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A B S T R A C T   

Research on commitment has highlighted the importance of understanding multiple commitments to similar 
objects, and there is a desire to clarify the attendant complex interactions by applying a person-centred approach 
to commitment. Although there is a rich body of knowledge on commitment, questions regarding possible 
conflicts among the various types of commitment remain unanswered. Specifically, we know little about the 
effects of commitment to objects with similar characteristics (e.g. organizations) across domains (e.g. civil vs 
military). We draw on a sample of individuals in the German military reserve (N = 303) who serve voluntarily as 
soldiers in the armed forces and parallel work in civil organizations. We test hypotheses regarding the presence of 
different commitment profiles. We identified five commitment profiles and evidence for both within- and cross- 
domain effects of the antecedents and outcomes of commitment.   

1. Introduction 

Researchers in the field of organizational commitment are still trying 
to understand how context influences workplace commitments (Meyer, 
Stanley, & Parfyonova, 2012) and how the constellation of multiple 
commitment objects influences individuals, their identities, and their 
behaviours (Johnson, Groff, & Taing, 2009; Morin, Meyer, McInerney, 
Marsh, & Ganotice, 2015). Organizational Commitment is the psycho
logical attachment to an organisation (Allen & Meyer, 1990). It consists 
of three mindsets: An affective commitment (AC) that describes the 
emotional attachment, a normative commitment (NC) that expresses the 
obligation of an individual to an organisation, and a continuance 
commitment (CC) that incorporates the costs of leaving an organisation 
(Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). 

To offer a differentiated view a person-centred approach is needed as 
it enables the identification of commitment profiles based on these three 
mindsets (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer et al., 2013, 2018). Furthermore, 
a person-centred approach helps to explain the complex interactions and 
processes of different commitment objects within an individual (Meyer, 
Kam, et al., 2013), as individuals can form commitments to multiple 
objects,1 such as organizations, professions, careers, and supervisors 

(Morin, Vandenberghe, et al., 2011). It has been used to analyse com
binations of at least two objects of commitment (Morin, Vandenberghe, 
et al., 2011), e.g. to identify dual commitment profiles to the organi
zation and occupation (Morin, Vandenberghe et al., 2015). 

Yet, few studies have included analyses of commitment profiles that 
define commitments to the same object (e.g. organizations) in different 
domains (e.g. military and civilian) (Meyer & Morin, 2016). Notable 
exceptions are studies on the commitment of temporary workers as they 
have provided evidence for interactions between commitments to 
different organizations (Felfe, Schmook, Schyns, & Six, 2008). Still, 
knowledge about domain effects is essential for developing a theory on 
interactions between different objects of commitment, as it would help 
to clarify their interplay within an individual and how such an interplay 
relates to that individual’s intentions and behaviours (Johnson et al., 
2009; van Rossenberg et al., 2018). However, research on the interac
tion between commitment objects that are similar but not nested within 
each other remains scarce. 

Therefore, the present study seeks to explore commitment profiles 
consisting of two domains (military and civil), two objects of commit
ment (organization and profession) and based on three mindsets (af
fective, normative and continuance). In Fig. 1 we illustrate our 
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1 We use the term domain for the societal area of commitment (e.g. civil, military) and object as the object of commitment in the domain (e.g. organization, 
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theoretical considerations about domain effects. First, we differentiate 
between the two domains, in our case military and civil, that is the 
context for the commitment object and the mindset of an individual. 
Second, we differentiate between the objects of commitment (profession 
and organization), as these objects are the focus of the psychological 
attachment. The third element of our figure is the mindset (affective, 
normative, and continuance). This allows us to respond to recent calls to 
study multiple commitment objects in combination with multiple 
mindsets (Meyer, Morin, Rousseau, Boudrias, & Brunelle, 2021). As 
illustrated, we first aim at identifying the commitment profiles resulting 
from the combination of domain, object and mindset to analyse re
lationships between different commitments within an individual in 
order to understand the effects on the individual’s behaviour and in
tentions. Furthermore, we want to develop research on interactions 
between commitment objects and mindsets (Johnson et al., 2009). This 
is necessary to understand the complex systems that domains, mindsets 
and objects form (Klein, Solinger, & Véronique, 2022). Therefore, we 
examine differences within and across domains regarding possible 
conflicts between domains and their correlation with various outcomes 
based on the identified commitment profiles. As we examine commit
ment towards multiple organizations within different domains, our 
study speaks to a growing phenomenon as more and more people engage 
in voluntary organizations or work for more than one employer, for 
example in the gig economy (Meyer et al., 2021; van Rossenberg et al., 
2018). 

To these ends, we investigate profiles resulting from four objects of 
commitment (military profession, military organization, civil profes
sion, and civil organization) in a sample of 303 German reservists and 
offer three contributions to the literature. First, it adds to the under
standing of multiple commitments (Johnson et al., 2009; Meyer, Kam, 
et al., 2013). More specifically, we contribute by identifying commit
ment profiles involving similar objects in different domains. We add to 
existing knowledge on commitment profiles by analysing relationships 
between a person’s various commitments in different domains and the 
differences’ implications for the individual’s behaviour. 

Second, our study is the first to explore the commitment profiles of 
individuals volunteering in an organisation facing an extreme context as 

reservists are a form of high-stake volunteer work significantly spending 
time and energy in a possible risky endeavour (McNamee & Peterson, 
2016). More generally, more knowledge on commitment in different 
contexts and its behavioural implications is needed (Meyer et al., 2012). 
Specifically, voluntary work of employees is increasingly supported by 
organizations, yet, how the domains “work” and “voluntary work” 
interact needs further exploration. Thereby, we contribute to knowledge 
on commitment profiles in different contexts and specifically volunteers 
in extreme contexts (Meyer, Kam, et al., 2013; Wombacher & Felfe, 
2017). 

