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INTRODUCTION AND THE PROBLEW

In discussiors of legislative policy, the issue of
whether or not supervisors should receive the protection of
law in the exercise of collective btargaining rights has
involved a conflict btetween the employer's interest in re-
taining supervisors within the sphere of identification
and personal alignment with the interests of management and
the supervisor's irterest in participating in the determi-
nation of his working conditions.1

Frior to its appearance in the public sector, the
issue of supervisor collective bargaining representation
was resolved in the private sector under the administration
of the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA). Initially, the
United States Supreme Court upheld a National Labor Relations
Board (NLRBR) decision providing NLRA protection to super-

visor collective bargaining rights.2

1The term "supervisor" is defined in the text of the National
Labor Relations Act, as amended, as "any individual having
authority, in the interest of the employer, to hire, transfer,
suspend, lay off, recall, promote, discharge, assign, reward, or
discipline other employees, or responsibly direct them, or to

ad just their grievances, or effectively to recommend such action
if in connection with the foregoing the exercise of such authority
is not of a merely routine or clerical nature, but requires

the use of independent judgment." Substantially similar
definitions appear in several state labor relations laws and

in decislions of state labor relations boards.

2Packard iotor Car v. NLR3 (1947), 19LRR#2399.




This decision was based on the conclusion that supervisors
were a class of employees, and as such should have the same
protection of law to collectively influence their employ-
ment conditions as other employees.3 This decision also
determined that supervisors should be represented only in
separate units on the basis of the reasoning that their
inclusion in bargaining units with rank and file employees
would subject the supervisor to influence from rank and file
interests that would reduce the supervisor's commitment to
manage the work of rank and file subordinates in accord with
the interests of managemen‘t.LL The issue was ultimately re-
solved in the private sector by a provision of the Labor
Management Relations Act (1947) that, by definition, spe-
cifically excluded supervisors from the protection of the
NLRA.5 This exclusion was based on the congressional rea-
soning that the supervisor possessed managerial discretion
in the use of the employer's resources, and therefore should
be aligned with the employer rather than being allowed to
enter the sphere of collective security and influence in-

herent in bargaining unit membership.6

3Ibid.. 19 LRRM 2400,

uPackard Motor Car Company and Foremans Association of
America (1945), 16LRRML4S,

5section 2(3) of the Labor Management Relations Act states:
"The term ‘'employee' , . . shall not include , . . any indi-
vidulal employed as a supervisor . . ."

6H. R. Rep. No, 245, 80th Cong., 1lst session (1947), Legis
lative History of the LMRA, 1947, Washington, D.C., G.P.O.,
1948, 1:304, 307,
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Eoth those favoring and those opposing legislative
protection of supervisor vargaining rights view the public
sector supervisor as possessing less authority and a greater
community of interest with rank and file employees than
does his private sector counterpart. It is contended that
civil service regulations in many jurisdictions have acted
to feduce the authority of the public sector supervisor by
reducing his discretion over the determination of working
conditions and disciplinary actions., Also it is said such
civil service regulations have acted to increase the super-
visor's community of interest witn rank and file employees
by applying the same fringe beiic,/its, salary schedule and
administrative procedures to each group.F

Arntrer pubtlic sectlor phenomenorn thab 13 cited a3 a
factor "t contrioutes e a greater community cf it
~etween supervisors and ranx and tile employees is the
practice of conferring supervisory titles on personrel,
sucn as .cad persons, that may possess only minimal
supervisory au'thority.9 To the extent this practice
exists it results in the creation ot two classes of personnel
with superviscry titles, i.e., those with and those without
significant managerial responsibility and authority. It may be
expected that those possessing a supervisory title but lac-

king significant authority will possess a greater community

g . e s . .
“Edwards, H. T., "The Impact of Private Sector Frinciples in
the Public Sector", Union Power and Policy, David B. Lipsky,
Ed., 1975, F. 57.

