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Militancy and Moderation in Teacher’s Unions: Is there a fit between
Union image and member attitudes?

ABSTRACT

This paper provides a comparison of member atttudéhe Professional
Association of Teachers (PAT) and the National Waiof Teachers (NUT), often
seen as the most “moderate and “militant” teaciéns respectively. Findings
suggest that members of PAT were higher in jolstatiion, and both organizational
and professional commitment, with NUT members higheinion citizenship
behaviour (UCB) and general pro-union attitudes.NROT members, pro-union
beliefs had a significantly stronger effect on umc@mmitment, and union
commitment on UCB. These findings are consistettt Wie relative images of the
two unions, and also with Bamberger et al.’s (1998)gestion that the nature of the
membership is likely to moderate the antecedentsi@in commitment and

participation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Multi-unionism, defined as when employees at aipaer workplace are
represented by more than one union for the purpafsesllective bargaining, is a
declining but distinctive feature of the Britisidumstrial relations landscape (Cully et
al, 1999). Aside from the fact that it may provetaployees with a choice of union
representation, the continuing prevalence of mulibnism has raised concerns.
From a union perspective, multi-unionism is seefragmenting union resources,
increasing competition between unions, and undengianion effectiveness (Dobson,
1997). From an employers’ perspective, multi-ursamcomplicates collective
bargaining processes and is associated with inedestsike rates, reduced business
efficiency and productivity (Blanchflower and CubpiL986; Ingram et al, 1993;
Machin et al, 1993).

The concern of the Donovan Commission was thativaolonism would
result in more strikes due to demarcation, jurisoi@al, and poaching/raiding disputes
(Royal Commission, 1968). Also, there was a feat timions would seek to be seen
as more militant than their rivals in order to attrand retain members. However, in
more recent years, some unions have competed drasie of competitive
moderation (Basset, 1986), with union “beauty pasadwhereby employers select
unions for recognition on the basis of their moteemientation and potential for
cooperative partnership. Unions with no strike gksj such as the Royal College of
Nursing and the Professional Association of Teac(RAT), have bucked the trend
of union decline in the UK with substantial andtauged membership growth
(Kessler and Heron, 2001). Such developments lealvoldebates on the relative

efficacy for unions of “militancy” or “moderation(e.g., Kelly, 1996).
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Given the above, it is surprising that few studiase examined members’
attitudes in allegedly “militant” and “moderate”ions. Beaumont and Elliot's (1989)
study of employee choice of unions in nursing, Badon and Blyton's (2002) study
of ISTC and TGWU attitudinal militancy and modeoattiin the steel industry are the
main exceptions. However, Beaumont and Elliot’s8@)9vork examines a limited
range of attitudes, with just four single-item gsalBacon and Blyton’s (2002) study
was restricted to a small sample of shop steward=l9), rather than rank and file
employees, and their militant moderation-scale app® have limited reliability.

In this paper, we go beyond this existing reseaschsing large samples of
rank and file union members and established aititddcales to examine the extent
to which the different organizational orientatiafswo competing teachers’ unions
(PAT and the National Union of Teachers [NUT]) eeflected in their members’
attitudes and in the antecedent processes of conemitand union citizenship
behaviour (UCB) in the two unions. The PAT and NkAve been characterized as
the most “moderate” and “militant” of the teacheausions respectively, and our
concern is to establish the extent to which thesges are reflected in the pattern of
member attitudes and participation. In making thisiparison, we examine
members’ attitudes and the antecedent processesaf commitment and

participation across the two unions.

2. UNION MEMBERSHIP IN TEACHING

There are four main teachers’ unions in Englande@&lare affiliated to the
Trade Union Congress (TUC): the National AssocratbSchoolmasters/Union of
Women Teachers (NASUWT), the Association of Teaglaed Lecturers (ATL), and

the NUT. There is also a non-TUC union, the Profesg Association of Teachers
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(PAT). The NUT is the largest, and has been thet mdgant (Seifert, 1987). In this
paper, our concern is with PAT and the NUT.