Third, we analyse within- and cross-domain differences based on 
profiles. We analyse possible conflicts between commitments in 
different domains (military vs civil) and assess whether the within- and 
cross-domain effects correlate with established consequences for the 
respective object (e.g. conflict, turnover intentions, organizational citi
zenship behaviour (OCB), and job performance) (Meyer et al., 2012, 
2013, 2015; Morin et al., 2015; Ohana, 2016). Thereby, we contribute to 
clarifying how different profiles relate to within- and cross-domain 
consequences. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. We will first 
elaborate on the theoretical background and the hypotheses. Then 
describe our method, specifically the sample and context, the measures 
used and the analytical strategy. After the methods, we will report our 
results and then discuss their meaning. We then report the limitations 
and give some directions for future research. Finally, we conclude with 
implications for theory and practice. 

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses 

2.1. Mindsets, objects, domains, and commitment profiles 

To introduce the possible commitment profiles in our empirical 
study, we will first describe research on commitment mindsets and ob
jects drawing on the person-centred approach and then describe possible 
commitment profiles of reservists based on these studies. 

The level of commitment of an individual can be characterized by the 
combination of AC, NC, and CC towards an object. These three mindsets 

Fig. 1. – Differentiation between object (organization/profession), domain (military/civil) and mindsets (affective, normative, continuance).  
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interact in steering the intentions and behaviours of the individual to
wards the object (Meyer et al., 2012). Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) 
argue that the commitment mindsets develop in different ways, AC is a 
result of the identification of an individual with a commitment object 
and recognizing shared values and relevance for the identity. NC de
velops from the socialisation of individuals into the commitment object 
and resulting feelings of reciprocity based on the psychological contract. 
The development of CC is based on the realization of lacking alternatives 
and the connected cost of leaving (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). As the 
intensity of mindsets towards a commitment object can differ, there is a 
certain heterogeneity in the level of the commitment mindsets. As the 
three mindsets interact, they can have a synergistic, competitive and 
compensatory interaction (Johnson et al., 2009) leading to differences 
in the behaviour of the individual towards the commitment object. 

Additionally, people form commitments to multiple objects (Becker, 
Kernan, Clark, & Klein, 2018; 2016), typically one’s profession, orga
nization, team, supervisor, customers, career, and so on (Meyer & 
Morin, 2016). There are two crucial implications for people who have 
multiple commitments at the same time. First, the nature of the rela
tionship between the objects of commitment is important because some 
objects have the potential to conflict (e.g. the profession and the orga
nization in the case of accountants), and objects can be nested (e.g. a 
team within an organization), leading to inter-dependencies (Meyer & 
Morin, 2016). Second, the level of commitment to multiple objects can 
differ, resulting in meaningful differences in behaviour (Morin, Van
denberghe, et al., 2011). Recent research on the interrelation of com
mitments has argued that individuals are part of a lot of different 
commitments, within and outside of work, and due to segregation or 
integration they tend to develop based on synergies and conflicting 
demands (Klein et al., 2022). 

In order to account for the complexities resulting from heteroge
neous mindsets and multiple commitment objects a person-centred (as 
opposed to a variable-centred) approach is needed. The person-centred 
approach is exploratory in nature. Thereby, researchers can discover 
sub-groups in the population (profiles) that have different configura
tions of a system of variables (Meyer & Morin, 2016). Profiles of 
commitment differ in shape, elevation, and scatter. Shape refers to the 
pattern of variables in a profile and the overall pattern of high and low 
scores of the commitment variables, elevation describes the average 
score of commitment overall variables in a profile, and scatter is the 
standard deviation of the variables in a profile (Meyer et al., 2015). The 
nature of each profile can be described using these three parameters. 
Thus, the person-centred facilitates an analysis of differences between 
individuals with similar patterns in a system of variables (e.g. regarding 
commitment) (Kabins, Xu, Bergman, Berry, & Willson, 2016). 

For commitment profiles, the underlying mindsets are a source of 
variation. Commitment profiles resulting from differences in mindsets 
can be distinguished into value-based profiles that are characterized by a 
high degree of AC (e.g. AC-dominant, AC/NC-dominant), exchange- 
based profiles that describe a more instrumental bond (e.g. NC/CC- 
dominant, CC-dominant), and fully committed. A small number of in
dividuals have medium to low manifestations of commitment in all di
mensions (e.g. low-committed). 

In addition to mindsets, studies have increasingly focused on mul
tiple objects (Meyer & Morin, 2016; Meyer et al., 2021), using up to 
seven commitment objects (Morin, Vandenberghe, et al., 2011) to 
identify commitment profiles. However, most studies have focused on 
two objects, so-called dual commitments in the same domain, such as 
supervisor and organization (Meyer et al., 2015), team and organization 
(Wombacher & Felfe, 2017), and organization and occupation (Morin 
et al., 2015). Empirical studies of dual commitment have revealed 
several profiles that can be distinguished as fully committed to both 
objects, uncommitted to either object, committed to only one object (to 
varying degrees), and uncommitted to one object (to varying degrees) 
(Meyer & Morin, 2016). 

Since this study is the first to address commitment profiles across two 

domains, it is exploratory to a degree (e.g. Becker et al., 2018; Meyer 
et al., 2015). However, based on previous research, we expect to see 
several commitment profiles in the sample and differing relationships 
with known antecedents and consequences. 