9Spero, S., and Capozzola, J.M., The Urban Ccmmunity and Its
Unionized Bureaucracies, 1973, F. 145.




of interest with rank and file employecs than those who do
possess sucn authorityv.

Another phenomenon that may increase the community
of interest between supervisor and rank and file employees
is the practice in some public sector occupations, such as
police work and firefightirg, of recruiting supervisors from
among rank and file employees and filling nearly all super-
visory positions tnroughout the hierarchy by promotion from

10 As a result it is contended that such supervisors

within,
share many occupational experiences and interests with rank
and file emplovees and possess a corresponding community of
interest and identification with them.11
Those opposing legislative protection of supervisory
targaining rights reiterate the private sector arguments
outlined above and contend that the public sector supervisor's
weakxened authority and strengthened community of interest
with rank and file employees may te remedied by requiring
the supervisor to depend on the employer for economic
security.12 It is argued that isolation from the bargaining
unit and the resulting economic dependence on the employer
would have the effect of reinforcing the supervisor's

13

community of interest and identification with the employer.

10kienast, ¥.K., Doctoral Dissertation, 1972, P. 208,

M1pi4., B 209,

12Advisory Committee on Intergovernmental Relations, Labor
lanagement Folicies for State and Local Governments, 1vt9Y,
Y. 155=-15¢€,

135pero, S., and Capozzola, J.i., Op. Cit., 1973, P. 148,




Those favoring legislative protection of supervisor's
bargaining rights contend that the fact of the public
sector supervisor's weakened authority and strengthened
community of interest with rank and file employees should
qualify him for cavegorization as a special class of
employee, entitled to receive the same protection of

law as other classes of employees,

As noted above the legislative treatment of
supervisor representation rights varies among state
Jurisdictions., An examination of the rationale pertaining
to supervisor identification in certain states indicates
differing treatment accorded supervisors. The state
jurisdictions to be discussed, Michigan, New York, and
Wisconsin, are chosen because they are among the states
possessing the most comprehensive legislation, and they
present a comparison of alternative treatments.15

The Wisconsin Emplovment Relations Commission
(#ERC) admiristers two bodies of law, one having
jurisdiction over state employees and the other over
municipal employees., Under both the WERC has identified
supervisors with a definition substantially similar to
that provided in the LKRA and has excluded all such
1€

supervisors from legislative protection.

1LPBers, M.K., The Status of tanagerial, Surervisory, and Con-
fidential Employees in Goverrnment Kelations, 1970, F. 169,

15
16

Bureau of National Affairs, Cp. Cit., 51:3311, 51:4111, 51:5811
Ibid., 51:5711



A significant factor considered by the WERC in excluding
supervisors from legislative protection was the expec-
tation that the loyalty of managerial and supervisory
employees would be weakened through the exercise of

17

collective bargaining rights. Though the terms loyalty
an¢ identification are not synonymous, they have a sub-
stantially similar connotation in the context of the
Wisconsin board's rationale. Thus, in Wisconsin super-
visory bargaining rights are denied so that supervisor
loyalty and/or identificatiorn. with management be main-
tained.

In administration of the New York Public Em-
ployment Relations Act (FERA) the New York Public Em=-
ployment Relations Board (PERB) has ruled that super-
visors should be allowed to exercise collective bargaining
rights either in separate supervisor bargaining units
with rank and file employees.l8 The FERA contains
no express provision for the treatment of supervisors, and
in providing coverage to supervisors the FERB referred
to the Taylor Committee Report which reasoned that the

treatment ol suyperviccers should riot be resolved hastily

l(oers, Cp. Cit., =zr. E=U

3 . . . .
l“Crowley, J.R., "The Resolutlion oi Representation Status
Disputes Under the Taylor Law", Fordham Law Keview, Nay 19€9,
PP, 523-524,




