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We conducted two studies addressing abstaining from voting in union representation elections. In Study 1 of a faculty representation election, we showed that compared to voters
abstainers possessed less extreme work and union attitudes, believed less in the ability of their
vote to affect the election outcomes, and were less involved in the election (e.g., less interested, felt less responsibility to vote). To assess the practical utility of these ®ndings, Study 2
used vignettes in a 2 (traditional bread-and-butter issues)  2 (emerging issues related to fairness)  2 (voting instrumentality)  2 (responsibility to vote) experimental manipulation.
Results showed that the likelihood of abstaining is reduced when efforts to emphasize the
responsibility to vote are presented together with information on both traditional and emerging issues. The two studies show why people abstain from voting in union representation
elections, and suggest how abstaining might be reduced. Conceptual implications, practical
interventions and research directions raised by the two studies are discussed. Copyright #
2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Introduction
Union density in the American labour force fell from 22 per cent in 1980 to only 14 per cent in 1994
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 1997). England also has experienced a
decline in the percentage of unionized workers and both declines are attributed to a variety of causes,
including greater employer efforts to oppose unionization, failing union organizing strategies, and
right-wing government agendas (Gold®eld, 1987; Lawler, 1990; Neumann and Rissman, 1984). Similarly, although it has maintained a 30 to 34 per cent union density throughout the 1980s and 1990s,
continuing failures to organize the growing service sector may result in a drop in Canada's union density (Galarneau, 1996; Reshef, 1990). Not surprisingly, research is now addressing all aspects of union
organizing, including union voting behaviour. One issue that has escaped empirical attention is why
individuals choose to vote or abstain from voting in union representation elections, and we turn our
attention to this issue in the current research.
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Abstaining from voting in a union representation election is a behaviour with critical consequences
for unions, management, and workplace democracy. The outcome of representation elections is
usually decided by small margins. Roomkin and Block (1981) suggested that as few as eight votes
could alter the outcome of a typical American representation election and a recent representation election among university graduate students in Canada was decided by four votes, although there were 410
abstentions (Hepburn et al., 1997). Despite such evidence, and continuing calls to study abstaining
from voting (Barling et al., 1992; Gordon et al., 1995; Roomkin and Block, 1981; Summers et al.,
1986), research of individual voting behaviour has focused almost exclusively on the direction of individuals' votes (i.e., a vote in favour or a vote against union representation) rather than their decision of
whether to vote or to abstain from voting. Even more telling, researchers usually restrict references to
abstainers to a passing mention of their numbers, as they summarily exclude abstainers from any data
analysis (e.g., Deshpande, 1995; Montgomery, 1989).
Perhaps one reason for the reluctance to examine abstaining from voting in union representation
elections is that abstaining appears to be a non-behaviour. We argue that abstaining is a speci®c
and conscious decision, with consequences for union and workplace democracy. Reluctance to study
the decision to abstain also may stem from election-level study ®ndings suggesting that unions are at a
disadvantage if turnout increases (Becker and Miller, 1981; Delaney, 1981; Florkowski and Shuster,
1987). However, the statistical magnitude of these results are modest (Barling et al., 1992), and some
studies report no relationship between turnout and election outcome (e.g., Devinatz and Rich, 1993;
Hurd and McElwain, 1988). In any event, as Barling et al. (1992) note, given their democratic ethos,
unions should encourage individuals to participate in the vote. Thus, we investigated the predictors of
abstaining from voting in union representation elections.
There are several literature reviews focusing on both real and hypothetical representation election
contexts (e.g., Barling et al., 1992; Fiorito et al., 1986; Heneman and Sandver, 1983; Villa and Blum,
1996; Wheeler and McClendon, 1991). Most of the studies reviewed were conducted within the context of `business unionism', wherein work factors are the focus of bargaining, rather than social issues.
The majority of North American studies of the individual decision to vote in favour or against unionization explain their ®ndings with a form of utility analysis or a rational calculation (Wheeler and
McClendon, 1991) that is reminiscent of expectancy-value theory (Vroom, 1964). Individuals decide
whether or not a union is capable of bringing about positive change and vote accordingly. Further, job
dissatisfaction is often included either as a cognitive dissonance trigger of this calculation or as an
additional factor that can lead to the decision to support union representation (Wheeler and
McClendon, 1991). Therefore, individuals who are dissatis®ed with their work, and who believe that
a union will be instrumental in improving their workplace, will tend to vote in favour of unionization.
We propose to extend this logic to explain not only the decision of whether or not to vote in favour or
against union representation but also to explain the decision of whether or not to vote at all. In Study 1,
we investigate this decision in a group of university faculty members engaged in a union representation
election. We expected to replicate and extend our ®ndings from an earlier study (Hepburn et al., 1997).
In Study 2, we create vignette manipulations designed to test the practical merit of our Study 1 ®ndings. We examine their impact on turnout in a hypothetical union representation election among a
group of part-time academic workers.