Consistently over a range of samples, research has shown various 
patterns of mindsets and commitments. Some individuals are fully 
committed to all objects (Morin, Vandenberghe, et al., 2011), feeling 
deeply emotionally committed to all relevant objects, without focusing 
on one commitment object. Therefore, we expect that in our sample of 
German reservists there is a group of individuals who are fully 
committed to their civil and military professions and occupations 
(named fully committed (all)). As in with prior research, we also expect to 
find two value-based profiles that differ in terms of their dominant do
mains: one of the individuals who are fully committed to their civil 
domain, that is, to their civilian profession and organization (termed 
fully committed (civil)), and one with a dominant commitment to their 
military organization and profession (termed fully committed (military)). 
Since affective dominant profiles in both domains have been identified 
before, we expect a value-based profile in the military domain, domi
nated by AC to both military objects (termed AC-dominant (military)) or 
both civil objects (termed AC-dominant (civil)). Further, we expect to 
find exchange-based profiles in both domains, as some individuals will 
show high levels of NC to the military domain (termed NC-dominant 
profile (military)) or the civil domain (termed NC-dominant (civil) profile), 
based on their feelings of obligation to those domains. As in other 
studies, we also expect to find an NC/CC-dominant profile in the civil 
domain, which includes trapped individuals (termed NC/CC-dominant 
(civil)), but we don’t expect such a profile for the military domain, as 
there are few barriers to leaving the military domain. Finally, re
searchers have found individuals who are uncommitted to any objects in 
the work domain (termed uncommitted (all)), even when their research 
includes the most relevant work-related commitment objects (Kabins 
et al., 2016; Morin, Morizot, Boudrias, & Madore, 2011). 

In sum, research has shown various patterns of mindsets and com
mitments, therefore, we propose: 

Hypothesis 1a. The reservist sample is heterogeneous with regard to 
the mindset pattern. 

Hypothesis 1b. Dual profiles result in a fully committed profile (all), 
profiles fully committed in one domain (fully committed (civil) or fully 
committed (military)), profiles AC-dominant in one domain (AC-domi
nant (civil) or AC-dominant (military)), profiles NC-dominant in one 
domain (NC-dominant (military) or NC-dominant (civil)), a NC/CC- 
dominant (civil) profile, and an uncommitted (all) profile. 

2.2. Value congruence and public service motivation as antecedents of 
profile membership 

To understand profile membership, we focus on value congruence 
and public service motivation (PSM). Value congruence has been shown 
to be an established predictor of commitment (Kabins et al., 2016; Meyer 
& Herscovitch, 2001). A central aspect of commitment is related to one’s 
values and their congruence with the object’s values (Meyer & Her
scovitch, 2001). Research has repeatedly shown that a deep level of 
identification based on shared values promotes AC to an object, as AC 
describes that an individual wants to adapt behaviour according to the 
commitment object resulting from the personal identification and 
involvement with the commitment object (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). 
Therefore, we propose that such value congruence is related to the 
respective domain, with higher value congruence with one domain 
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having a positive relationship with the commitment to objects in this 
domain. Therefore, we propose: 

Hypothesis 2. Employees who have strong value congruence with an 
object in a domain are more likely to have a domain-dominant 
commitment profile2 than any other profile. 

On the individual level, PSM works as an antecedent to organiza
tional commitment (Crewson, 1997). The starting point of research on 
PSM is the argument that PSM is a specific work motive that distin
guishes employees who work in the public sector from those who work 
in the private sector (Perry, 1996). We argue that PSM correlates with 
being a member of a commitment profile that reflects a strong 
commitment to the military, because the public servants’ (soldiers) 
motives form distinct PSM profiles. At its core, PSM is altruistic, indi
vidual, and related to service provision and doing what one thinks is 
good for society (Brænder & Andersen, 2013) as a result, commitment to 
military objects will be higher. 

Hypothesis 3. Employees with strong PSM are more likely to have a 
military-dominant profile than any of the other commitment profiles. 

2.3. Conflict, turnover intention, job performance, and OCB as 
consequences of profile membership 

Various consequences of commitment have been identified in pre
vious research and in this study, we draw on conflict, turnover intention, 
job performance, and OCB, which are among the most important con
sequences resulting from the different commitment objects. 

The question concerning how individuals deal with possible conflicts 
between their objects of commitment is of major interest when consid
ering multiple commitments. If individuals are confronted with a con
flict between objects, they might have to choose one commitment object 
over the other. However, what influences the outcome of this confron
tation is unclear, as research provides evidence for both synergy 
(Cooper, Stanley, Klein, & Tenhiälä, 2016; Johnson & Yang, 2010), and 
conflict between commitment objects (Morin, Vandenberghe, et al., 
2011). Yet, we assume that conflict is related to domain-dominant 
profiles. 

Hypothesis 4a. Membership in a domain-dominant commitment 
profile is related to stronger conflicts between the domains. 

Membership in commitment profiles that are AC-dominant leads to a 
lower turnover intention (Kabins et al., 2016; Morin et al., 2015), which 
has been confirmed for affective-dominant profiles (Morin, Vanden
berghe, et al., 2011). The lower turnover intentions of affectively 
committed individuals are due to value congruence between the object 
and the individual, which nourishes the desire to stay in the organiza
tion (Wombacher & Felfe, 2017). Therefore, being dominantly affective 
committed to one object within a domain will be related to lower 
turnover intention toward that object and the domain. 

Although researchers have identified diverse dimensions of OCB 
(LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002), our own study concentrates on 
behavioural outcomes like civic virtue, conscientiousness, and altruism 
and classifies them as general, not context-specific, dimensions of OCB 
(Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997). We expect AC-dominant commitment pro
files show higher levels of OCB within the same domain as the object 
than other commitment profiles do (Kabins et al., 2016; Meyer et al., 
2012; Morin, Vandenberghe, et al., 2011). 

Finally, AC is strongly correlated to self-rated job performance (Cooper 
et al., 2016; Vandenberghe, Mignonac, & Manville, 2015) because AC 

leads to perceived goal congruence between the commitment object and 
the individual. 

Hypothesis 4b. Membership in an affective dominant commitment 
profile is related to (b) a lower turnover intention for objects in this 
domain, (c) higher job performance in that domain, and (d) a higher 
level of OCB in that domain than is membership in any other profile. 