and should depend on the magnitude and direction of the
supervisor's "community of interest".19
Wwith regard to unit placement the FLRB has
ruled that in the event a supervisor possesses sufficient
authority to effectively initiate evaluative and dis-
ciplinary procedures the resulting community of interest
between supervisor and rank and file employees is in-
sufficient to justify inclusion of both in the same unit.zo
Supervisors who do not possess such authority are placed
in units with rark and file employees. In applying the
"community of interest" criterion, the PERB noted that "it
is the degree and nature of supervision" and not the
"mere existence of supervisory responsibilities" that
is conclusive in determining the strength of the community
of interest.21 “or instance, in a case involving police
personnel the PERB found that lieutenants and sergeants
"are mere assignors and overseers of work, whose super-
visory responsibilities over patrolmen do not dictate . . .
a conflict of interest . . ." in determining a unit

comprise of patrclmen, sergeants and 1ieutenants.22

211y

Q.
jasy
n

k)
S

22Shimaoka. H.R., and kajita, J.Mm., "Collective Bargaining
in the Public Sector: Unit Determination for Policemen",
Industrial Relations Center Reports, University of Hawaii
July=-August, 1971, k. 3.




A significantaspect of the rationale applied in
New York is that supervisory employees are obliged to act in
the interests of the employer in the exercise of their super-
visory functions, and thus become identified with the employer
in any conflict of interest between the employer and rank and
file employees.23 The greater the supervisor's authority
and responsibility, the greater becomes his identification

2k When such identification with the em-

with the employer.
ployer outweighs identification with rank and file employees,
representation in separate units is required.25 Thus, though
the existence of supervisory identification is a determinant
of bargaining unit placement, no mention is found of any PERB
concern over the effect of unit placement on the direction of
identification,

The Michigan Public Employment Relations Act (PERA)

contains no express treatment of supervisor representation.,

However, through rulings in the Saginaw County Road Commission

and Hillsdale Community Schools cases the Michigan Employment

Relations Commission (MERC) has provided protection to super-

visor collective bargaining rights.26 In the Detroit Library

Commission case the MERC determined that supervisors who

23Bers. Op, Cit., P. 123,
2k 1via., P. 123.
25 .

Ibid., P. 123.

26Saginaw County Road Commission, 1967 MERC Labor OP19€,

Hillsdale Community Schools, 1968 MERC Labor OP859,
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apparently discount the opposing view which is aptly reiter-
ated as follows:
"Public employers are frequently not well
organized for collective bargaining and never
will be if they cannot create positions with
effective responsibility for the administra-
tion of collective agreements., Such posi-
tions must necessarily be filled by persons
who identify with, and are part of, manage-
ment, not by those who are unionized, whether30
or not the union is exclusively supervisory."
Allowing supervisors to organize and to present
proposals perpetuates the vocational ambiva-
lence that this group has long exhibited. The
need at the present time is for management to
identify members and to develop a healthy
community of interest.31
Thus, while it is recognized in certain jurisdictions
by statute or administrative determination that supervisors as
a class of employees should share collectively in the determi-
nation of their working conditions, those opposed to such
collective activity on the part of supervisors contend that
it will undermine the supervisor's sense of identification
with management, Concern over this relationship between
supervisor collective bargaining representation and identifi-
cation with management has entered into numerous discussions
of legislative policy, but, to the writer's knowledge, no
empirical evidence concerning its existence has been pub-
lished to date. The object of this study is to empirically

investigate this relationship with respect to a particular

30el11ington, H., ard Winter, R., The Unions and the Cities,
1971, P. 11k.