Study 1
Typically, the individual decision to vote in favour or against union representation involves a utility
analysis: dissatis®ed individuals who believe the union will be instrumental in bringing about valued
Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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change will vote in favour of representation. In contrast, individuals who believe the union will have no
such value will vote against representation. However, these studies seem only to address those individuals with either positive or negative opinions.
Hemmasi and Graf (1993) studied potential voters a few weeks prior to a faculty union representation election. Their analysis revealed a group with less polarized views. `Undecided' faculty members
expressed views about union instrumentality and job satisfaction that fell between decided voters in
favour of representation and decided voters against representation. Those individuals who were not
extreme in their views were uncertain about which way to vote. This study was conducted prior to
any vote and, unlike voting studies wherein abstainers are traditionally removed, no individuals were
dropped from the analysis. Therefore, we suggest that abstainers hold less extreme work and union
attitudes than voters.
Support for this idea is apparent in the political voting literature. Turnout in political elections is
typically lower than that in union representation elections (Bronfenbrenner and Juravich, 1995;
Elections Canada, 2000; Federal Election Commission, 2000), perhaps due to the convenience of
the union representation vote being cast in the workplace, and this low voter turnout has stimulated
great interest in research on individual voting behaviour in political elections. One ®nding indicates
that in the absence of any clear choice, voters in political elections do not vote. For example, when
potential voters in an American presidential campaign were indifferent to the candidates they did not
vote (Brody and Page, 1973). Those who perceived the candidates' views as equally distant from their
own, regardless of the direction of that difference, were less likely to vote (Zipp, 1985). Further, as
people perceived fewer differences between political parties' abilities to solve problems, they were
less likely to vote (Southwell, 1985). In such instances, the cost of voting would not provide any bene®ts, as no one candidate is viewed as superior to another. It is possible that individuals who hold
neither positive nor negative union attitudes see no signi®cant change as a result of unionizing and
therefore no bene®t in voting.
In political elections, the importance of potential voters' perceived ability to cast the deciding vote,
or their regret if they failed to vote in an election and theirs could have been the deciding vote, also
have been discussed (for a review see Aldrich, 1993; Green and Shapiro, 1994). Given the sheer number of potential voters in a political election, it would be dif®cult to believe that a single vote could
change the outcome. This is not the case in a union representation election: with the closeness of most
union representation elections, and the relatively smaller number of potential voters, individuals could
see the potential importance of their vote more readily. Thus, we extend the utility analysis to include
an instrumentality judgement about the impact of any single vote. Individuals will choose not to vote if
they do not believe their vote will have a real impact on the outcome of the representation election. In
other words, abstainers will have lower voting instrumentality beliefs than voters.
We have provided some support for these ideas in a recent study with graduate student parttime academic workers (Hepburn et al., 1997). Abstainers' views of work and the union fell between
those of voters who voted in favour of representation and those who voted against representation.
Further, the graduate students who abstained from voting reported voting instrumentality beliefs that
were lower than that of voters'. Our questionnaire ended with a section inviting student commentary
and, in general, these written comments reinforced the results: voters were extreme in their expression
of pro- or anti-union sentiment, while abstainers rarely expressed an opinion on the topic. With respect
to the voting instrumentality judgement, for the most part only those respondents who voted wrote in
comments on how the votes were tallied and the subsequent importance of each vote.
Two trends in these informal written comments suggested areas for further study, both of which
relate to individuals' levels of involvement in representation elections. First, abstainers spoke of not
having enough information to make an informed decision and frequently indicated they had `forgotten'
to vote. In political elections, knowledge of the campaign (Gant, 1983; Ragsdale and Rusk, 1993), and
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Contextual Sidebar
Canadian University
National
Canada has maintained a 30±34 per cent union density throughout the 1980s and 1990s. However,
continuing failures to organize in the growing service sector is likely to result in a decline in Canada's union density. The rules governing the process of unionization in Canada are determined by the
individual provinces. In the province where these studies were conducted, a union will be certi®ed if
more than 50 per cent of those turning out to vote vote in favour of union representation. In some
Canadian provinces certi®cation is granted only if more than 50 per cent of the potential bargaining
unit vote in favour of unionization. In both studies a single union was seeking to represent the
potential bargaining unit.
The faculty
Study 1 was conducted in the mid 1990s at a Canadian University. We surveyed university faculty
about their voting behaviour in the days immediately following their union representation election.
Primary election issues were faculty participaton in decision making and salary concerns; many
faculty believed they were losing power in decisions affecting the university and that they were
underpaid compared to faculty at other universities. The election campaign was characterized by
heated debate among the faculty, with some members expressing strong and vocal opposition to
unionization. The union was certi®ed with a small majority of faculty, 57 per cent voting in favour
of union representation.
The graduate students
Study 2 was conducted in the late 1990s at the same Canadian University. Partcipants in this study
were graduate student teaching and research assistants. We studied their intent to vote in a `hypothetical' union representation election. Nonetheless, graduate students at the university were actively
discussing unionization. Articles debating unionization had appeared in university newspapers and
newsletters, and an informal meeting had been held with union organizers and unionized graduate
students from other universities. Issues included working conditions and workload, as well as pay
and job security in a time of increasing tuition and cost of living. It should be noted that this debate
did result in a union representation election being held approximately one year following data collection for this study: The union was not certi®ed, 59 per cent of voters voted against union representation.
having interest in politics and the campaign, both positively in¯uence voter turnout (e.g., Fife-Schaw
and Breakwell, 1990; Sigelman et al., 1985; Traugott and Tucker, 1984). We suggest that voters would
indicate that they have greater knowledge of and interest in the election than abstainers.
Second, abstainers frequently commented on the fact that they were soon to leave the university
(e.g., they were graduating) and chose not to participate because the election outcome would not affect
them. In this way, abstainers distanced themselves from the potential bargaining unit, no longer feeling
responsibility to their peers and certainly not future students. However, voters were quick to comment
on their feelings of responsibility to vote indicating that their current position gave them a right and
responsibility to participate. Feelings of civic duty are related to voter turnout in political
elections (Aldrich, 1993). In these instances the act of voting is itself instrumental in bringing about
Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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reward ± one has ful®lled a civic duty by voting. Thus, we predicted that voters will have stronger
feelings of responsibility to vote than abstainers.
Our previous study had focused on part-time graduate students, leaving the question of the generalizability of the ®ndings to await replication. Study 1 focuses on a faculty union the day after a representation election took place. We expected to replicate our ®ndings to support our use of the utility
calculation to explain abstaining from voting and our addition of voting instrumentality. Further,
we extended this research area by investigating voters and abstainers' perceived levels of involvement
in the election.

Method
Participants
Participants were 243 faculty members of a Canadian university (a response rate of 29 per cent). Sixtyfour per cent were male, 29 per cent were female, and 7 per cent did not provide this information. They
ranged in age from 28 to 66 years (M  48.14, SD  8.73), and they had been employed by the university between 1 and 35 years (M  16.02, SD  9.83). Seventy-four per cent of the participants indicated that they were tenured faculty.
Of the 243 participants, 205 voted in the election: 109 in favour of representation, and 96 against
representation. Thirty participants indicated that they abstained from voting in the election. The
remaining eight individuals did not provide the information necessary to make these distinctions
and were excluded from subsequent analyses. Therefore, this sample had an 87 per cent voter turnout
rate, predicting a union victory with 53 per cent of the vote. In the actual election, of the 910 faculty
members eligible to vote, 730 did so (a turnout rate of 80 per cent) with 419 votes in favour of representation (a union victory with 57 per cent of the vote). We conducted two analyses to compare these
proportions. Our sample's turnout rate was signi®cantly higher than the actual election's turnout
rate, 2 1; N  1145  6:14, p < 0:05. However, the proportion of voters in favour and voters
against representation in our sample did not signi®cantly differ from that in the actual election,
2 1; N  935  1:16 n.s.
Procedure
One day following the representation election, faculty members whose names appeared in the university directory of academic programmes received a questionnaire via campus mail. Recipients who had
been eligible to vote in the previous day's election were asked to complete the questionnaire and return
it in an enclosed envelope through campus mail.
Measures1
Reliabilities for all study measures appear in Table 1. Unless otherwise indicated, measures used a 7point response scale (1  strongly disagree, 7  strongly agree) and scores were obtained by calculating the average of the responses to the items.
Voting behaviour. Participants were asked to indicate if they had voted in the recent representation
election. Those who indicated that they had voted were asked if they had voted in favour or against
unionization. Individuals indicating that they did not vote were asked if external events prevented them
from voting (e.g., illness, or being out of town), and if they were in favour of, against, or undecided
about unionization.
1

Copies of all the questionnaires used in this study are available from the ®rst author.
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Measures related to utility analysis. We measured decision-making satisfaction by having respondents indicate their degree of satisfaction with the power and decision making structure, the way their
workplace is managed, the way ®nancial decisions are made, and their opportunities to in¯uence university decision making. We measured pay satisfaction by having respondents indicate their degree of
satisfaction with their salary, their salary compared with salaries of other faculty at the same university,
and with the salaries of faculty at other universities. These items were adapted from Zalesny (1985).
Items used a 7-point response scale (1  extremely dissatis®ed, 7  extremely satis®ed) and scores
were obtained by calculating the average of responses to the items. Two items based on those used
by Zalesny (1985) addressed respondents' union attitudes toward collective bargaining in academic
institutions, namely `Collective bargaining for faculty is consistent with my professional values'
and `Collective bargaining is an appropriate form of representation for academics'. To measure perceived union instrumentality, respondents indicated their agreement with the proposed union's ability
to improve seven aspects of faculty employment: academic freedom, tenure procedures, salary, fringe
bene®ts, relations between faculty and administration, faculty participation in university decision
making procedures, and support systems. These items were based on those used by Bigoness and Tosi
(1984).
Voting instrumentality. Three items developed by Hepburn et al. (1997) from Chacko's (1985) perceived union instrumentality scale assessed respondents' perceived voting instrumentality, for example `Every vote in a representation election is critical'. This measure used a 7-point response scale
(1  strongly disagree, 7  strongly agree) and scores were obtained by calculating the average of
the responses to the items.
Involvement. Two items used by Hepburn et al. (1997) measured interest in the election, namely `I
was interested in the recent representation election', and `The issues in the recent representation election were of concern to me'. Two items developed for this study measured knowledge perceptions: `I
was very familiar with the issues surrounding the recent representation election', and `I had enough
information to make an informed decision in the recent representation election'. Feelings of responsibility to vote were measured using four items developed for this study, for example `Whether I agree
with having a union or not, I had a civic responsibility to vote in the recent representation election'.
Data analysis
Sixteen respondents indicated that they did not vote in the election because they were ill, out of town,
or away from the university on sabbatical. These individuals did not have the choice of whether or not
to vote, they were simply unable to vote. Most commented on their frustration at being unable to participate in the vote. Thus, as in Hepburn et al. (1997), only the remaining 14 abstainers were used in the
subsequent analyses on the assumption that they were real abstainers, i.e., not voting was their choice.
The size of the abstainers group precluded the use of multivariate analyses. Thus, we conducted a
series of one-way ANOVAs for each variable to determine between-group differences. Due to concerns
that the small sample size may reduce statistical power (reducing the likelihood of signi®cant differences) we included measures of effect sizes. Cohen (1977) suggests that an omega squared (!2 ) of 0.01
indicates a small effect size, 0.06 indicates a medium effect size, and 0.15 or greater indicates a large
effect size.