Of course, relationships with profiles that include different domains 
might be more complicated. Research that has been primarily interested 
in the conflict between domains, such as research on work-family and 
family-work conflict, has long proposed the so-called matching-domain 
Hypothesis, which states that the primary effect that resides in a domain 
will affect outcomes only in this domain (Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, 
& Semmer, 2011; Li, Lu, & Zhang, 2013). In contrast, the cross-domain 
hypothesis states that attitudes and behaviours in one domain (e.g. stress 
at work) can have an impact on the other domain (e.g. quality of family 
life) (Amstad et al., 2011; Li et al., 2013). However, with regard to 
commitment, few studies have drawn on a cross-domain approach, in 
the scarce studies evidence for both hypotheses exists (Li et al., 2013; 
Dorenkamp & Ruhle, 2019). Therefore, the following hypotheses 4 and 
5 draw on the matching-domain and cross-domain hypotheses to pro
pose outcomes related to the proposed commitment profiles. 

First, we assume a within-domain effect for both domains. As such, 
having a profile that is, regardless of its mindsets, dominant in one 
domain (domain-dominant) should be positively related to outcomes in 
that domain. Consistently, we propose that 

We also draw on the concept of scarcity of resources as a driver of 
differences between the outcomes of profile membership. We propose 
that individuals’ commitment in one domain can have negative effects 
on outcomes in the other domain. Staying with a supervisor while 
simultaneously staying with the organization might not require addi
tional effort, but performing for two organizations (military and civil) 
might require additional resources. 

Hypothesis 5. Membership in a domain-dominant commitment pro
file is related to (a) a low turnover intention for objects in this domain, 
(b) high self-reported job performance in this domain, and (c) high levels 
of OCB in that domain. 

3. Method 

3.1. Sample and context 

To investigate the commitment profiles in different domains, we 
conducted a cross-sectional study to test the proposed hypotheses. Our 
data originates from an online survey of the German Military Reserve. 
German Reservists can be committed to objects in the civil and military 
domain, as they have a military profession (e.g. infantryman, marine) 
and are part of the Bundeswehr (the German Armed Forces), and they 
follow a civil profession (e.g. carpenter, accountant) with a civilian or
ganization as their employer. However, in contrast to some other 
countries, in Germany reservist activities are voluntary so they must ask 
their civilian employers for leave to perform these activities. Therefore, 
commitment to the reservist service has critical behavioural conse
quences and influences both the civil domain and the military domain of 
reservists. 

To analyse these commitments, we conducted an online survey in 
December 2016, using the Facebook page and homepage of the German 
Reservists’ Association as a platform for advertising our survey. Overall, 
1,057 members of the Military Reserve responded to the survey, and 458 
individuals finished the questionnaire (43%). After removing in
dividuals with implausible answering behaviour (e.g. insufficient time 
to complete the questionnaire, non-working individuals) or with biased 
demographic characteristics (self-employed and job-seeking), we were 
left with 303 (28.7%) useable answers of individuals who were re
servists in the German Armed Forces and who were working outside the 

2 The domain-dominant commitment profile is the fully committed civil profile 
or the other, possible civil-dominant profiles for the civil domain, or the fully 
military committed and other, possible military-dominant profiles for the mil
itary domain. 
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military in civilian organizations. 
As we acknowledge the risk of common method variance, especially 

regarding the outcomes, we followed Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) recom
mendations to counterbalance question order, protect anonymity and 
reduce evaluation apprehension. A cross-sectional design was chosen 
because of the little evidence for the selected profiles, which is common 
when using latent profile analyses (Woo, Jebb, Tay, & Parrigon, 2018). 
Further, research on cross-domain effects is partly exploratory and 
cross-sectional designs are effective in analysing the relationship be
tween variables and thereby to establish covariation between them 
(Spector, 2019). 

3.2. Measures 

All variables except the demographic variables, the perceived level 
of conflict, and the decision between object variables were measured 
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 
(completely agree). We recoded all items so high values reflect high 
levels of the respective construct. The questionnaire was conducted in 
German; when we could not draw from previously validated German 
scales, we translated the original scales into German using back- 
translation (Harknes et al., 2004). Measures of the questionnaire can 
be found in Table 1. 

Additionally, we measured turnover intentions and conflict with one 
item, respectively. Turnover intentions were measured with one item 
each that asked about the probability that the respondent would quit the 
reserves and the probability that he or she would leave the civil orga
nization. To measure the conflict between the objects, respondents used 
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “always” to “never” to answer: “My 
civil job conflicts with my activities as a reservist”. We further measured 
demographic variables (age, tenure in both jobs, gender) as well as in
formation regarding the civil and military organizations. 

3.3. Analytical strategy 

We used confirmatory factor analytic models and estimated the 
factor structure of our measures using the maximum likelihood esti
mation in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2016). To assess the model fit (Hu 
& Bentler, 1999), we used the chi-square (χ2), the comparative fit index 
(CFI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). While 
cut-off scores should be considered carefully (Goffin, 2007), our CFI 
value greater than 0.90 and RMSEA value smaller than 0.08 indicate 
acceptable model fit. 

To extract latent profiles of commitment, we used Mplus 7.4 to 
conduct finite mixtures analysis (Morin. Morizot, et al., 2011a) of scale 
scores of AC across the four objects based on their three mindsets 

(Muthén & Muthén, 2016). We modelled latent classes 1 through 8, 
including comparisons based on the Auxiliary 3-step “R3STEP” 
approach, and correlates of the extracted profiles using the auxiliary 
3-step “BCH” approach (Muthén & Muthén, 2016). 

