensitivity
to the sample size, taking it as sole model fit statistic is erroneous
(Byrne, Stewart, & Lee, 2004).

An alternative for Chi-square comparison is to check the
chi-sguare difference (A x2) of the alternative models. The highest
significant chi-square difference indicates the better fitting madel for
the data set (Byrne, 2010). Itis again the three factor model which
has scored the highest chi-square different (A x 2=168.2, p<.05)
compared to other models.

Researchers have to consider the other medel fit indices for
assessing the goodness of modelfit (Kline, 2011). It gives an extended
understanding on the model fitting position using parallel with Chi-
square statistics. Accordingly, the third madel has received the best
fitting indices than the other models. The RMSEA value of 0.56, CFI
=.881 and AIC =880, indicate a better madel fitting situation. Though
the second and fourth {two factor model and one factor madel) have
moderate model fit indices, the third model has been better fitted.

The CFA result confirmed a three factor structure for union
commitment measurement instead of hypothesized four factor model,
namely, union layalty, union respaonsibility, willingness and union
belief of Gordan, et al. (1980). The three factor structure identified *
were union loyalty, union responsibility and general union belief.
The factors of union willingness were loaded significantly with union
responsibility factor except item 7 which says “| am extremely glad
that this union was chosen over others which could be representing
me". This 1s expected with the fact that the respondents may have
found this item irrelevant, given that they have only one major union
representing their employee category. However, loading of the
remaining items with the respective factars indicates the degree of
discriminant validity of the measurement. All items except item 7
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loaded with respective factor taking a value ranging from 0.733 to
0.241 with a significant CR ratio.( CR>.1.96).

It seems that union commitment of public sector employees
consisted of union loyalty, union responsibility and general union
beliefs. Therefore, these three dimensions should be taken together
for accurate conceptualization of union commitment of Sri Lankan
employees. On the other hand, this may be an insight for bath
managers and union leaders for managing the union commitment of
their employees or members.

Willingness dimension of union commitment measured by the
original measurement was not found valid in the Sri Lankan context.
This is evident with the loading of items intended to measure union
willingness with union responsibility factor. Loading of willingness
iterns with union respaonsibility can be explained with the fact that
union members may have perceived that it is their responsibility to
serve for the union rather than arbitrarily (Jinadasa & Opatha, 1999).
Therefore, the willingness dimension of union commitment may have
been absorbed by more prevalent union responsibility dimension in
Sri Lankan context

Conclusion

The objective of this study was to test the reliability and
validity ofthe union cammitment instrument adapted in the Sri Lankan
context. It was found that the measurement is reliable for measuring
union commitment. However, the study did not reveal evidence for
confirming the four factar structure of union commitment. Instead, it
found that a three factor structure is more valid for Sri Lanka with
factors of union loyalty, union responsibility and general union belief.
One the questionnaire item of the original instrument was found
irrelevant and deleted from the subsequent development. Therefore,
we may reasonably conclude that 10 items measurement instrument
is usable for measuring union commitment variable in future
research in the Sri Lankan context. Items of the union willingness
dimension of the ariginal measure were found to be loaded with union
responsibility dimension. This could be expected with the perception
of most of employees that it is their responsibility to involve with union
activities. However, further studies are recommended with samples
from different employee categories so that the measurement can be
validated in other contexts.
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