Results
Table 1 contains the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for all Study 1 measures. Thirteen of the 14 abstainers responded to the question `Were you in favour of the union?' One responded
`Yes', ®ve responded `No', and seven indicated that they were undecided.
Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for all study 1 variables
Variables
1. Pay satisfaction
2. Decision-making
satisfaction
3. Union attitudes
4. Union instrumentality
5. Voting instrumentality
6. Interest in election
7. Knowledge of election
8. Responsibility to vote

M

SD

1

2

3.80
3.81

1.61
1.38

(0.92)
0.54z

(0.90)

3.86
3.81
5.79
6.00
5.76
5.50

2.10
1.48
1.05
1.26
1.26
1.57

0.38z
0.45z
0.03
0.07
0.06
0.03

0.52z
0.61z
0.08
0.03
0.05
0.02

3

4

(0.96)
0.80z
0.25z
0.14*
0.04
0.05

5

(0.91)
0.18y (0.69)
0.07 0.41z
0.01 0.25z
0.06 0.57z

6

7

8

(0.91)
0.49z
0.40z

(0.87)
0.26z

(0.89)

Note. Cronbach's
alpha appears on diagonal in parentheses.
y
*
p < 0.05; p < 0.01; z p < 0.001.

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of study 1 predictors separately for abstainers and voters
Abstainers
Variable
Pay satisfaction
Decision satisfaction
Union attitudes
Union instrumentality
Voting instrumentality
Interest in election
Knowledge of election
Responsibility to vote

In favour

Against

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

3.90
3.85
2.61
3.30
4.67
3.64
4.18
3.20

1.19
1.10
1.39
1.19
1.27
1.76
1.68
1.89

3.24
3.08
5.44
4.98
6.05
6.22
5.96
5.62

1.41
1.16
1.39
0.73
0.91
0.83
0.99
1.32

4.43
4.64
2.23
2.56
5.66
6.11
5.76
5.69

1.65
1.16
1.39
1.01
1.05
1.25
1.31
1.54

Table 2 contains the means and standard deviations for those voting in favour of representation,
those voting against representation, and those abstaining from voting2.
Measures related to utility analysis
The ANOVAs for pay satisfaction, F(2, 214)  15.75, MSE  2.27, decision making satisfaction,
F(2, 216)  46.14, MSE  1.34, attitudes toward faculty unions, F(2, 216)  142.57, MSE  1.93,
and union instrumentality beliefs, F(2, 215)  187.02, MSE  0.80, were all signi®cant, p < 0.001.
Effect sizes (!2) were 0.12, 0.30, 0.56, and 0.63, respectively. In all instances, abstainers scored
between those in favour of unionization and those against unionization. Newman-Keuls post hoc tests
revealed that the three groups differed signi®cantly from one another with respect to decision making
satisfaction, and union instrumentality beliefs. Voters in favour of unionization differed from both
abstainers and voters against representation in their attitudes toward faculty unions and pay satisfaction, but abstainers and voters against representation did not differ signi®cantly from one another on
these variables.
Voting instrumentality
The ANOVA for voting instrumentality was signi®cant, F(2, 215)  13.42, MSE  1.00, p < 0.001.
The effect size (!2) was 0.10. Newman-Keuls post hoc tests showed that abstainers scored
signi®cantly lower than both types of voters on this variable. Also, those who voted in favour of
2

All ANOVA results were con®rmed using the non-parametric Kruskall±Wallis test.
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representation believed signi®cantly more in the instrumentality of their votes than those voters
against representation.
Involvement
The ANOVAs for interest in the election, F(2, 215)  34.53, MSE  1.22, perceived knowledge of the
election, F(2, 216)  13.86, MSE  1.42; and feelings of responsibility to vote, F(2, 215)  18.63,
MSE  2.12, were also signi®cant, p < 0.001. Effect sizes (!2) were 0.24, 0.11, and 0.14, respectively.
Newman-Keuls post hoc tests showed that abstainers scored signi®cantly lower than both types of
voters on these variables.
Correlations show that responsibility to vote was positively and signi®cantly related to interest in the
election and knowledge perceptions, as well as voting instrumentality. The variables in the utility analysis, pay and decision making satisfaction, attitudes toward faculty unions, and union instrumentality
beliefs, are polarized in nature i.e., voters score at extremes. For example, those voting in favour of
representation score high on union attitudes but those against representation score low on this variable.
As such, we would not expect them to have a linear relationship with voting instrumentality or the
involvement variables because all voters would be expected to score high on these variables regardless
of the direction of their vote.

Discussion
Abstainers have not been considered in past studies of union representation elections. We showed that
a utility analysis, traditionally used solely to explain why people vote in favour or against representation, also can explain abstaining. We know that individuals decide to vote in favour of a union if they
believe a union is able to bring about valued change and that they vote against a union if they believe
the union is unable to bring about valued change. Further, individuals who vote in favour of unionization tend to be dissatis®ed with their jobs. We proposed that those individuals who view the situation more neutrally, those who do not possess positive or negative views of unions and who are neither
satis®ed nor dissatis®ed with their jobs, would choose not to vote. In Study 1, faculty who abstained
from voting reported levels of satisfaction with pay and decision making, attitudes toward unions in
academic institutions, and union instrumentality beliefs between that of voters in favour and voters
against representation.
We extended the utility analysis to include voting instrumentality, the belief in how in¯uential one's
vote is to the outcome of the election. The ®ndings of Study 1 supported our contention showing that
voters believed more in the instrumentality of their vote to affect the outcome of an election than
abstainers. Essentially, these ®ndings allow us to generalize previous ®ndings with part-time academic
workers (Hepburn et al., 1997) to another group of workers, university faculty.
As predicted, we also found that abstainers were less involved in the election in that they were less
interested in the election than voters, they perceived themselves as being less knowledgeable of the
election than voters, and they held weaker feelings of responsibility to vote than voters. Therefore,
in sum, compared to voters, abstainers hold weaker attitudes about work and unions, and generally
indicate less involvement in the election.
Such ®ndings are consistent with an explanation that those with stronger opinions about unions simply will desire a greater involvement in the election, perhaps gather more information about it, and be
more likely to vote. Alternatively, it is also consistent with the idea that gathering information may
result in stronger opinions, and subsequent voting. It is possible that both processes occur.
Nonetheless, interpretations of the ®ndings must be made with caution for two reasons±namely the
small sample of abstainers, and the fact that the data were collected after the faculty voted. First, small
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samples raise issues of statistical power and generalizability. Statistical power concerns usually manifest in a lack of signi®cant ®ndings, however, due to the large effect sizes, we found signi®cant differences. Further, any distributional concerns related to the small sample of abstainers were not an
issue, as we replicated our results using the Kruskal Wallis test, the equivalent non-parametric test.
With respect to generalizability, we note that the size of the abstainer group and the voting patterns
closely parallelled the situation in the population.
Second, we could not conduct a pre-vote survey due to political and legal concerns expressed by
both university administration and union organizers, and our data were collected after the faculty
had voted. Although questionnaires were distributed the day after the election and before the election
results were released, abstainers may have rationalized their voting behaviour retrospectively in selfreporting their attitudes. Davy and Shipper (1993) found that job satisfaction and union instrumentality
changed as a result of voting behaviour, perhaps as individuals justi®ed their choice.
We have conducted a study using similar variables with undergraduates engaged in a student government election wherein we determined that prior to the actual vote undergraduates who ultimately
abstained from voting expressed less interest and knowledge in the election, believed less in the instrumentality of their votes, and reported less feelings of responsibility to vote than those who voted
(Hepburn and Barling, 1999 ± unpublished manuscript). Despite the difference in the election context
these ®ndings help to alleviate some concerns.