We conducted the latent profile analysis (LPA) following research on 
commitment profiles (Meyer et al., 2015). To select the optimal number 
of latent profiles, we considered several sources of information. We 
required that the profiles identified have substantive meaning and 
conform with theory, as without these characteristics, the statistical 
artefacts might have a better fit, but the profiles would be irrelevant. The 
solution must also be stable and reasonable (Bauer & Curran, 2003). 
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), Bayesian information criterion 
(BIC), sample-adjusted BIC (SABIC), and entropy were considered in the 
selection process, with lower values of AIC, BIC, and SABIC suggesting a 
better-fitting model, while entropy should be high (values greater than 
.7) to suggest good class separation (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). 
Finally, we contrasted the latent profiles based on our dependent 
variables. 

4. Results 

4.1. Confirmatory factor analysis 

Because of the small sample size, we conducted separate confirma
tory factor analyses of our measurements and selected for each scale the 
three items with the highest loading on each factor for further analysis, 
an approach that is in line with current approaches (Hayduk & Littvay, 
2012). The CFA including the items with the highest loading still showed 
a significant χ2-test (χ2 (528) = 959.430, p < .001), but fit indices 
showed a good model fit, with CFI = 0.90 and RMSEA = 0.055 (90 
percent CI: 0.049–0.06). Because the wording of some items differed 
only in the domain (military vs civil organization and profession), 
modification indices revealed that a better model fit could be achieved 
by correlating the error terms of those closely related items. However, 
we decided against this approach because the model fit was acceptable, 
and no solution with more or fewer factors yielded a better solution, 
regardless of the error term correlation. 

The sample mean of the commitments can be found in Table 2. We 
found that the strongest type of commitment was the organizational AC 
in the military domain (OACM: 4.54), followed by the professional AC in 
the military domain (PACM: 4.25). Both were higher than the organi
zational AC in the civil domain (OACC: 3.29) and the professional AC in 
the civil domain (PACM: 3.74). 

4.2. Latent profile analysis 

To test Hypothesis 1, we conducted the LPA for the two domains, two 
objects, and three commitment mindsets, as shown in Table 3. 

We settled for a five-profile solution, as it reflects the most plausible 
and the most stable solution, and the very small sizes of the profiles in 
solutions with more than five profiles suggest that they might reflect 
statistical artefacts rather than plausible profiles. Combined with the 
theoretical plausibility, the five-profile solution was the most appro
priate. In addition, the posterior classification probabilities of class 
memberships in the profile ranged from 0.881 to 0.995, with very low 
probabilities for cross-memberships (0-0.071). The results of these five- 
profile solutions are graphically depicted in Fig. 2. 

We used a systematic structure in naming the profiles: First, the 
shape of the profile (e.g. fully committed, AC-dominant) and then the 
object (profession, organization). If the shape applies to both objects, no 
addition is made for sake of clarity. Finally, the domain is added in 
brackets (military, civil) or (all) if the shape is relevant for all objects/ 
domains. 

Profile 1 (3.6% of the sample) is characterized by low levels of 
commitment in both domains and across all objects and mindsets, so we 
labelled this profile uncommitted (all). The small number of individuals 

Table 1 
Reliabilities of measure in the questionnaire.  

Measure Source Cronbach’s 
α 

Commitment to the military/ 
civil organization 

Allen and Meyer (1990) translated 
by Felfe, Six, Schmook, and Knorz 
(2014) 

.65 to .79 

Commitment to the military/ 
civil profession 

Meyer et al. (1993) translated by  
Felfe et al. (2014) 

.67.-.78 

Value congruence with the 
military/civil organization 

Thomas (2013) .81 (civil) 
.95 
(military) 

Public Service Motivation Perry’s (1996) shortened and 
translated by Hammerschmid, 
Meyer, and Egger-Peitler (2009) 

.61 

Self-rated job performance in 
the military/civil 
organization 

Williams and Anderson (1991) .73 (civil) 
.78 
(military) 

Organizational citizenship 
behaviour in the military/ 
civilian organization 

Short version of Farh et al. (1997) 
including altruism, civic virtue, 
and conscientiousness 

.88 (civil) 

.86 
(military)  
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in this profile is plausible, as these are likely to be people who might be 
close to leaving. In addition, the characteristics of those in this profile 
suggest significant differences from the other profiles. Profile 2 is a fully 
committed (military) profile (27.03%), with above-average commitment 
to all military objects and mindsets and below-average commitment to 
the civil domain. Profile 3 (32.67%) is termed AC-dominant (all) because 
the shape reflects that, in both domains and across all objects, the af
fective mindset is the strongest. Profile 4 (23.10%) is that of fully 
committed (all) individuals, with an above-average commitment to all 
objects and mindsets. Finally, those in Profile 5, the fully committed 
(civil) profile 5 (13.53%), have strong ties in the civil domain, with 
above-average commitment to all civil objects and mindsets and below- 
average commitment to the military domain. 

However, while we found heterogeneity in the profiles, supporting 
Hypotheses 1a, we found no NC-dominant or civil NC/CC-dominant 
profile, so we found only partial support for Hypothesis 1b. All 
descriptive differences are shown in Table 4. 

4.3. Multinomial regression using latent profiles 

To test our Hypothesis regarding the covariates of commitment, we 
used a multinomial regression, based on the 3-STEP APPROACH 
(Muthén & Muthén, 2016). Table 5 shows the coefficients and odds 
ratios for class membership in the five profiles. 

Higher congruence between individual values and those of the mil
itary increased the probability of a participant’s having a fully 
committed (all) or the AC-dominant (all) profile (compared to civil- 
dominant, but not to the fully committed (military) profile). Higher 
congruence with military values also increases the likelihood of a par
ticipant’s being in the fully committed (military) profile rather than in 
the AC-dominant (all) profile. However, there is no significant difference 
in this regard between those in the fully committed (all) profile and the 
fully committed (military) profile. Higher congruence with civil values 
increased the likelihood of a participant’s being a member of the fully 
committed (all) profile, compared to the fully committed (military), the 
AC-dominant (all), and the uncommitted profile. In general, the pattern 
supports the suggested relationship that high values in the domain of 
one object (i.e. military values) are positively related to commitment 
profiles in this domain (i.e. military-dominant), supporting Hypothesis 
2. 

