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This study’s findings can enlighten the union leaders and officials by 
providing a deeper understanding because union commitment is found to be
strongly related to union participation (Fullagar, 1986; Friedman & Harvey, 1986).
In a time of harsh changes imposed by international institutions to weken the
protections for workers, members’ commitment to their union becomes the key to 
retain members and increase their participation for becoming stronger in the
bargaining process as it is the fundamental source of union power. As a result, it is
important to find out the reasons of workers’ union commitment. 

Research on union commitment and participation have  used mostlyNorth
American samples (Chen, Snape & Redman, 2004; 533) except a few with non-
Wertern samples (Aryee & Debrah, 1997; Aryee & Chay, 2001; Tan & Aryee, 2002;
Bolton et al., 2007; Frenkel & Kuruvilla, 1999; Gamage & Hewagama, 2012). This
study is noteworthy in this respect as it is drawn  from a Turkish sample
attempting to reveal union commitment of members and its antecedents. 

First, the literature reviewed for determining the potential antecedents of
members’ union commitment. In the second part of the study, antecedents of 
union commitment were put forth with our hypotheses and analysis based on the
data are reported. In the third part, implications and limitations of the study are
discussed.  

Literature Review 

Union Commitment 

Interest in union commitment started in the late 1940’s (Katz, 1949) and in the early 
1950’s (Barkin, 1950, Purcell, 1954). This interest continued with the first serious con-
ceptualization and measurement efforts by Gordon, Philbot, Burt, Thompson, and Spil-
ler in 1980. The union commitment literature  transferred the notion of organizational
commitment into a union context (Gordon et al. 1980 cited in Snape & Redman, 2006)
and organizational commitment provided the theoretical basis of union commitment.  

After three decades, union commitment is still considered as an important
topic of study in Western literature with more than 100 articles and book chapters
published (Bamberger, Kluger, & Suchard, 1999). Despite this intensive interest in
Western literature,however, union commitment of Turkish workers began to be
studied in the early 2000’s. This delay shows itself as a numerical dearth of studies 
regarding Turkish workers’ union commitment (Demirbilek, 2007; Bilgin, 2003; 
Bayazıt, 2008; Karaca, 2011 ). We can also attribute this result  to industrial 
relations departments’  distance to behavioral sciences and ignorance on the 
applicability of this science to industrial relations for a long time.   

Organizational commitment has been defined as the ‘binding of an 
individual to organisation’ (Gordon et al., 1980; 480). Gordon, Philpot, Burt, 
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Items
L R W B

A union member has  more security than 
most members of management .

0,51

I talk up to union  to my friends as a 
great organization to be a member of.

0,51

I rarely tell others that I m a member of 
union. 0,5
The member does not get enough 
benefits for the money  taken by the 
union for initiation 0,48

It is the members duty to see that 
management is living by contract 

0,74

It is the duty of every worker “to keep 
his her ears open” for information that 
might be useful to the union.

0,71

Even though he/she may not like parts 
of it, the union member must "live up 
to" all terms of the  Articles of 
Agreement

0,69

It's every union member's responsibility 
to see to it that management "lives up 
to" all the terms of the Articles of 
theAgreement.

0,65

It's every member's duty to support or 
help another worker use the grievance 
procedure.

0,62

It's every member's duty to know exactly 
what the Articles of Agreement entitle 
him/her to.

0,59

Every member must be prepared to take 
the time and risk of filing a grievance. 

0,54

If asked, I would serve on a committee 
for the union.

0,83

I doubt that I would do special work to 
help the union.

0,79

If asked, I would run for an elected 
office in the union.

0,77

I am willing to put in a great deal of 
effort beyond that normally expected of 
a member in order to make the union 
successful.

0,76

My loyalty is to my work, not to the 
union.

0,81
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Items
L R W B

As long as I'm doing the kind of work I 
enjoy, it does not matter if I belong to a 
union.