31Advisorx Committee on Intergovernmental Relations, Cp, Cit.,

PP, 55'560




group of public sector supervisors, police supervisors. The
issue is significant with respect to all groups of public
sector supervisors but the currently available resources will
not permit involvement in the study of more than one group.
Police supervisors are chosen because preliminary data indi-
cates this group contains substantial numbers of both those
who receive collective bargaining representation and those

who do not.32

32An.examination of a collection of police collective bar-
galning agreements assembled by the Michigan Municipal League
reveals that in numerous instances supervisors are not rep-
resented while in many other instances they are,
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The principal question raised in the general area of
controversy outlined above ist: Do supervisors who receive
collective bargaining representation identify less with
management than suvervisors who do not receive collective
bargaining representation? A subsidiary question is: Do
supervisors who are associated with rank and file employees
through bargaining unit and/or labor organization membership
identify less with management than do those who are in dif-
ferent bargaining units and belong to different organiza-
tions? with regard to these two questions an examination of
a collection of police collective bargaining agreements in
effect in the state of kichigan provides evidence that the
representation of police supervisors, officers of the rank of
sergeant or higher, can be categorized as follows:1

1. Supervisors and rank and file police officers

represented in the same unit by the same
organization,

2., Supervisors and rank and file police officers

represented in separate units by the same
organization.

Reference is made to a collection of collective bargaining
agreements assembled by the kichigan municipal League.



%, Supeivisors reprecented separa.ely by an
organization that represents rank and file
personnel cnly in otrer m»ricaictionc,

L, Supervisors revrecenteu scpuret ly Ly el
ciganizatics. wnat cces notl reprooit rovk

&

ar.d “ile personnel in any Jjurisdictlion,

5. Supervisors receiving ro reprecentation.

This categorization provices a vrcaliown between supervisors'
who do and do rnot receive representation, and between super-
visors who are more and les: closely associated with rank

and file police officers, and therefore is a convenient frame-
work for the detinition of hypotheses., In terms of these

five categories the primary ot jective is to determine if a
difference in identification with management exists betiween
those in category (35) and those incategories (1), (2), (3)

and (4), under the hypothesis:

There is no difference in identification with
management between supervisors who receive
collective bargaining representation and those
who do not receive collective bargaining rep-
resentation.

The subsidiary objective is to determine if a difference in
identification with management exists among supervisors in

categories (1), (2), (3) and (4) under the hypothesis:

There is no difference in identification with
management among those supgrvisors in cate-
gories (1), (2), (3) and (&),



Accordingly, the sgtudy will focus on the relation-
ship between the dependent variable, identification with
management, and the independent variables, collective bar-
gaining experience and structure of the bargaining unit.

Additional independent variatles to be considered
for control purposes are cize of police department, police
rank, length of time served as a police supervisor, length
of time served as a rank and file officer, total time
served, age, and education. Size of police department in
terms of number of sworn police officers is included because
supervisors in larger departments may have more subordinates,
and more supervisory functions, and more authority to exer-
cise which may be related to greater identification with
management, Folice rark and length of time as a police
supervisor may be positively related to identification
with management because higher police rank and more
experience as a police supervisor may increase the super-
visor's familiarity with and involvement with the concerns
and interests of management. Length of time as a rank
and file police officer may be negatively related to
identification with management because greater experience
as a rank and file officer may increase sympathy to rank
and file interests. Age and education also may have
a positive relationship with identification with management
because additional experience (age) and education may
increase the supervisor's appreciation of the need for

responsivle management., Also additional education may



increase the expectancy of promotion into management. These
independent variatles are not intended to be exhaustive in
their explanation of the dependent variable but are chosen
because they are directly measurable and it is plausible
they are correlated with the independent variables of
principal concern,

It should be noted that the authorities who control
access to the group of respondents used in the study placed
certain restrictions on the scope of biographical and
personal questions that could be asked. Included among
these restrictions is irformation concerning ircome for all
respondents, and information concerning age and education

for those respondents above the rznk of sergeant,

Pefinrition and iieasurement
The Lependent Variable
"ITdentitication with management"”