We found that higher PSM values increased the likelihood that a 
participant was part of any profile other than the uncommitted profile, 
although it leads to no other differences in profiles. Therefore, we 
rejected Hypothesis 3. 

4.4. Multinomial regression using latent profiles 

We compared the correlates that can be considered “distal outcomes” 
of a commitment profile based on the auxiliary 3-step BCH approach, 
using χ2-tests of equality between profiles (Asparouhov & Muthén, 
2014), the results of which are summarized in Table 6. Regarding the 
role of perceived conflict, we could not find significant differences be
tween the profiles, so we reject Hypothesis 4a. 

Regarding civil turnover intention, the fully committed (civil) profile 
had the lowest mean and the fully committed (military) profile the 
highest mean. Further, the fully committed (civil) profile differed 
significantly from the AC-dominant (all) profile and the fully committed 
(military) profile. The military turnover intention was highest for the 
uncommitted profile and the fully committed (civil) profile, and lowest 
for the fully committed (military) profile. We found significant differ
ences in turnover intention among the fully committed (civil) profile, 
the AC-dominant (all) profile, and the fully committed (all) profile. In 
sum, we found evidence for both within-domain and cross-domain ef
fects for turnover intention, supporting hypotheses 4b and 5a. However, 
contrary to our expectations, the fully committed (all) profile did not 
show the lowest level of turnover intention, and the uncommitted profile Ta
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did not show the highest level of turnover intention. 
We found no evidence in the self-rated job performance for differ

ences between profiles in the civil domain. Regarding military perfor
mance, we found, in line with our Hypothesis 6b, that the highest mean 
for military performance was in the fully committed (all) profile, 
although it did not differ significantly from the two military-dominant 
profiles, so the within-domain hypothesis 4c is partially supported but 
only in the military domain. Further, the lowest level was in the 

uncommitted and the fully committed (civil) profiles. 
We found evidence for the within-domain effects and cross-domain 

effects for OCB, supporting hypotheses 4d and 5c. However, neither 
the highest nor the lowest levels were reported in the expected un
committed or fully committed (all) profiles. Table 7 shows a summary of 
our results. 

Table 3 
Results from the LPA for multiple commitments with three mindsets for different numbers of commitment profiles.  

Model LL #fp AIC BIC SABIC Entropy 

1 Profile − 4801.557 24 9651.114 9740.243 9664.128 n/a 
2 Profiles − 4543.221 37 9160.441 9297.849 9180.505 .819 
3 Profiles − 4383.707 50 8867.414 9053.100 8894.527 .860 
4 Profiles − 4287.043 63 8700.086 8934.051 8734.249 .884 
5 Profiles − 4217.774 76 8587.547 8869.791 8628.759 .886 
6 Profiles − 4166.508 89 8511.015 8841.537 8559.276 .880 
7 Profiles − 4123.598 102 8451.195 8829.996 8506.505 .863 
8 Profiles − 4073.285 115 8376.571 8803.650 8438.931 .893 
9 Profiles − 4034.699 128 8325.398 8800.756 8394.807 .886 
10 Profiles − 3999.907 141 8281.815 8805.451 8358.273 .901  

Fig. 2. – Five profile solution of dual commitment profiles.  

Table 4 
- Mean levels of commitment in the retained commitment profiles.  

Domain Target Mindset mean uncommitted (all) 
(n = 11) 
Profile 1 

fully committed (military) 
(n = 82) 
Profile 2 

AC-dominant (all) 
(n = 99) 
Profile 3 

fully committed (both) 
(n = 70) 
Profile 4 

fully committed (civil) 
(n = 41) 
Profile 5 

Civil Organization affective 3.29 2.54 2.04 3.64 3.84 4.17 
normative 2.78 2.25 1.89 2.94 3.27 3.45 
continuance 3.05 2.73 2.23 2.93 3.74 3.90 

Profession affective 3.74 3.17 2.76 4.05 4.10 4.42 
normative 2.73 1.57 1.90 2.61 3.49 3.70 
continuance 2.79 2.28 2.08 2.63 3.51 3.53 

Military Organization affective 4.54 2.60 4.74 4.68 4.83 3.80 
normative 3.37 2.00 3.70 3.04 4.13 2.61 
continuance 2.58 1.22 2.79 2.19 3.49 1.96 

Profession affective 4.25 2.88 4.49 4.28 4.71 3.22 
normative 2.71 1.86 2.80 2.28 3.68 2.20 
continuance 2.30 1.59 2.35 1.85 3.14 2.07 

Note. 
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5. Discussion 

The purpose of this study is to identify commitment profiles across 
two domains, using a sample of German reservists. By including four 
objects of commitment (military organization and profession; civil or
ganization and profession) and three mindsets AC, NC, and CC), we 
identified five commitment profiles: uncommitted, fully committed 
(military), AC-dominant (all), fully committed (civil), and fully 
committed (both). These findings suggest that individuals in our sample 
either have a value-based profile (characterized by a dominance of AC) 
or are uncommitted. These profiles are correlated with distal outcomes 
of commitment within and across domains. Therefore, we contribute to 
the literature on commitment in three ways. 

First, our study contributes to the literature on the within- and cross- 
domain effects of commitment in two domains. Thereby, our study is the 
first to analyses commitment across different domains and answer calls 
to understand interactions of multiple commitment objects and 
commitment mindsets (Meyer et al., 2021). Furthermore, we explore 
empirically a system of commitments consisting of two different do
mains (Klein et al., 2022) and thereby show the potential to take com
plex interactions of different mindsets and objects in analysing the 
effects of commitment into account. Most research on the commitment 
objects of employees of multiple organizations has dealt with temporary 
workers’ commitment to their employers and their clients (e.g. Felfe 
et al., 2008) or expatriates’ dual commitment to their firms’ head
quarters and the subsidiaries where they work (e.g. Nguyen et al., 2013, 
2015). However, studies on temporary work and expatriates all use 
companies as their domain, while our study’s analyses add a second 
domain. Our study found within-domain effects that influenced the same 
domain outcomes supporting the matching domain Hypothesis from 
other research on domains (e.g. work-life). 