Study 2
We next turned our attention to whether or not our ®ndings could inform union organizers and
employers alike on how to increase voting. We conducted a second study in which we experimentally
manipulated the utility analysis, voting instrumentality, and an aspect of general involvement in the
election ± responsibility to vote ± in order to determine their impact on the likelihood of voting.
We delivered our manipulations in the form of a letter because letters and lea¯ets are a common and
effective method of providing information during representation elections (Getman et al., 1976;
Walker and Lawler, 1986). Our participants were graduate student research and teaching assistants
who, at the time this study was conducted, were informally discussing whether or not to begin the
process of unionization.
We took a simple approach to manipulating both voting instrumentality and feelings of responsibility to vote. Based on the results from Study 1, voting instrumentality was manipulated by emphasizing
the importance of every vote in a representation election. We provided students with information on
how each and every vote could make a difference to the election outcome, by pointing out that in their
jurisdiction no minimum turnout is required and that, typically, the margin of victory in representation
elections is narrow. Feelings of responsibility to vote were manipulated by indicating that all members
of the potential bargaining unit had a responsibility to peers and future students to vote.
It was a greater challenge to create a manipulation that would in¯uence the utility analysis. In
Study 1 we examined the utility analysis by measuring work and union attitudes, and established that
individuals with more extreme attitudes were more likely to vote. Essentially, in representation campaigns union organizers and employers attempt to `sell' their bene®ts to the potential bargaining unit,
i.e., they attempt to in¯uence employee opinion. As there is less research conducted on the union
campaign, we took this opportunity to investigate strategies used by the union; we created our manipulation of the utility analysis by taking a pro-union stance and attempting to `sell' the bene®ts of
unionization.
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Our participants represented a group of workers that unions are now attempting to secure as members, namely young part-time workers. As they likely will be entering professions that unions also are
interested in representing, they provided an excellent group in which to study what issues should be
addressed by unions during representation campaigns. Union organizers invariably raise awareness
about job security, wages and fringe bene®ts (Barling et al., 1992; Lynn and Brister, 1989). However,
recent union efforts to gain membership in the growing service oriented industries have focussed on
themes that go beyond those of traditional bread-and-butter issues, emphasizing respect, fairness, and
greater participation in decision making (Crain, 1994; Green and Tilly, 1987). As part of her study on
union organizing, Bronfenbrenner (1997) found that emphasizing at least one issue related to dignity,
justice, discrimination, fairness, or input into service quality predicted union election victories: With
all else held constant, the likelihood of a union victory rose by 15 per cent if the union emphasized such
issues. Therefore, we created two parts for this manipulation: one involved the presentation of information on the traditional bread-and-butter issues and a second focused on emerging issues related to
fairness and participation. This would allow us to investigate the relative importance of the two types
of issues to the decision to vote.
In addition to the decision to vote we included two other outcome measures: union attitudes and
interest in the election. Due to the more complex nature of the utility analysis manipulation, measuring
union attitudes was necessary due to the need to determine if the campaign issues did as we intended
and affected the utility analysis. As well, its inclusion allowed us to examine if our other manipulations, designed to affect the decision to vote, also would in¯uence attitudes. Further, we expected that
our graduate student participants would have had little personal experience with unions, and be relatively uninformed about them (Green and Tilly, 1987). As issues related to fairness and participation
are only recently `emerging', and young workers may be affected by popular cultures' often negative
view of unions (see Gallagher, 1999 for a discussion), it is likely that unions that focus on issues
beyond the dollar ®gures and bene®ts would be a surprise. As unions believe these issues are of importance to the increasing number of service-oriented occupational groups, and hope to win favour by
raising such issues, we propose that addressing emerging issues will increase overall interest in the
election. Therefore, we included a measure of an indicator of general involvement ± interest in the
election ± a variable that was found to predict abstaining from voting in Study 1. As well, this
would provide the opportunity to discover if our manipulation of one aspect of involvement in the
election ± feelings of responsibility to vote ± would affect another involvement indicator ± interest
in the election.
In sum, our main purpose was to create three manipulations that would each positively in¯uence
voting: emphasize responsibility to vote; indicate the power of an individual vote, and have the union
address issues of speci®c importance to the potential bargaining unit. Beyond this, we predicted a positive in¯uence of campaign issues, especially emerging issues, on both union attitudes and interest in
the election. Whether or not our manipulations interact with one another in their effects on the outcome
variables needs to be determined. Our use of experimental vignette manipulations made it essential
that the reliability of the vignettes be assessed (Mahoney, 1978). Consequently, we ®rst conducted a
reliability check of the experimental manipulation before embarking on Study 2.

Manipulation check
We used a 2 (presence versus absence of traditional issues)  2 (presence versus absence of emerging
issues)  2 (high versus low emphasis on voting instrumentality)  2 (high versus low emphasis on
responsibility to vote) completely crossed, between-subjects design. The resulting 16 possible combinations took the form of a letter and all levels of the manipulations appear in Appendix A.
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Participants were 184 undergraduates; 25 per cent of whom were male. Their ages ranged from 18 to
50 years (M  20.73, SD  2.87). Each participant responded to one vignette. After reading the vignette participants were required to use a checklist to indicate which issues were presented in the letter
and to indicate the degree to which they believed the vignette emphasized responsibility to vote and
voting instrumentality.
Following Perdue and Summers (1986), we assessed both convergent (e.g., respondents reading the
high responsibility condition rated the degree to which responsibility was emphasized as high) and
divergent validity (e.g., respondents reading the high responsibility condition would not mistake it
for any other manipulation, for example, they did not rate the degree to which voting instrumentality
was emphasized as high). Each manipulation check indicator (i.e., number of traditional issues present,
number of emerging issues present, responsibility to vote, voting instrumentality) was analysed with
the full factorial ANOVA model.3 Convergent validity was achieved. In each of the four analyses the
main effect for the associated manipulation was signi®cant (p < 0.001). The indicators of divergent
validity were also favourable. Signi®cant relationships outside the predicted main effects may indicate
a lack of divergent validity: in the four analyses only three of the remaining possible 56 relationships
emerged signi®cant. We examined these relationships and judged the manipulations to be acceptable.

Method
Participants
Full-time graduate students at a Canadian university participated in the main experiment (N  271, a
response rate of 20 per cent); 56 per cent were men, and 44 per cent were women. At the time of the
study 52 per cent of students indicated that they were both research and teaching assistants, 35 per cent
indicated that they were teaching assistants, 6 per cent of participants indicated that they were research
assistants, and 7 per cent indicated that they currently did not hold either position. Forty-nine per cent
were enrolled in Masters programmes; the remainder were in PhD programmes.
Setting
At the time the data were collected, graduate students at the university were engaged in informal meetings to evaluate the merits of unionization. No formal steps toward an election had been taken. These
individuals were asked whether or not they would vote if an election was held. The use of this hypothetical election approach is common in union representation election research (e.g., Deshpande and
Fiorito, 1989; Hindman and Smith, 1993; Langford, 1994; Youngblood et al., 1984), and our participants' concurrent interest in unionization adds considerably to the ecological validity of Study 2.4
Materials
Vignette. Appendix A contains a copy of all manipulations presented in the vignette.
Dependent measures. Reliabilities appear in Table 5. Four items were generated to measure individuals' intent to vote, (e.g., `I intend to vote in the representation election'). Students responded to
these and all other items using a 7-point response format (1  strongly disagree, 7  strongly agree).
Four items similar to those in Study 2 were used to address interest in the election (e.g., `I care about
the outcome of the representation election'). Attitudes toward unions in an academic context
3

Full results of the manipulation check can be obtained from the ®rst author.
Twelve months after the questionnaires were distributed, a vote was held. Thirty-one per cent of the potential bargaining unit
abstained from voting. Of those students who voted, 41 per cent voted in favour of representation and 59 per cent voted against
representation.
4
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were addressed using three items similar to those in Study 1 (e.g., `Collective bargaining for graduate student TAs is consistent with my professional values.'). These items were adapted from
Zalesny (1985).
Procedure
Full-time graduate students received a copy of our study materials through campus mail. Each student
received their own copy of a letter requesting their participation, a vignette, and our questionnaire. The
hypothetical nature of the representation election was indicated in the letter and both the letter of
request and the instructions on the questionnaire asked students to read the vignette prior to completing
the questionnaire. The vignettes were distributed randomly within departments. Respondents returned
the questionnaires via campus mail. Random loss of subjects left 16 unbalanced cells (n's ranged from
10 to 22).
Analysis
We conducted a series of 2 (presence versus absence of traditional issues)  2 (presence versus absence
of emerging issues)  2 (high versus low emphasis on voting instrumentality)  2 (high versus low
emphasis on responsibility to vote) factorial ANOVAs. Factorial MANOVAs were inappropriate
due to the small number of participants per cell.