0,80

I could just as well work in a non-union 
company as long as the type of work was 
similar.

0,38

Cronbach 

0,83 0,76 0,79 0,65

                      L= Loyalty; R=Responsibility W=Willingness to work for the union 
                      B=Belief in Unionism  
                      KMO=0,79       Bartlett’s Test p= 0,00<0,05        
     Total variance explained= %78 

Factor analysis was conducted for all the other scales used in the study. For
perceived union support, interactional justice, procedural justice, attitudes towards
unions, satisfaction with union and militancy only one factor emerged verifying
their original factorial structure.  
Descriptive Statistics, Correlation and Regression Results 

Means, standard deviations and correlation between variables are shown in Table 2.  
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Table 2- Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Loyalty 3,80 0,63 1,00

Responsibility 4,08 0,64 0,72** 1,00

Willingness 3,71 0,93 0,69** 0,62** 1,00

Instrumentality 3,89 0,87 0,70** 0,63** 0,61** 1,00
Perceived 
Organizational 
Support 3,54 0,71 0,54** 0,39** 0,50** 0,51** 1,00
Procedural 
Justice 3,74 0,81 0,74** 0,60** 0,64** 0,74** 0,60** 1,00
Interactional 
Justice 3,97 0,88 0,73** 0,63** 0,61** 0,75** 0,51** 0,87** 1,00
General attitudes 
towards unions 2,99 0,46 0,09 0,14** 0,14** 0,28** 0,07 0,21** 0,29** 1,00
Union 
Satisfaction 3,75 0,93 0,70** 0,58** 0,63** 0,76** 0,54** 0,80** 0,80** 0,26** 1,00

Militancy 3,06 0,61 0,19** 0,23** 0,23** 0,27** -0,02 0,10* 0,18** 0,12* 0,17** 1,00
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Among the variables, responsibility had the highest mean score, followed by
interactional justice perceptions, instrumentality and loyalty. High scores on responsibility
to the union  could be a result of social desirability bias. Workers depicted themselves as
loyal members with a mean value of 3,80 and responsible to the union with a mean value of
4,08. Low mean value of general attitudes towards unions’ is not surprising taking late
industrialization of Turkey  into account. Despite relatively high  scores on justice
dimensions, workers were undecided about their union support (M=3,54). Loyalty
correlated highly with instrumentality(r = 0,70, p < 0,0001) , satisfaction with the union (r
= 0,70, p < 0,0001) and justice perceptions (r = 0,72, p < 0,0001). and moderately with
perceived union support (r = 0,54, p < 0,0001). Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4 were supported
according to correlation results. Loyalty displayed significant correlation with all the
antecedents involved in the study except general attitudes towards unions.    

Union satisfaction correlated with all the union commitment dimensions.
Hypothesis 5 was supported.  General attitudes towards unions did not have significant
relation with union loyalty (p>0,05) and have a weak significant relation with responsibility
to the union. Hypothesis 6 partially supported.  

Responsibility to unions correlated moderately with willingness to work for the
union, instrumentality  and interactional justice (r=0,62 and 0,63 respectively).   

Regression analysis was used to test the effect of antecedents on union loyalty.
Based on previous studies, instrumentality perception appeared in the first step as it was
found to be the most influential one. In step 2, perceived organizational support was added
to the model to increase the level of explained variation of the model. Step 3 included
procedural justice and Step 4 included interactional justice perceptions. In the following
steps, other antecedents were added. By adding the variables in different steps allowed us
to see the incremental effect of each antecedents on dependent variable.   
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  Table 3-Regression Analysis for Union Loyalty  