To some extent, each union has cultivated a distenanage as part of
recruitment competition. Thus, PAT’s website infgrpotential members that “PAT
doesn’t believe in sound-bites, histrionics or #tsébut does believe in a professional
approach and achieving results through determiegdtration”. A recruitment video
for use at student fairs stresses that PAT “resgiveblems by communication and
negotiation not conflict” and ends by stating itThe independent non-striking
association” and urges the potential new memb&speak to the professionals”. In
contrast, the NUT's recruitment message is mucte moilonate. For example, in the
“Ten Good Reasons to be in the N(I©®99) pamphlet, potential members are told
that the “NUT is demanding a proper national carttthat protects teachers and
improves their conditions of service”; “The NUTdemanding a fair and supportive
inspections and advisory service to replace OfatelOhmci”, and that “The NUT is
the only teacher organization campaigning agaiaginent by results”.

Union image has been seen as in important factan imdividual’'s decision
on which union to join (Beaumont and Elliot, 1989aft and Abboushi, 1983).
Teachers choose a union early in their careersthendhoice may reflect their
preference for either a militant or moderate ur{idaaly, 1997). Survey evidence
from new qualified teachers (NQTS) suggests theit factual knowledge of
individual differences between teacher unionstisalimited and that the decision
on which union to join is very much influenced I tunion images portrayed (Riley,
1996; Labour Research Department, 2005). For exathplLabour Research
Department (2005) survey found many NQTs were unawbdifferences between

the teacher unions on key policy areas impactinthein jobs, such as workforce
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remodelling, but that overall impression and imegees, such as being impressed
with the recruitment message, were highly influgint their joining decisions.
There has been considerable pressure for furthenumergers in teaching
and the goal of one union for all teachers in tikeHas been widely debated in the
teaching unions. Explanations for the lack progmesmerger tend to centre on
historical differences in policy objectives and thsistance of General Secretaries
and Executive Committees to being instrumentahetermination of their union’s
existence. However, one key underlying reason whgrumergers in teaching have
not been successful is argued that the unions diéfeeent images, which may be
difficult to reconcile (Riley, 1996). The two unismvith perhaps the most well

defined and distinct images are the PAT and NUT.née& discuss each in turn.

The Professional Association of Teachers

PAT describes itself as an independent trade wamoiprofessional
association for teachers. It was founded in 197@hé same year that the NUT first
affiliated to the TUC, by two Essex based teacldersg a period of increased
industrial action by teachers. The guiding prineipl the formation of the union was
a pledge to uphold professional standards in tegdcnd in particular, not to take
strike actionBryant and Leicester, 1991Ihe unions motto is “children first” and the
no strike pledge is enshrined in the “Cardinal Rulgle 4 of its constitution, which
states: “Members shall not go on strike in anywimstances” The union has a “Code
of Professional Action” to guide member behavioudisputes. The code emphasises
resolving disputes by negotiation and lobbyinghwiite strongest form of action, and

one that is rarely taken, being to demonstrateaeitsf working hours.
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PAT has a devolved, regional structure and recoaliege lecturers in
addition to teachers. It also has two specialistiees, the Professional Association of
Nursery Nurses (PANN), recruiting nursery nursesymes and other child carers,
and the Professions Allied to Teaching section [RAtecruiting school support staff,
such as secretaries and administrators, librartanknical staff, and classroom
assistants. PAT had around 35,000 members in 2p@Bpximately evenly split
between teachers and the other two sections. Peather membership tends to be
older than the other teaching unions and one, dotpto Riley (1995), whose

political convictions are akin to those of the Camsitive Party.

The National Union of Teachers

The NUT is the oldest and largest teachers' umdngland and Wales. The
NUT was founded in 1870 as the National Union @rigntary Teachers, changing
its name to the National Union of Teachers in 1888.the last quarter of the
nineteenth century the union had more male mentbarsfemale, but in the
twentieth century the position was reversed witlm@a coming to form the majority
of the membership, and this has been so ever dm@€04, the NUT had some
240,000 members of which 76 percent were female.