Results
Table 3 contains the intercorrelations of each dependent measure, and Table 4 contains means and
standard deviations of the dependent measures within each cell.
Due to the nature of the manipulation we could not avoid differences in the length of the vignettes.
Accordingly, we ®rst assessed whether the length of the individual vignettes (as indicated by the number of words) was associated with any of the dependent measures. No signi®cant correlations emerged.
All F-ratios are contained in Table 5.
Intent to vote
The three-way interaction between traditional issues, emerging issues, and responsibility to vote was
signi®cant (see Figure 1). Analysis of the simple effects show that the interaction between emerging
issues and responsibility to vote was signi®cant when traditional issues were also presented,
F(1, 253)  7.37, MSE  1.60, p < 0.01, but not signi®cant when traditional issues were absent,
F(1, 253)  0.16, MSE  1.60, ns. Emphasizing responsibility increased the intent to vote if both
traditional issues and emerging issues were present, but emphasizing responsibility had no effect on
voting intent when only one type of issue, or when no issues, were presented.
Table 3. Intercorrelations of the main experiment measures
Measures
1. Intent to Vote
2. Interest in election
3. Union attitudes
4. Word lengthz

M

SD

1

2

6.01
5.30
4.46
249.67

1.29
1.26
1.87
65.09

(0.86)
0.72*y
0.17
0.06

(0.87)
y
0.28
0.05

3

(0.94)
0.02

4

±

Note. Cronbach's
alpha appears in parentheses on diagonal.
y
*
p < 0.01; p < 0.001.
z
Manipulations varied in length.
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0.70
0.94
1.61
1.51
1.39
1.54

5.47
4.54
3.22

SD

6.54
5.95
5.09

M

Note. Instrum  instrumentality.

High responsibility
Intent to vote
Interest
Union attitude
Low responsibility
Intent to vote
Interest
Union attitude

Measure

High instrum

5.43
5.02
4.35

6.37
5.61
4.87

M

1.67
1.31
1.47

0.79
0.84
1.62

SD

Low instrum

Emerging issues

5.75
5.08
4.58

5.51
5.08
4.85

M

1.47
1.36
1.93

1.62
1.43
1.54

SD

High instrum

6.19
5.30
4.08

6.33
5.82
4.69

M

0.80
0.89
2.08

1.05
1.07
1.89

SD

Low instrum

No emerging issues

Traditional issues

6.13
4.93
3.53

6.50
5.69
4.44

1.13
1.37
1.88

0.77
1.18
2.18

M SD

High instrum

6.16
5.59
4.17

5.93
5.39
4.52

M

1.35
1.05
1.95

1.06
1.28
1.89

SD

Low instrum

Emerging issues

5.84
5.25
4.90

6.27
5.17
3.83

M

1.23
1.20
2.15

1.15
1.40
1.92

SD

High instrum

5.55
5.30
5.50

5.63
4.98
5.08

M

2.21
2.07
2.01

1.43
1.29
1.70

SD

Low instrum

No emerging issues

No traditional issues

Table 4. Means and standard deviations of dependent measures as a function of traditional issues, emerging issues, voting instrumentality, and responsibility
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1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
253

df
0.17
2.09
0.16
6.63
1.95
6.27
1.56
1.15
2.99
0.47
3.47
6.13
1.50
0.56
0.06
1.60

MS
0.11
1.30
0.10
4.14
1.22
3.92
0.98
0.72
1.86
0.29
2.17
3.83
0.93
0.35
0.03

F

Intent to vote

Note. * exact p-values are displayed for all effects signi®cant at p < 0.10.

Traditional issues (trad)
Emerging issues (emerging)
Instrumentality of vote (instrum)
Responsibility (resp)
Trad  emerging
Trad  instrum
Trad  resp
Emerging  instrum
Emerging  resp
Instrum  resp
Trad  emerging  instrum
Trad  emerging  resp
Trad  instrum  resp
Emerging  instrum  resp
Trad  emerging  instrum  resp
Error

Source

Table 5. Analyses of variance for each dependent measure

0.052

0.049

0.043

p*
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
254

df
0.01
0.54
1.74
7.12
1.11
0.77
5.58
0.09
5.89
2.26
1.68
0.28
0.81
4.25
0.38
1.56

MS
0.01
0.35
1.12
4.57
0.71
0.49
3.59
0.06
3.78
1.45
1.08
0.18
0.52
2.73
0.24

F

Interest in election

0.053

0.059

0.033

p

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
252

df

0.06
11.00
7.77
9.08
3.93
5.28
12.12
0.19
17.87
0.85
7.17
1.54
1.19
8.27
0.23
3.39

MS

0.02
3.25
2.30
2.68
1.16
1.56
3.58
0.06
5.28
0.25
2.12
0.45
0.35
2.44
0.07

F

Union attitudes

0.022

0.060

0.073

p
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Figure 1. Mean intent to vote as a function of emerging issues, responsibility to vote, and traditional issues

Figure 2. Mean interest in the election as a function of emerging issues and responsibility to vote
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A signi®cant two-way interaction also emerged between voting instrumentality and traditional
issues. We analysed the simple main effects, i.e., effect of instrumentality in the presence or absence
of traditional issues, but found neither to be signi®cant, F(1, 253)  1.05, MSE  1.60, n.s., F(1,
253)  1.91, MSE  1.60, n.s., suggesting that this interaction could be artifactual.
Interest in the election and union attitudes
A signi®cant two-way interaction was yielded between emerging issues and responsibility to vote with
respect to interest in the election and union attitudes (see Figure 2 for an example). We analysed the
simple effects of these interactions. When emerging issues were presented, emphasizing the responsibility to vote signi®cantly and positively in¯uenced interest in the election, F(1, 254)  8.61,
MSE  1.56, p < 0.01, and union attitudes, F(1, 252)  7.48, MSE  3.39, p < 0.01. In contrast, when
emerging issues were not mentioned, felt responsibility to vote had no effect on interest in the election,
F(1, 254)  0.05, MSE  1.56, n.s., or union attitudes F(1, 252)  0.11, MSE  3.39, n.s.
The interaction between traditional issues and responsibility to vote also was statistically signi®cant
with respect to interest in the election and union attitudes. The simple effects were similar to the
ones above. Emphasizing responsibility in the presence of traditional issues increased interest in the
election, F(1, 254)  7.46, MSE  1.56, p < 0.01, and positively affected union attitudes,
F(1, 252)  6.12, MSE  3.39, p < 0.05. However, in the absence of traditional issues, emphasizing
responsibility had no effect on interest, F(1, 254)  0.02, MSE  1.56, n.s., or union attitudes F(1,
252)  0.01, MSE  3.39, n.s.