We also found negative relationships across the domains supporting 
the cross-domain Hypothesis. For example, we identified higher turn
over intentions regarding the civil organization among those who have 
the fully committed (military) profile. Finally, the existence of the fully 
committed (military) profile and the fully committed (civil) profile 
indicate the possibility that other objects are crowded out. Our results 
highlight the importance of either commitment objects’ being the sole 
object of commitment or providing the possibility for individuals to be 
fully committed to all objects, as being “second best” might result in less 
favourable outcomes. This finding is important because increasing 
numbers of organizations encourage employees to do voluntary work, 
possibly creating negative outcomes for these organizations when there 
is no congruence between the primary organization and the volunteer 
work. We also found no differences within some domains and outcomes 
(e.g. civil job performance), but whether this result is related to the 
specific context of our study or is more generalizable is left to future 
research. In sum, our results show that the matching-domain and cross- 
domain hypotheses need further research to understand the interaction 
effects of commitment objects nested in different domains. 

Second, our findings add to the stream of literature on commitment 
profiles and their contexts by identifying five commitment profiles 
among German reservists. Our study is, to the best of our knowledge, the 
first to identify commitment profiles among volunteers in extreme 
contexts like the military. Thereby, our study adds to studies aiming at 
understanding the importance of context for commitment (Meyer et al., 
2021). More importantly, this empirical context allows us to analyse 
similar commitment objects in two domains. This approach adds to 
previous studies on the dual commitment to a profession and an orga
nization (Tsoumbris & Xenikou, 2010) by identifying profiles that result 
from being a member of two domains. However, unlike the literature on 
dual commitments, we found no profiles in which the profession and the 

Table 5 
-. Results from the multinomial logistic regression on profile membership.   

Profile 1 vs 5 Profile 2 vs 5 Profile 3 vs 5 Profile 4 vs 5 Profile 1 vs 4 

Coef. (SE) OR Coef. (SE) OR Coef. (SE) OR Coef. (SE) OR Coef. (SE) OR 

Civil value 
congruence 

− 2.014 (0.942) 
** 

0.133 − 3.923 (0.907) 
*** 

0.020 − 1.434 
(0.753)* 

0.238 − 1.667 (0.778) 
** 

0.189 − 0.348 (0.602) 0.706 

Military value 
congruence 

0.430 (0.975) 1.537 4.982 (1.341) 
*** 

145.766 3.172 (1.143) 
** 

23.855 5.264 (1.266) 
*** 

193.253 − 4.834 (1.067) 
*** 

0.008 

Public service 
motivation 

− 2.522 (1.130) 
** 

0.080 − 0.042 (1.264) 0.959 − 0.947 
(1.154) 

0.388 − 0.778 (1.188) 0.459 − 1.744 (0.936) 
* 

0.175  

Profile 2 vs 4 Profile 3 vs 4 Profile 1 vs 3 Profile 2 vs 3 Profile 1 vs 2  
Coef. (SE) OR Coef. (SE) OR Coef. (SE) OR Coef. (SE) OR Coef. (SE) OR 

Civil value 
congruence 

− 2.256 (0.517) 
*** 

0.105 0.233(0.285) 1.262 − 0.581 (0.596) 0.559 − 2.489 (0.548) 
*** 

0.083 1.908 (0.641) 
*** 

6.740 

Military value 
congruence 

− 0.282 (0.726) 0.754 − 2.092(0.573) 
*** 

0.123 − 2.742 (0.950)*** 0.064 1.810 (0.772)** 6.110 − 4.552 (1.126) 
*** 

0.011 

Public service 
motivation 

0.736 (0.593) 2.088 − 0.169(0.518) 0.845 − 1.575 (0.904)* 0.207 0.905 (0.627) 2.472 − 2.480 (0.978) 
** 

0.084 

Note. OR = odds ratio; SE = standard error of the coefficient; Civil and military tenure were unrelated to profile membership and were removed from the analysis. 
*p < .10. **p < .05 ***p < .01. 

Table 6 
- Summary of estimated means for “distal outcome” covariates of profiles.  

Domain Outcome uncommitted (all) 
Profile 1 

fully committed (military) 
Profile 2 

AC-dominant (all) 
Profile 3 

fully committed (all) 
Profile 4 

fully committed (civil) 
Profile 5  

Civil Turnover intention 2.07a,b,c 4.02 2.29a,d 1.95b,d 1.45c  

Performance 3.81 3.97 4.13 4.14 4.12  
OCB 4.24a,b,c,d 4.14a 4.44b,e,f 4.48a,e,g 4.55d,f,g  

Military Turnover intention 2.49a,b 1.29c 1.79a 1.38c 2.47a,b  

Performance 3.65a,b,c,d 4.06a,e,f 4.05b,e 4.18c,f 3.67d  

OCB 3.95a 4.57b,c 4.48b,c 4.67c 4.07a   

Conflict 3.12 2.87 2.76 2.55 2.73  

Note. Comparisons based on Auxiliary 3-step “BCH” approach with χ2-tests of equality between profiles; OCB = Organizational citizenship behaviour, sharing sub
scripts are not significantly different based on pairwise comparisons. Italics indicate an insignificant overall test. 
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organization had opposing characteristics within a domain, so, for our 
sample, the domain overlaid the objects. However, how the domain’s 
overlaying of objects plays out in other contexts (e.g. religion vs work or 
community vs work) needs further examination. 