Amongst teacher unions, the NUT has tradition@ken the most adversarial
stance on general educational and employment isRaegnt examples of the former
include the union’s opposition to Trust Schools Atddemies, and of the latter its
protracted resistance to performance related pagdhold payments) for teachers.
The NUT has a relatively strong and longstandifigiéng bloc of activists and has
the most militant orientation of the teaching usid8eifert, 1984). Despite militant

teacher unionism suffering badly under Thatcheéh&1980s, resulting in the loss of
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national pay bargaining rights, there has beercentaesurgence of the left in the
NUT, and the Deputy General Secretary electior200b were won by a left-wing
candidate.

The more militant orientation of the NUT is refied in NQT views of the
union. Riley’s (1995) interviews of NQT’s reportdeir perception of the NUT as
the union with the most distinct image, and asditional supporter of the Labour
Movement, a staunch defender of teachers’ riginis,vath a fundamentally left-wing,
political and collectivist culture. The LRD (2008)rvey of 1,500 NQTs found that
perceptions of militancy were important in unioijag decisions, and that the NUT

was perceived as the most militant teacher union.

3. UNION COMMITMENT AND PARTICIPATION

Based on their meta-analysis, Bamberger, Kluget,Sarchard (1999)
proposed and found support for an “integrative” glaaf union commitment and
participation. According to their model, the impatjob satisfaction on union
commitment is partially mediated by organizatioc@inmitment and that of union
instrumentality by pro-union attitudes. Finally,jom commitment has a direct effect
on union participation.

Union instrumentality refers to the perceived intpzEfehe union on valued
outcomes, such as pay and employment conditioriaffam and Barling 1989). Pro-
union attitudes is defined as the perceived ddasisabf unions in general (McShane
1986), rather than attitudes towards the individualvn union in particular.
Bamberger et al. (1999) find that pro-union att#sithas a larger direct effect on
union commitment than does union instrumentalitguang that unions should pay

more attention to social exchange aspects of thmlbraeunion relationship, since
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pro-union attitudes reflect perceived mutual suppod solidarity, in contrast to the
purely instrumentally-based economic exchange petse. This implies that unions
should adopt a campaigning approach, emphasizimgaad-file and community
involvement and building pro-union attitudes, ratti@n relying solely on appeals to
narrow instrumentality, as in the traditional U%i8mess union” model.

Bamberger et al. (1999) found evidence of dual camant to union and
employer, in that there was a positive relationgf@fween organizational and union
commitment. They also found a positive relationdfepiveen job satisfaction and
organizational commitment, and a negative relahgnbetween job satisfaction and
union commitment. However, findings on the latedationship have generally been
mixed (e.g., Fuller and Hester 1998; Tan and Ar2662).

Bamberger et al. suggest that “... researchers shimguh to focus their
attention on how multivariate union commitment medeay vary with the nature
and composition of the workforces examined as aglvith environmental
characteristics, such as the industrial relati@mext” (1999: 315). They suggest that
the nature of the membership may influence thdivelanportance of pro-union
attitudes and instrumentality. In this paper, weuon the members of two teaching
unions, PAT and NUT. As we have seen, PAT is divelly moderate union
emphasizing “professionalism”. In contrast, the Nis"h more traditional and
ostensibly “unionate” organization (Blackburn anmdrirly, 1965; Prandy, Stewart and
Blackburn, 1983), emphasizing vigorous represamaii members’ interests, and not
necessarily eschewing militant action. Whilst tleeugpation and industrial relations
context is common for both unions, they are newtets attempting to present very

different images to members, potential membersadimers. Our primary research
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guestion is whether these organizational oriematere reflected in members’
attitudes and in the antecedent processes of conemitand UCB in the two unions.

Our model is based on the Bamberger et al. (1988 drative” model,
although we differ in that we conceptualize memheasticipation in their union as a
form of union citizenship behavior (UCB). This ensistent with recent
developments in the union literature (e.g., FullalyecLean Parks, Clark, and
Gallagher, 1995; Skarlicki and Latham, 1996; Tat Aryee, 2002). In addition, we
also test an alternative version of the model, ictv we replace organizational
commitment with professional commitment. As witlgamizational commitment, we
suggest that professional commitment is a poteatildcedent of union commitment,
and also that satisfaction with the job may berge@edent of professional
commitment.