Discussion
Our second study was designed to assess whether the information gathered from prior research
(e.g., Hepburn et al., 1997) and Study 1 could be used to in¯uence voting behaviour in union representation elections. The results of this study suggest that the ®ndings may well have practical utility.
Our manipulations were designed so that each would be likely to raise the likelihood of voting; we
emphasized responsibility to vote, voting instrumentality, and which issues the union had addressed
that were thought to be important for the potential bargaining unit; we made no hypotheses regarding
the potential interaction effects. In fact, the manipulations did interact in their effects on graduate students' intent to vote in the election. The intention to vote was positively affected by emphasizing
responsibility in the presence of both types of issues. If neither traditional nor emerging issues were
presented, there was no increase in voting intent.
We also investigated the impact of our manipulations on a measure of general involvement, interest
in the election, as well as union attitudes because we expected our manipulation of union campaign
issues to positively in¯uence these variables. However, our manipulations interacted once again
revealing that emphasizing responsibility to vote increased interest in the election and union attitudes
when some form of issue was presented, either traditional or emerging issues, but not in their absence.
In both cases the effect for emerging issues was stronger than the effect for traditional issues. In our
study, providing evidence about the instrumentality of each students vote had no effect on any outcome
variable.
We suggest that emphasizing responsibility was effective only in the presence of issues because the
issues provided evidence of common ground for graduate students, regardless of departmental differences. In the presence of shared concerns and efforts to emphasize graduate students' mutual responsibilities we created more interest in the election and voting, as well as making unionization or
collective bargaining more appealing. Despite the stronger effects for emerging issues (because traditional issues did play a role in in¯uencing voting behaviour, interest, and union attitudes), ignoring the
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traditional issues of salary and dental bene®ts in favour of emerging issues would be ill advised.
However, we believe that the ®ndings related to emerging issues are related to the nature of the
sample ± graduate students would be relatively unfamiliar with unionization, and likely would have
had little personal exposure to unions. As such, informing students of the potential effectiveness of
unions, especially with respect to emerging issues such as fairness and participation in decision making, may be critical in raising interest and intent to vote, as well as for the development of positive
union attitudes, especially as such issues are the focus of recent Canadian faculty collective agreements (Wagar and Chisholm, 1995).
The fact that our results show our manipulations in¯uence union attitudes seem to counter suggestions that work (Arvey et al., 1989; Staw and Ross, 1985) and union attitudes (Getman et al.,
1976) are relatively stable. However, as we suggest that our graduate students were relatively naive
about unions, we believe these ®ndings add to the literature on the in¯uences of the development
of union attitudes rather than their stability. Our ®ndings also add to Voos' (1983) earlier notion that
union victories are related to the amount of resources expended. The change in behaviour required to
ensure that people actually vote would require a major effort on the part of the union. Graduate
students' intent to vote was only increased if they were made aware of their responsibility to vote,
and the issues being considered were related to both emerging issues of work-related unfairness
and bread-and-butter issues.
Emphasizing voting instrumentality had no effect on students' intent to vote despite its importance
in Study 1. However, we would suggest that this construct merits further investigation because it is
possible that our manipulation did not affect voting instrumentality beliefs. In our manipulation checks
we determined that our three manipulations addressed what they were designed to address. We know
that our manipulations successfully emphasized voting instrumentality, responsibility to vote, and speci®c campaign issues. However, we do not know that the manipulations affected individuals' actual
beliefs in voting instrumentality or responsibility to vote. We had made this assumption. As such,
we still need to determine if voting instrumentality beliefs can be manipulated by providing information on the importance of individual votes. Perhaps beliefs about voting instrumentality in political
elections generalize to all voting behaviour and are dif®cult to overcome.
Several methodological issues related to Study 2 need to be considered. First, the response rate was
rather low (20 per cent). Paradoxically, the ecological validity inherent in this study may have minimized the response rate. Some anti-union students expressed concern about a possible political agenda
and declined participation. While it is possible that pro- and anti-union students' participation was
affected equally, future research should address this issue. Second, we conducted this study within
a `hypothetical' election context. Our participants were not engaged in an actual unionization campaign. However, they were discussing unionizing. Thus, although the ecological validity makes it
likely that the ®ndings will generalize to part-time academic workers engaged in an actual unionization campaign, this remains to be tested. Third, the ®ndings from Study 2 pertain directly to graduate
students employed on a part-time basis. While our prior ®ndings show that the predictors of abstaining
generalize between part-time and full-time academic employees (e.g., Study 1 and Hepburn et al.,
1997), future research should assess whether these ®ndings generalize to full-time employees. Further,
we suggested that addressing emerging issues was effective because they appealed to the needs of our
group of participants; however, the importance of addressing these issues for other employee groups
such as traditionally unionized groups (e.g., blue-collar workers) remains to be assessed. Fourth, the
nature of our manipulations made it impossible to keep the length of all the vignettes equal. Although
we assessed statistically whether the length of each vignette was associated with the outcomes, and it
was not, future researchers could attempt to construct neutral `®ller' material to make the vignette
lengths equal. Fifth, it is possible, despite our requests, that respondents did not read the vignettes prior
to completing the questionnaires. Future researchers may wish to replicate our ®ndings in a laboratory
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setting where greater controls are available. We chose to access students via campus mail believing
that the ease of responding would increase the number of participants.
Two remaining methodological issues were common to both studies. The ®rst is our exclusive reliance on self-report. The use of self-report data is often a concern (Spector, 1994), but several factors
justify its use in our research. Research on voting in political elections has identi®ed `misreporters' or
`false voters', individuals who indicate that they did vote when in fact they did not (Granberg and
Holmberg, 1991; Hill and Hurley, 1984; Presser and Traugott, 1992). However, while this possibility
does exist in our research, it may have been minimized by our decision to include only `true' abstainers. We provided the opportunity for individuals to explain their voting behaviour. Moreover, the presence of such individuals may bias any ®ndings conservatively, minimizing the extent to which this
process would be problematic. As well, in Study 1, the sample's voting behaviour closely parallelled
that of the entire faculty in the actual election, enhancing the validity of our ®ndings. In any event,
representation elections are invariably conducted as secret ballots, and for this reason, it is doubtful
whether objective data or archival records could be useful in such studies.
The ®nal methodological issue concerns our election contexts. In each study we address a common
election situation: a single union seeks to represent the potential bargaining unit. Further, in each case
the decision to unionize was determined by those who turned out to vote. If more than 50 per cent of
voters voted in favour of unionization, certi®cation would be granted. However, it is possible for two or
more unions to compete to represent the same bargaining unit. As well, in some jurisdictions (e.g.,
several Canadian provinces) certi®cation is granted only if more than 50 per cent of the entire potential
bargaining unit votes in favour of representation, i.e., the certi®cation decision is made based on the
majority of eligible voters, not actual voters. These different situations should be considered in future
research of abstaining because, unlike our studies, the abstainers group may contain a number of antiunion employees.
When the certi®cation decision is based on the majority of eligible voters, abstentions count as a
vote against the union. Therefore, with respect to the election outcome, abstaining will accomplish
the same task as turning out to vote against the union. Future research must recognize that in
these cases a proportion of the abstainers' group are likely to be anti-union. It will be critical to determine if attitudes or beliefs can be used to differentiate several clusters of abstainers. We suspect that
there would be a cluster of anti-union, job satis®ed abstainers, and a cluster of abstainers with less
extreme attitudes. Questions about why individuals would turn out to vote against the union should
be asked. Do these individuals have strong feelings of responsibility to vote?
Abstainers in multi-union elections may also hold anti-union sentiments. We found only three studies
that investigated behaviour at the individual level and they each provided some support for this suggestion. Two early studies addressed differences between non-union member employees and employee
members of two competing unions, one union being acknowledged as less militant than the other.
As both membership options involved some level of acceptance of collective bargaining it was not
surprising that the non-members were more job satis®ed, and less in favour of unionization than the
members of either union (Martin, 1978; Walker and Lawler, 1979). The third study, examining actual
voting behaviour in a multi-union election setting, found that those who abstained were like those who
voted for a raiding union in that they did not support the incumbent union (Smith et al., 1997). However,
they were also like the incumbent union in that they did not believe in the instrumentality of the raiding
union or support the raiding union. These ®ndings could indicate a general anti-union sentiment held by
the non-voters, but unfortunately, a measure of general union attitudes was not included in this study.
Also unfortunate, the small number of voters indicating the `no union' option were collapsed into the
abstainer category after analyses including them as a category of their own were deemed `unimpressive'.
In sum, these ®ndings do suggest that abstainers in elections with more stringent rules or that involve
multi-unions are likely to include a group of anti-union employees. Further, in the case of multi-union
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elections, a study conducted at the election level alludes to the fact that voting instrumentality plays a
role in the decision of whether or not to vote. Dworkin and Fain (1989) found that turnout was less in
multi-union elections than in single union elections and that the number of voters turning out to vote
against representation was reduced as the number of competing unions increase. They suggest that
these ®ndings indicate that anti-union employees are discouraged, believe that casting a ballot will
not be worth the effort, and, therefore, choose not to vote. Thus, abstainers would include not only
a group of anti-union employees, but anti-union employees with low voting instrumentality beliefs,
providing another reason to not abandon this construct.
Several points related to the design of Study 2 can be used to direct future research of this nature.
First, we used a letter or lea¯et method of distribution, because it is frequently used in election campaigns (Getman et al., 1976; Walker and Lawler, 1986), and was appropriate in this situation. However, written communications may not be the most effective way of raising familiarity with the
campaign; Getman et al. (1976) found that union meetings were more effective, and our results
may underestimate the potential effects of addressing issues to increase valence. A second issue relates
to Getman et al.'s (1976) notion of selective attention, i.e., employer supporters screen out union information during a campaign, focusing only on the employers' perspective. Campaign effects may be
strongest on undecided voters (Summers et al., 1986). Thus, we believe all of our suggested strategies
should be tested again in a group of undecided individuals. Third, we only focused on the union effort
in a representation election. Lawler (1990) suggests that the actions of employers and unions interact
during a campaign, and that employer tactics are in¯uential. We believe future research should focus
on the impact of both union and employer strategies on the utility analysis. This is important because
employers often have an advantage over the union in disseminating information because of their control over the workplace.