Our sample contains mostly value-based profiles, but these profiles 
are split into profiles that focus on one domain—fully committed (mil
itary), fully committed (civil), AC-dominant (all)—and fully committed 
(all) profiles. Only a small proportion of our respondents were uncom
mitted in both domains, suggesting that those in our sample commit 
strongly to their commitment objects. This finding reflects that of Xu and 
Payne (2018) in a military setting, as they found no exchange-based 
profiles, but it differs in that they found no uncommitted individuals. 
However, uncommitted profiles and exchanged-based profiles were re
ported in Meyer et al.’s (2013) study on the Canadian military as well as 
in Fragoso et al.’s (2021) of the Portuguese military. Therefore, our 
study strengthens the need to examine commitment profiles across 
various empirical settings. 

Our study also distinguishes profiles in the military domain from 
those in the civil domain, so we can analyse the distal outcomes for these 
profiles and find, for example, that the fully committed (military) profile 
has significantly higher turnover intentions in the civil domain than do 
other profiles and that the fully committed (civil) profile’s low military 
job performance is similar to that of the uncommitted profile. This 
finding underscores the importance of a person-centred approach 
(Kabins et al., 2016; Xu & Payne, 2018) because the consequences of 
these commitments can be heterogeneous even in a group of highly 
committed people. However, our study finds evidence that, in some 
cases, objects may benefit from being the only commitment object, as 
otherwise cross-domain effects like lower performance can occur. 
Although previous research has found effects in a single domain, we 
show similar effects across domains. 

Third, by analysing the outcomes of commitment profiles, we add to 
the growing literature on the associations between commitment profiles 
and behavioural outcomes (Meyer et al., 2012, 2013, 2015; Morin et al., 
2015). Contrary to our Hypothesis, we found no significant differences 
regarding the level of conflict between the military and civil domain in 
the profiles, perhaps because of the strong influence of value congru
ence, a factor that was controlled for in the analysis. Further, the 
voluntary nature of the reservist soldiers might lead reservists to quit 
their military careers in conflict situations in favour of focusing on the 
civil domain. 

In our study, the relationships between fully committed individuals 
and outcomes varied, which further highlights the importance of the 
person-centred approach. Similar to Wombacher and Felfe’s (2017) 
analysis of team and organizational commitment, our study shows that 
high levels of commitment to the four objects are complementary and 
support desirable behavioural outcomes. However, dominant domains 
might have other effects, as having a fully committed (military) profile 
was related to the lowest turnover intention. 

6. Conclusion 

Some limitations have to be considered. First, our study is based on 
cross-sectional and self-reported data, so it is not possible to derive 
causal relationships between variables; our study analyses only the 
correlations between the constructs. While we used theoretically 
grounded antecedents and outcomes of commitment, we do not make 
causal claims because the relationships could be reversed (e.g. 
commitment profiles cause value congruence). Because of the explor
ative nature of the study, the use of cross-sectional data is somewhat 
attenuated (Spector, 2019; Woo et al., 2018). Future research should use 
a longitudinal design to analyse causal relationships and reflect on how 
people’s commitment evolves. Specifically, future research should 
examine the reasons for changes in profile membership over time (Xu & 
Payne, 2018) to determine how and why individuals become dominant 
in one domain. Second, the empirical context of reservist soldiers in 

Table 7 
Summary of results.  

Assumption Nr. Hypotheses Results 

Existence 
ofprofiles 

1a Sample is heterogeneous 
with regard to mindset 
pattern 

six profiles 
identified 

✓ 

1b Profile analysis will identify 
the following profiles:  

(✓)  

fully committed (all) profile was found ✓  
fully committed in one domain 
(e.g. fully committed 
(military)) 

profiles were 
found for both 
domains 

✓  

AC-dominant in one domain 
(e.g. AC-dominant (civil)) 

profiles not found X  

NC-dominant in one domain 
(e.g. NC-dominant (military)) 

profiles not found X  

NC/CC-dominant profile 
(civil) 

profile not found X  

uncommitted (all) profile was found ✓ 
antecedents 

of profile 
membership 

2 Value congruence with one 
domain inceases likelyhood 
of membership in which the 
respective domain is 
dominant. 

pattern supports 
the suggested 
relationship 

✓ 

3 Public service motivation 
inceases likelyhood of 
membership in a military- 
dominant profile. 

no relationship 
found 

X 

within domain 
effects 

4 Membership in a domain- 
dominant profile will be 
related to the following 
outcome in the respective 
domain:   

4a stronger conflicts between the 
domains 

no relationship 
found 

X 

4b lower turnover intention for 
objects in that domain 

expected 
relationship found 

✓ 

4c higher self-reported job 
performance in that domain 

only in the 
military domain 

(✓) 

4d higher level of OCB in that 
domain 

expected 
relationship found 

✓ 

cross domain 
effects 

5 Membership in a domain- 
dominant profile will be 
related to the following 
outcome in the other 
domain:   

5a higher turnover intention for 
objects in this domain 

expected 
relationship found 

✓ 

5b lower self-reported job 
performance in this domain 

no relationship 
found 

X 

5c lower levels of OCB in that 
domain 

expected 
relationship found 

✓ 

fully 
committed 
(all) 

6 Membership in the fully 
committed (all) profile will 
be related to:   

6a lowest turnover intention for 
objects in both domains 

lowest, but not 
significantly 
different 

(✓) 

6b highest self-reported job 
performance in both domains 

expected 
relationship found 

✓ 

6c highest level of OCB in both 
domains.   

uncommitted 
(all) 

7 Membership in the 
uncommitted (all) profil will 
be related to:   

7a highest turnover intention for 
both domains 

no relationship 
found 

X 

7b lowest self-reported job 
performance in both domains 

lowest, but not 
significantly 
different 

(✓) 

7c lowest level of OCB in both 
domains 

no relationship 
found 

X 

Note. (✓) indicates partial rejection. 
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