The rationale for including professional commitminthe model is as
follows. There are longstanding debates about ¢ivenpial significance of
professional commitment as an antecedent of urmientations. One strand of
research suggests that professionals make uneesymembers, as the competing
roles of professional and member pull in oppositeations. Corwin (1970) describes
the tension teachers’ face between commitmentdfegsion and union as akin to a
“split personality”. Shedd and Bacharach have aighat the distinction between
union and professional issues for teachers is@atif and that there is an implicit
anti-union undertone to much of the debate, witlofgssionalism” being a veil for
“cooperation” and “servility” (1991: 180-181). Wleaker, the merits of these polar
views, during the 1960s and 1970s teachers in roaagtries, including the UK and
the US, turned increasingly to unions (Jessup, 1 @rgito militant union action

(Cox, 1980; Deem, 1974; Fox and Wince, 1976).

10
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Explanations for this growing militancy have cedtmn the changing social
origins of the teaching workforce, the growth ihsol size and the associated
bureaucratisation, increased feelings of powerkssim educational decision making,
and reduced job influence (Bacharach, BambergeCamiey, 1990; Cole, 1968; Fox
and Wince, 1976). However, there has been relgtlitde formal testing of the
impact of professional commitment on union outcariékat few studies there are
have provided mixed findings, with studies repatiboth negative correlations
(Black, 1983), and positive correlations betweethers professional commitment

and union outcomes such as militancy (Alutto an&m, 1974; Kadyschuk, 1997).

4. METHOD
Samples and procedure

PAT sampleA self-completion questionnaire was mailed tomga of 3,500
PAT members in England. Completed questionnaires veturned by individual
respondents directly to the university in sealgdy@aid envelopes. We received
1,256 completed responses, providing a respons®f&6 percent. For the purposes
of this paper, we focused on main scale teachdys excluding Heads (n=19),
Deputy Heads (n=82), and senior teachers/othe) (and we also excluded a small
number of respondents who were also members of othens as well as PAT (n=6).
Along with a small number of cases with missingueal on the study variables, this
produced a sample of 1086 cases for analysis. Hamrage of this sample was 49.41
years, with an average of 22.67 years workingacheng and 13.93 years of PAT
membership. Over ninety percent were female, 8éememwere married or living as
married, 30 percent worked part-time, 3 percenevsaipply teachers and almost 8

percent were on fixed-term contracts. Becauséanhges to the membership

11
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database management it proved impossible to fabgss the representative nature of
the respondents, for example on age and tenurATn Rowever, we could assess the
representative nature of the sample on gender waghested that our sample was
fairly representative of the overall union, whichsnmade of 90 percent female
members. Discussion with the senior officers offBAIggested that our sample was
also broadly representative of the age profile efirhers.

NUT sampleAs part of a wider study of NUT members, a questaore was
mailed to 1,174 members, the complete membershiwamterritorial divisions of the
union. Questionnaires were again returned dirgotthe university in sealed reply-
paid envelopes. We received 420 responses, fap@mmnse rate of 36 percent. Again,
we focussed on main scale teachers only, excludeayls (n=2) and Deputy Heads
(n=15). After deleting cases with missing valuess provided a sample of 386 cases.
The mean age of this sample was 43.34, with arageesf 17.20 years in teaching
and 15.67 years union membership. Seventy-threxepewere female, 80 percent
were married or living as married, 11 percent wdrgart-time, 2 percent were supply
teachers and 4 percent were on fixed-term contréditist the union could not
provide us with an exact and detailed breakdowth@idemographic characteristics
of members, the available figures show that 75r8qre of members were female,
broadly consistent with our sample, and union leadssured us that our sample was

broadly representative of the membership of thedivisions surveyed.

Measurement
The constructs were measured as follows. Unldsxwise mentioned,
responses were on a seven-point scale, from “diraiigagree” (1) to “strongly

agree” (7)Job satisfactiorwas measured with three items from the Michigan

12
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Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Spec®®7)1 for example: “All in all, |
am satisfied with my job"Organizational commitmerfibcused on commitment to the
school in which the teacher was employed, with ftams reflecting Meyer and
Allen’s (1997) affective dimension, for exampleréally feel as if my school’s
problems are my own”Professional commitmemtas measured with four items,
based on Meyer, Allen and Smith’s (1993) meastiedfective occupational
commitment, for example: “I am proud to be in teadhing profession”.