Model R² Adj. R² F-value Significance Variable
Standardized 
Beta p-value

1 0,476 0,475 382,03 0,000 Constant 0,000

Instrumentality 0,690 0,000

2 0,527 0,525 233,78 0,000 Constant 0,000

Instrumentality 0,560 0,000

Perceived 
Union Support

0,261 0,000

3 0,606 0,603 214,432 0,000 Constant 0,000

Instrumentality 0,303 0,000

Perceived 
Union Support

0,114 0,004

Procedural 
Justice

0,452 0,000

4 0,615 0,612 166,76 0,000 Constant 0,000

Instrumentality 0,254 0,000

Perceived 
Union Support

0,124 0,001

Procedural 
Justice

0,303 0,000

Interactional 
Justice

0,206 0,002

5 0,622 0,618 137,08 0,000 Constant 0,000

Instrumentality 0,216 0,000

Perceived 0,139 0,000
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Union Support

Procedural 
Justice

0,330 0,000

Interactional 
Justice

0,187 0,004

Militancy 0,090 0,006

6 0,626 0,621 115,81 0,000 Constant 0,000

Instrumentality 0,183 0,000

Perceived 
Union Support

0,131 0,001

Procedural 
Justice

0,298 0,000

Interactional 
Justice

0,150 0,026

Militancy 0,086 0,008

Union 
Satisfaction 

0,117 0,041
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Model 1 is significant and has a high adjusted R² of 47%. This clearly shows that 47% of the 
variance in union commitment can solely be explained by instrumentality. It can be thought that Turkish
workers make an assessment regarding the cost and benefits associated with their membership to their
union and their commitment to the union based on tangible gains. There is no doubt that economic
exchange is important for union-member relations. But joining a union is voluntary and therefore quality
of social exchange in terms of perceived union support and union justice is important on their loyalty
levels. The inclusion of the “perceived union support” and “procedural and organizational justice”  
significantly improved the model with a R ² change of  13%. Model 6 which includes all the antecedents in 
our study accounted for 62% percent of the variation in union loyalty of food and transportation sector
workers. 

Caution must be shown with respect to the results of our regression analysis as Tetrick et al.’s study 
(2007) has revealed perceived instrumentality as an antecedent of perceived union support.   

Conclusion 

As the Turkish trade unions face tough environmental conditions, study findings could be used as a basis
for unions to increase their members’ commitment. Our research contributed to our understanding 
regarding union members’ commitment and its antecedents. Antecedents of this study explained 62%
variance in loyalty. Turkish food and transportation sector workers’ instrumentality perception explained 
the highest variance in union loyalty and incremental variance explained by procedural and interactional
justice together with perceived union support. But the usage of a short scale limited our understanding to
dig deeper into the nature of the relationship between instrumentality and loyalty.  

Members with a high instrumental tendency can  be a double-edged sword for unions because of
their intensive focus on wage increases and working conditions. As the contextual factors work against
unions by limiting their bargaining power, unions carry the risk of losing members. Thus, an affective
relation between members and potential members has to be created which is more difficult to do than to
say. That’s where the justice perceptions become important. Beside union instrumentality, procedural 
justice perception of workers was found to be important for increasing union loyalty which gives workers
control over the decision-making process. As a result, they reciprocate by exhibiting high levels of union
loyalty.  

Thus, union leaders can be trained on how fair decision can be made for increasing the members’ 
commitment level. But to achieve this end, we believe that Turkish union leaders need to revise their
perspectives on unions. A study made  by Altıparmak (2001;142 cited in Yorgun, 2007) reflect their 
perspectives. According to this study, 25 trade unionist attributed the trust crisis towards union to external
factors. Therefore, this study can enlighten trade union leaders and provide a basis for changing their
perspectives.  

Justice perceptions should not be analysed in isolation. Therefore, further studies have to take
personal dispositions and the interaction of these dispositions with justice perceptions into account,  as
suggested by Fuller and Hester (2007).  

Despite its limitations, this study examined justice perceptions and perceived union support,
militancy, general attitudes toward unions as possible antecedents of union loyalty that were not covered
by previous studies in Turkey. However, this study’s findings have to be tested with a larger sample 
covering different sectors.     
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