Conclusions
This research addressed a critical question invariably ignored by previous researchers, abstaining from
voting in union representation elections. Two major conclusions can be derived from this research.
First, individuals who choose to abstain from voting in union representation elections differ from those
who vote. Their views of work and unionization are not as strong as those who vote and they do not
believe their vote has as strong an in¯uence on the election outcome. Abstainers also are less involved
with the election (e.g., less interest, less perceived knowledge, feel little responsibility to vote).
Second, these ®ndings can be used to develop campaign strategies that affect the development of union
attitudes as well as increase potential union members' intention to vote in the election and their interest
in the election. Thus, this research presents a ®rst step toward an understanding of the reasons for
abstaining in representation elections, and ways in which voting behaviours can be affected during
the course of a representation campaign.

Acknowledgements
Financial support from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada is gratefully
acknowledged. The authors express their appreciation to Liane Greenberg, Martin LalumieÁre, and
Catherine Loughlin for their assistance and support in the completion of this research. We thank
Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

J. Organiz. Behav. 22, 569±591 (2001)

588

C. GAIL HEPBURN AND J. BARLING

Dan Gallagher and Kevin Kelloway for their comments on earlier versions of this manuscript. This
paper is based on studies conducted as part of the ®rst author's doctoral dissertation completed in
the Department of Psychology, Queen's University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada.

Author biographies
Gail Hepburn is an Associate Scientist and Manager in the Workplace Studies Area at the Institute for
Work & Health in Toronto, Ontario, Canada. She also holds an Associated Graduate Faculty appointment in the Department of Psychology at the University of Guelph, Guelph, Ontario, Canada. She
received an MA and PhD in Psychology from Queen's University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada. Her area
of specialization is Organizational Psychology and her research interests include the impact of workplace stressors, such as workplace aggression, work±family balance, and organizational change, on
employee well-being.
Julian Barling received his PhD in 1979 from the University of the Witwatersrand in Johannesburg,
South Africa, and is currently the Associate Dean with responsibility for the PhD, MSc and Research
programmes in the School of Business at Queen's University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada. He is the
author of several recent books, including Employment, Stress and Family Functioning (1990, John
Wiley), The Union and its Members: A Psychological Approach (with Clive Fullagar and Kevin Kelloway, 1992, Oxford University Press), and Changing Employment Relations: Behavioral and Social
Perspectives (with Lois Tetrick, 1995, American Psychological Association). His book entitled Young
Workers, edited with Kevin Kelloway, has just been published by the American Psychological Association. He is the author/editor of over 100 research articles and book chapters.

References
Aldrich JH. 1993. Rational choice and turnout. American Journal of Political Science 37: 246±278.
Arvey RD, Bouchard TJ, Segal NL, Abraham LM. 1989. Job satisfaction: environmental and genetic components.
Journal of Applied Psychology 74: 187±192.
Barling J, Fullagar C, Kelloway EK. 1992. The Union and Its Members. Oxford University Press: New York.
Becker BE, Miller RU. 1981. Patterns and determinants of union growth in the hospital industry. Journal of Labor
Research 2: 309±328.
Bigoness WJ, Tosi HL. 1984. Correlates of voting behaviour in a union decerti®cation election. Academy of
Management Journal 27: 654±659.
Brody RA, Page BI. 1973. Indifference, alienation, and rational decisions. Public Choice 15: 1±17.
Bronfenbrenner K. 1997. The role of union strategies in NLRB certi®cation elections. Industrial and Labor
Relations Review 50: 195±212.
Bronfenbrenner K, Juravich T. 1995. Union Organizing in the Public Sector: An Analysis of State and Local
Elections. ILR Press: Ithaca, NY.
Chacko TJ. 1985. Member participation in union activities: perceptions of union priorities, performance, and
satisfaction. Journal of Labor Research 4: 363±373.
Cohen J. 1977. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. Academic Press: New York.
Crain M. 1994. Gender and union organizing. Industrial and Labor Relations Review 47: 227±248.
Davy JA, Shipper F. 1993. Voter behavior in union certi®cation elections: a longitudinal study. Academy of
Management Journal 36: 187±199.
Delaney JT. 1981. Union success in hospital representation elections. Industrial Relations 20: 149±161.
Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

J. Organiz. Behav. 22, 569±591 (2001)

ABSTAINING IN UNION REPRESENTATION ELECTIONS

589

Deshpande SP. 1995. Factors in¯uencing employee association members' votes for unionization. Journal of
Psychology 129: 621±628.
Deshpande SP, Fiorito J. 1989. Speci®c and general beliefs in union voting models. Academy of Management
Journal 32: 883±897.
Devinatz VG, Rich DP. 1993. Representation type and union success in certi®cation elections. Journal of Labor
Research 14: 85±92.
Dworkin JB, Fain JR. 1989. Success in multiple union elections: exclusive jurisdiction versus competition.
Journal of Labor Research 10: 91±101.
Elections Canada. 2000. Voter turnout at federal elections and referendums: 1867±1993 [On-line]. Available:
www.elections.ca. March 15, 2000.
Federal Election Commission. 2000. National voter turnout in federal elections: 1960±1996 [On-line]. Available:
www.fec.gov. March 15, 2000.
Fife-Schaw C, Breakwell GM. 1990. Predicting the intention not to vote in late teenage: a U.K. study of 17- and
18-year-olds. Political Psychology 11: 739±755.
Fiorito J, Gallagher D, Greer C. 1986. Determinants of unionism: a review of the literature. In Research in
Personnel and Human Resource Management, Vol.4, Ferris G, Rowland R. (eds). JAI Press: Greenwich, CT;
269±306.
Florkowski G, Schuster M. 1987. Predicting the decisions to vote and support unions in certi®cation elections: an
integrated perspective. Journal of Labor Research 8: 192±207.
Galarneau D. 1996. Unionized workers. Perspectives. (Statistics Canada Catalogue 75-001) 8: 43±52.
Gallagher DG. 1999. Youth and labor representation. In Young Workers: Varieties of Experience, Barling J,
Kelloway EK. (eds). American Psychological Association: Washington, DC; 235±258.
Gant MM. 1983. Citizen uncertainty and turnout in the 1980 presidential campaign. Political Behaviour 5: 257±275.
Getman JG, Goldberg SB, Herman JB. 1976. Union representation elections: law and reality. Russell Sage
Foundation: New York.
Gold®eld M. 1987. The Decline of Organized Labor in the United States. University of Chicago Press: Chicago.
Gordon ME, Barling J, Tetrick LE. 1995. Some remaining challenges. In Changing Employment Relations:
Behavioural and Social Perspectives, Tetrick L, Barling J. (eds). American Psychological Association:
Washington, DC; 349±366.
Granberg D, Holmberg S. 1991. Self-reported turnout and voter validation. American Journal of Political Science
35: 448±459.
Green DP, Shapiro I. 1994. Pathologies of Rational Choice Theory: A Critique of Applications in Political Science.
Yale University Press: New Haven, CT.
Green J, Tilly C. 1987. Service unionism: directions for organizing. Labor Law Journal 38: 486±494.
Hemmasi M, Graf LA. 1993. Determinants of faculty voting behaviour in union representation elections: a
multivariate model. Journal of Management 19: 13±32.
Heneman HG, Sandver MH. 1983. Predicting the outcome of union certi®cation elections: a review of the
literature. Industrial and Labor Relations Review 36: 537±559.
Hepburn CG, Loughlin CA, Barling J. 1997. Abstaining from voting in union certi®cation elections. In The Future
of Trade Unionism: International Perspectives on Emerging Union Structures, Sverke M. (ed). Aldershot, U.K;
Ashgate: 249±261.
Hill KQ, Hurley PA. 1984. Nonvoters in voters' clothing: the impact of voting behaviour misreporting on voting
behaviour research. Social Science Quarterly 65: 199±206.
Hindman HD, Smith CG. 1993. Correlates of union membership and joining intentions in a unit of federal
employees. Journal of Labor Research 14: 439±454.
Hurd RW, McElwain A. 1988. Organizing clerical workers: determinants of success. Industrial and Labor
Relations Review 41: 360±373.
Langford T. 1994. Involvement with unions, union belief perspectives, and desires for union membership. Journal
of Labor Research 15: 258±270.
Lawler JJ. 1990. Unionization and Deunionization: Strategy, Tactics, and Outcomes. University of South Carolina
Press: Columbia, SC.
Lynn ML, Brister J. 1989. Trends in union organizing issues and tactics. Industrial Relations 28: 104±113.
Mahoney MJ. 1978. Experimental methods and outcome evaluation. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology 46: 660±672.
Martin JE. 1978. State employee af®liation and attitude differences. Journal of Applied Psychology 63: 654±657.
Montgomery BR. 1989. The in¯uence of attitudes and normative pressures on voting decisions in a union
certi®cation election. Industrial and Labor Relations Review 42: 262±279.

Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

J. Organiz. Behav. 22, 569±591 (2001)

590

C. GAIL HEPBURN AND J. BARLING

Neumann GR, Rissman ER. 1984. Where have all the union members gone? Journal of Labor Economic 2:
175±191.
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 1997. OECD Employment Outlook. Author:
Paris.
Perdue BC, Summers JO. 1986. Checking the success of manipulations in marketing experiments. Journal of
Marketing Research 23: 317±326.
Presser S, Traugott M. 1992. Little white lies and social science models. Public Opinion Quarterly 56: 77±86.
Ragsdale L, Rusk JG. 1993. Who are nonvoters? Pro®les from the 1990 senate elections. American Journal of
Political Science 37: 721±746.
Reshef Y. 1990. Union decline: a view from Canada. Journal of Labor Research 11: 25±39.
Roomkin M, Block R. 1981. Case processing time and the outcome of representative elections: Some empirical
evidence. University of Illinois Law Review 1: 75±97.
Sigelman L, Roeder PW, Jewell ME, Baer MA. 1985. Voting and nonvoting: a multi-election perspective.
American Journal of Political Science 29: 749±765.
Smith CG., Hindman HD, Havlovic SJ. 1997. A discriminant analysis of employee choice in a multiunion
representation election. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences 14: 235±245.
Southwell PL. 1985. Alienation and nonvoting in the United States: a re®ned operationalization. Western Political
Quarterly 38: 663±674.
Spector P. 1994. Using self-report questionnaires in organizational behaviour research: a comment on the use of a
controversial method. Journal of Organizational Behaviour 14: 385±392
Staw BM, Ross J. 1985. Stability in the midst of change: a dispositional approach to job satisfaction. Journal of
Applied Psychology 70: 469±480.
Summers TP, Betton JH, DeCotiis TA. 1986. Voting for and against unions: a decision model. Academy of
Management Review 11: 643±655.
Traugott MW, Tucker C. 1984. Strategies for predicting whether a citizen will vote and estimation of electoral
outcomes. Public Opinion Quarterly 48: 330±343.
Villa J, Blum A. 1996. Collective bargaining in higher education: prospects for faculty unions. Journal of
Collective Negotiations in the Public Sector 25: 157±169.
Voos PB. 1983. Union organizing: costs and bene®ts. Industrial and Labor Relations Review 24: 395±405.
Vroom VH. 1964. Work and Motivation. Wiley: New York.
Wagar TH, Chisholm M. 1995. Faculty attitudes toward union membership and strike action: evidence from two
eastern Canadian universities. Journal of Collective Negotiations in the Public Sector 24: 325±336.
Walker JM, Lawler JJ. 1979. Dual unions and political processes in organizations. Industrial Relations 18: 32±43.
Walker JM, Lawler JJ. 1986. Union campaign activities and voter preferences. Journal of Labor Research 7: 19±40.
Wheeler HN, McClendon JA. 1991. The individual decision to unionize. In The State of the Unions, Strauss G,
Gallagher DG, Fiorito J (eds). Madison, WI; Industrial Relations Research Association: 47±83.
Youngblood SA, DeNisi A, Molleston JL Mobley W. 1984. The impact of work environment, instrumentality
beliefs, perceived labor union image and subjective norms on union voting intentions. Academy of Management
Journal 27: 576±590.
Zalesny MD. 1985. Comparison of economic and noneconomic factors in predicting faculty vote preference in a
union representation election. Journal of Applied Psychology 70: 243±256.
Zipp JF. 1985. Perceived representativeness and voting: an assessment of the impact of `choices' vs. `echoes'.
American Political Science Review 79: 50±61.

Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

J. Organiz. Behav. 22, 569±591 (2001)

ABSTAINING IN UNION REPRESENTATION ELECTIONS

591

Appendix A
Vignette manipulation*
Dear Fellow Graduate Student:
More than 40 per cent of the graduate student teaching and research assistants on campus signed certi®cation cards indicating their support for a union representation election. The election will be held on
April 29th and April 30th. It is this election that will determine if we form a union.
Traditional issues:
y
Our annual pay of $6000 is low for (name of province) ± tutors at (university name) can make twice
as much as we do and have a dental plan. Tutors in one department work harder for less pay than those
in a second department. We have no job security. Although some departments cannot ®ll their positions, other departments have students who want work, often need work, and have to go without it. As
well, will the recent unionization of the faculty have a negative impact on our future teaching and
research opportunities?
Emerging issues:
Concerns about fairness are often countered with `you are lucky to have any teaching or research
assignment'. We provide skilled services and should be treated with respect ± individuals using the
current grievance system frequently give up due to time and emotional exhaustion. We should be recognized for our abilities. We should have input into our teaching and research positions. As well, we need
to explicitly address issues of discrimination (e.g., sexual harassment), and health and safety issues
(e.g., of®ce phones for students working late nights).
I believe a union can help us address student concerns and protect student interests. Graduate students
at other universities have unionized. Students at (list of universities) have unionized in recent years and
the (university name) has been unionized for more than 20 years.
Voting instrumentality:
All votes are important. Unions win or lose by small margins. In a recent (name of province) university
graduate student representation election only 47 per cent of the students voted and the union won by
only four votes! No minimum voter turnout is required. Every vote matters, yours could easily be the
deciding one.
Responsibility to vote:
Please participate in this election. We have a responsibility to each other and to future graduate students to participate in an election affecting the future of our workplace. Anyone not voicing an opinion
now should not complain in the future!
Sincerely,
Chris Duncan
Graduate Student
Notes.*All text in italic represents high levels of a manipulation. Anything in regular text appeared in
all versions of the manipulation. For both instrumentality to vote and responsibility the ®rst sentence
represents a low level of the manipulation. Issues were either present or absent. The variable titles are
y
present for illustrative purposes only, they did not appear in actual manipulations. Names of provinces
and universities have been omitted to protect con®dentiality.
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