Union commitmendlso involved four items, again reflected an dffec
commitment, and paralleled those for organizati@eahmitment. For example: “I do
not feel a strong sense of belonging to the un{ceverse scoredynion
instrumentalitywas measured using Sverke & Kuruvilla’s (1995ktinmental
rationality-based commitment”, which reflects asaerested commitment, based on
the satisfaction of salient personal goals. Thesmesincluded eight items, each
formed by taking square root of the product oftamisuch as “The union’s chances
of improving my pay are great” and a correspondi@g such as “To get higher pay
is...”. (The latter was answered on a 7 point scathared from 1\ery unimportant
to mg to 7 {very important to me We added one pair of items to this scale, refgrr
to the provision of membership benefits by the nn@eneral pro-union attitudes
refers to attitudes towards unions in general (Mcf@h1986), and was measured with
six items, for example: “Unions are a positive #ne this country”.

Union citizenship behaviour (UCBgflects members’ extra-role behaviours,
and was measured as a response to the questiank‘d@out how you behave in
relation to the union and your work colleagues. Hdten do you do each of the
following?”. We used ten items and responses wexgenon a five-point scale, “not

at all’ (1) to “at every available opportunity” (Exxploratory factor analyses of the

13
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ten items in each of both the PAT and NUT sampliggisested an interpretable three-
factor solution:*Activist UCB” was measured with four items concerned with
attending union meetings, helping with union cargpsior elections, volunteering to
be a union official, committee member or delegatel attending a union rally or
demonstration"Rank & file UCB” was measured with three items: reading union
literature, voting in union elections, and speakiedl of the union. Finally, three
items measuretindividual-oriented UCB?”, including advising work colleagues on
union-related matters and grievances, and helpiex tput their case to management.
In this paper, our analysis is based primarily @pondents’ answers on our
structured scales. However, all survey respondeets also asked to provide any
additional comments they wished to make at theaéitkde questionnaires. We also

draw to some extent on our analysis of these writtenments.

5. RESULTS
Measurement model

We estimated a measurement model with each cllibee constructs
measured by the individual questionnaire items. dihe-factor measurement model
(job satisfaction, organizational commitment, pssienal commitment, union
commitment, union instrumentality, pro-union bediedind three dimensions of UCB)
provided a reasonable fit for the PAT sampfex 2510.993¢f = 666;GFI = 0.887;
AGFI = 0.868;CFI = 0.914;,RMSEA= 0.051). All indicators loaded significantly €
0.001) on their latent variables. A single-factardel provided a poor fityf =
14175.053df = 702;GFI = 0.444;AGFI = 0.383;,CFl = 0.372;RMSEA= 0.133),
with a significant deterioration in chi-square tela to the hypothesized model

(change inx® = 11664.060; change i@f = 36;p < 0.01). A reasonable fit was also

14
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found for the NUT samplecf = 1378.946¢f = 666;GFI = 0.846;AGFI = 0.819;CFI
= 0.911;RMSEA= 0.053), with all indicators loading significayn(p < 0.001) on
their latent variables. Again, a single-factor mqatevided a poor fitX? = 5860.596;
df = 702;GFIl = 0.399;AGFI = 0.332;CFIl = 0.360;RMSEA= 0.138), with a
significant deterioration in chi-square relativethe hypothesized model (changen
= 4481.650; change iff = 36;p < 0.01). These findings provide support for the

hypothesized measurement model in both samples.

Comparison of attitudes and UCB

A comparison of our two samples on the study éemreveals that whilst
union commitment and perceived union instrumerntare not significantly
different between the PAT and NUT members, PAT mamshkvere significantly
higher in job satisfaction, organizational commitmy&nd professional commitment,
whilst NUT members were higher in all three dimensiof UCB and in general pro-
union attitudegsee table 1). These findings were essentially amgéd when we
controlled for gender, age, job level, school tyg&] part-time, supply and temporary
contract status. This accords to some extent \wiéhré¢lative images of the two unions:
it appears that PAT members are more satisfied tvélr jobs and more highly
committed to their employer (their school) andheit profession (teaching), whilst
NUT members are more pro-union in general and npayee to participate actively in
their union, although not necessarily having higt@nmmitment or perceived
instrumentality for their union.

Our further analysis of survey respondents’ opesfedrwritten comments
suggests that, for PAT members, legal protectios @&sential in an increasingly

litigious climate, and this was the key reason, amlg¢ reason in many cases, for

15



WP — 101 ISSN: 1749-3641 (Online)

joining a union. PAT was then their union of choieeause of its no strike clause.
For example:
“My main reason for belonging to any union is iseany child in my care
has an accident, when | would call on it to suppwet My reason for
belonging to PAT is their no strike clause anddraih first philosophy.”
“l chose PAT because it is a non-striking unioragtee with unions in
principal — much good is achieved generally. Howgeas a professional
teacher | don’t agree with strike action that di$sypupils’ education.”

“l joined PAT because it offered the benefits afdeback up and it
allowed me not to take industrial action. Cynical true.”

“I am a geography teacher and often take childrefiedd trips. | belong to

a union because of the legal protection in cageoifdents etc. | belong to

PAT because of its no-strike clause.”

“I belong to PAT only because | need to belong tmion for insurance

protection. | belong to PAT because it is the alg | can join that won’t

ask me to strike.”
In sharp contrast to the PAT responses, no NUT meesnibentioned legal protection
as their reason for choosing the NUT. Respondeontsiments in the NUT surveys
reflected a different set of issues. The most feedissue raised was that the union
should be doing more to deal with key concerns afk¥wad, work-life balance, and
working conditions. Some PAT members also noteddlm®ncerns, but they did not
link them to criticisms of the union; rather thdgined the government for the
problems of the teaching profession. Many NUT memnliet that their union should
be more active in engaging Government to bring ati®@inecessary reforms. For
example, the following comments were provided byTNdembers:

“To me the union misses the point. | feel many beas are not so

concerned about their pay as the ridiculous camistand hours they work

under. The union should do more about these iSsues.

“The union needs to ignore Government more art sip for the teachers
more. It would then get more respect in my school.”

“The biggest let down on the part of the unioris failure to prevent
Baker days; the failure to prevent a seriously awétional curriculum;

16
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and the failure to prevent the threshold nonsefygart from this it's doing
ok”

“The profession is on the verge of collapse aslted serious exploitation of
teachers. We are too stressed, over-worked, anelwadlied and constantly
under pressure to achieve. The union should do toaepport us in issues
where it really matters.”
Interestingly, a small number of PAT members sh&d they were considering
switching to the NUT, not because of any convictizat this was the right thing to do,
but because of friction with other NUT teachersghieir schools. Their concern was
that they were made to feel like free-riders onrttgge militant actions of NUT
members. As two PAT members put it:
“My biggest area of concern at the moment is thegticship in my school
with NUT members. They feel that they earn the benfor teachers by
threatening strike action and the like, and PAT iers freeload on their
efforts. It makes my life in the school very undontable.”
“What makes me think of changing my union is not aense of
dissatisfaction with it, but it is because | feetyunfairly treated by NUT
members in my school who constantly goad me almnging off their
efforts.”
A NUT member also noted that:
“A large number of NQTs are joining PAT. They aees as the “quiet
union”, more like a professional association reahat will give them
protection without having to get involved. But wake sure their life is not
so quiet here. We remind them who is fighting fogit terms and
conditions — and it's not PAT.”

We now turn to our analysis of the antecedentsxadrucommitment and UCB in the

two unions.

Structural models

We estimated two structural models, as shown urég 1 and 2, one

including organizational commitment and the otimetuding professional

17
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commitment. Each of the constructs in the models maasured by the individual
guestionnaire items, apart from union citizenst@pdviour, where for the sake of
parsimony the three UCB dimensions referred to alveere used as indicators of a
single UCB construct. We estimated two-group stmattmodels, with PAT and NUT
members respectively forming the two groups. Firsg was estimated as an
unconstrained model, with all parameters free ty waross the two groups. Second,
we estimated a constrained model, with the stratparameters constrained to be
equal across the two groups. To test the hypothiegigshe structural relationships
differed between the PAT and NUT samples, we coetptre fit of the constrained
and unconstrained models.

For the organizational commitment analysis, theoustrained model
provided quite a good fitx¢ = 2468.003¢f = 684;GFI = 0.887;AGFI = 0.866;CF| =
0.917;RMSEA= 0.042, which was superior to that provided l®/¢bnstrained model
(change inx? = 20.432; change idf = 8; p < 0.01). This suggests that there are
significant differences in the structural parametagtween the PAT and NUT groups.

The structural parameters for the unconstrainedetax@ shown in figure 1.
For both PAT and NUT members, job satisfaction fpasdy predicted organizational
commitment, but neither were significantly assaaatith union commitment. Union
instrumentality predicted union commitment direcind also pro-union attitudes,
through which there was an additional indirect pesieffect on union commitment.
Finally, union commitment positively predicted UCB.

We explored the differences between the PAT and Riudings further by
reviewing the critical ratios for differences inesjfic parameters between the two
groups. Just two of the structural parameters wsigrficantly different between the

PAT and NUT groups: that from pro-union beliefsitoon commitment and that

18
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from union commitment to UCB. In each case, thapater was significantly higher
for the NUT sample. These findings suggest thatymion beliefs were more salient
amongst NUT members in motivating union commitnaard UCB, and that union
commitment was more likely to translate into acpagticipation amongst NUT
members than amongst members of PAT.

Turning to the analysis involving professional cortment, the results were
very similar. The unconstrained model again proigeite a good fit® = 2492.711;
df = 684;GFI = 0.885;AGFI = 0.864;CFIl = 0.916;RMSEA= 0.042, again superior
to the constrained model (changefre 22.433; change idf = 8;p < 0.01). The
structural parameters for the unconstrained mqojetar in figure 2. The basic
findings were similar to the analysis for organiaaal commitment, with just one
exception: for professional commitment the pathrimn commitment was significant
(although only marginally). Once again, the strugtparameters from pro-union
beliefs to union commitment and from union committn® UCB were significantly

higher for the NUT sample.

6. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we have focused on a comparisomndsgt the PAT and the
NUT, commonly perceived as the most “moderate amifitant” teacher unions
respectively. Our comparison of member attitudessacthe two unions revealed that
union commitment and perceived union instrumentaliére not significantly
different, the latter suggesting that the two usiarere not viewed fundamentally
differently by their members in terms of effectiess. However, other attitudes did
differ significantly, with PAT members generallyghier in job satisfaction, and both

organizational and professional commitment, antt WitUT members higher in union
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citizenship behaviour and general pro-union atétud’ he image of PAT is one of
“moderation”, one almost of reluctant unionism, aéimelse member attitudes, of
relatively high job satisfaction, and organizatioaad professional commitment, are
consistent with this. It is notable that PAT mensbexpressed higher levels of
commitment to the teaching profession, consistetfit RAT's claim to be both an
independent union and a professional associatiote&zhers. Furthermore, especially
in respondents’ open-ended comments, there waggestion that PAT members
joined more for insurance reasons rather than teffgective collective representation.
In contrast, the NUT is the more unionate and ‘tamif” organization, and again the
attitudes of members appear to be consistent,Mlith members having more
strongly pro-union attitudes in general and beirayarprone to participate actively in
their union. Again, respondents’ open-ended comsnerte consistent with this, with
NUT members focusing on issues of collective regmesion.

Bamberger et al. (1999) suggested that member aeaistics may influence
the antecedents of union commitment and parti@patiVe evaluated this by
replicating their model for the two groups of memsbh®ur findings suggest that for
both PAT and NUT members, job satisfaction posiyiyeedicted organizational
commitment, but neither were significantly assaaatith union commitment. Again
for both samples, union instrumentality positivehedicted both union commitment
and pro-union attitudes, and the latter also hpdsitive effect on union commitment.
As expected, union commitment positively predidt&eB. When professional
commitment was substituted for organizational cotmmant in the analysis, the
findings were essentially unchanged, expect thaepsional commitment predicted

union commitment for the PAT sample only.
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In spite of the basic similarities in these findinthere were some significant
differences in the magnitude of effects acrosdwiresamples. In the NUT sample,
pro-union beliefs had a significantly stronger effen union commitment, and union
commitment had a stronger impact on UCB. Thesarfgglwere the same in both the
organizational and professional commitment analyBlesy suggest that pro-union
beliefs were more salient amongst NUT members itivailing union commitment,
and that union commitment was more likely to tratesinto active participation
amongst NUT members than amongst members of PAdinAthese findings are
consistent with the image of the NUT as the morditant” and unionate
organization. Overall, these findings are conststéth Bamberger et al.’s (1999)
suggestion that the nature of the membership eédylito moderate the relationships in
the model, and in particular may influence thetreéaimportance of pro-union
attitudes.

There are also implications for the debates onrustrategy. Discussions of
“moderation” and “militancy” as union strategiessbdended to focus on the relative
viability of these, as alternative ways forward fioe union movement (e.g., Kelly,
1996). However, our findings demonstrate thateast in teaching, both may be
viable, in that they may address members and patenémbers with different
preferences, on the on hand for a union emphasipigessionalism” and eschewing
strike action under any circumstances, and on tier dor an effective defender of
teachers’ rights, willing to give strong voice t@mbers’ concerns on educational
policy and terms and conditions. Whether this &lslds true in other sectors is a
moot point, but similar competitive multi-unioniserists in other parts of the public
sector (e.g., the civil service , local governmaniy the health service), and perhaps

also in the private sector (Cully et al., 1999; Baiv, 1997).
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Table 1
Means, standard deviations, correlations and reliads

PAT NUT
Mean Std. Mean Std. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
devn. devn.

1. UCB - Activist 1.12 .38 1.60 g1 76/.66 .30*** 38*** 20%k*] % JOFrk- 24 *k. JG*H*- 1 4**
2. UCB - Rank & file 3.13 1.02 3.28 98  .26%** [69/.70 .44*** AJ¥*I7*x* JGkxk_T7r* - 12* -05
3. UCB - Individual 1.99 1.09 216 1.08 .33 4% 83/85 2714k 30%rk- 15% - 13 - 05
4. Union commitment 4.50 97 453 1.09 238+ J7r* 76/.80 .49*** 51***-03 -.03 .03
5. Union instrumentality 4.33 .89 4.35 97 0% .30%* 23** 48** 92/.93 .36** .06 .08 .09
6. Pro-union attitudes 491 96 5.64 93 13%k 34xkx QBkxk AQrRx AQ*** 84/.79-.08 -.07 -.02
7. Job satisfaction 552127 472 158 -02 .04 .00 09**  10** .08**86/.88 .70*** ,69***
8. Organisational commitment 522119 458 136 -06* .01 -.02 A0 11x* 97 .63*** [ 75/.78 .49***
9. Professional commitment 5185 .99 528 128 -06 08** .08* .18** 16***18*** 67*** 48** 81/.83

Note.Correlations for PAT below the diagonal, for NUJoae the diagonal. Reliability coefficients arewhan the diagonal (PAT/NUT).
2-tailed tests. PAN=1086; NUTN=386.

*p<.05;**p<.01; ** p<.001.

" Shows that the PAT and NUT means are significatiffgrent (.05 level of significance or better,amindependent samples T-test).
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Figure 1.
Antecedents of union commitment and citizenshibiur: with organizational
commitment.

Job
satisfaction

Organizational
commitmen
Pro-union
attitudes

587***[ 663**

.057*/ .047

.167***/.25*

Note. PAT N=1086; NUT N=386. Unstandardized coefficients. Coefficients tba
left/right are for the PAT/NUT sample. Pairs of ffméents in bold italic script are
significantly different from each othgp € .05).

*p<.05;**p<.01; ** p<.001
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Figure 2.
Antecedents of union commitment and citizenshi@lEur: with professional
commitment.

Job
satisfaction

Professional

commitmen
Pro-union
attitudes

587***[ 663**

.057*/ .047

166%/.25 *

Note. PAT N=1086; NUT N=386. Unstandardized coefficients. Coefficients tba
left/right are for the PAT/NUT sample. Pairs of ffméents in bold italic script are
significantly different from each othgp € .05).

*p<.05;**p<.01; ** p<.001.
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