The term "identification" as used here is defined
broadly as acceptance as one's own of the values and
interests of a reference group. In the context of this study
a significant aspect of identification with management en-
tails agreement with management on major issues of how the
police department should be operated; tecause manpower com-
prises a large factor in the provision of police gervices
a preponcderance of the issues pertaining to the operation of the

department involve matters of personnel employment and super-



vision., Accordingly, measurement of the relevant dimensions
of supervisor identificaticn with management is accomplished
with the use of Likert-type attitude statements based on the
conflicting interests of police management arnd rank and file
police officers existirg in the context of the police depart-
ment, This involves identifying matters at issue between
management and rank and file officers concerning wages,
hours, and other conditions of employment, stating a resolu-
tion of each issue in normative terms, and receiving
responses from members of the respondent sample in terms

of agreement or cdisarcreement. Thus, identification with
management is operationally defined and measured in terms

of the respondent's agreement or disagreement with the
anticipated management position on selected collective
bargaining issues,

An assurmption implicit in this definition of identi-
fication is that there are conflicts of interest between
police management and employees involving working conditions.,.
In the general case, it has been recognized that the manage-
ment of an organization has an interest in retaining discretion
over the use of organizational rescurces in order to effectively
accomplish the organization's goals, whether the goals are
output oriented or are directed toward maintaining stability
and harmony in the organization. Also, it has been recognized
that employees have an interest in limiting management's dis-
cretion to change working conditions, and that the effect of
collective bargaining in many organizations has been to re-

duce management's discretion. Thus, the extent and nature



of discretion, or limits on discretion, have been recognized
as a major focal point of conflict between management and
employee interests. That this type of conflict is present

in the context of the police department is evident in

the activity of police unions, the content of police collec-
tive bargaining agreements and arbitration decisions, and the
nature of police supervisory responsibilities., Thus the
operational definition and use of identification here is

in accord with the actual conditions found in the organiza-
tions of interest,

The Pretest Questionnaire

In order to produce a scaled instrument based on
the above definition of identification the summated ratings

procedure outlined in A. L. Edwards, Techniques of Attitude

Scale Construction, was used.2 Approximately fifty issues

existing in the context of police working conditions were
identified through an examination of (1) police collective
bargaining contracts, (2) police arbitration decisions,

(3) publications on police supervision, (4) theory pertaining
to collective bargaining behavior, and (5) available research
findings on police labor relations, The list of references
contains the sources consulted for this purpose. Appendix A
lists the issues as originally assembled., Forty of these
issues were used as the basis for constructing forty norma-

tive issue resolutions in the form of Likert-type attitude

2Edwards, A. L., "Techniques of Attitude Scale Construction,
1957, P. 149,
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The Fopulation aré the Samrle

The necessity of identifying supervisors through a
detailed investifation of each potential respondent's job con-
tent is avoided by the use of two available indicators of
supervisory status. Tirst, in police departments, supervisory
authority is signified by graded ranks. The first line of
police supervision is ordinarily comprised of sergeants.3 The
ranks of lieutenart, captain assistant chief, and chief com-
prise an ascending hierarchy of authority above sergeants,
Therefore, through the identification of a respondent's rank
an assessment of supervisory status is obtained., An additional
indication of supervisory status is obtained by the fact that
each respondent to this study was concurrently a participant
in a supervisor development seminar offered by the Personnel
Management Frogram Service of the Michigan State University
School of Labor and Industrial Relations to police depart-
ments throughout the state of Wichigan for the purpose of
improving supervisory skills. PFresumably participants in
the study are vicwed by respective departments as possessing
supervisory status. Thus, the fact that a respondent pos-
sesses the rank of sergeant or higher and is a participant
in a supervisor development seminar may be taken as evidence
that the respondent possesses supervisory status. However,
it is true that the amount of supervisory authority accorded
the individual within a rank may vary from department to de-
partment, and therefore this procedure has the shortcoming

not enabling a determination of how much authority

3Gche, B.w., and Stallings, H.L., lolice Sergeants iarnual,
19600 Pa 33.




a respondent possesses in terms of functions performed., How-
ever, because of the procedural difficulty of obtaining re-
liable knowledge of the actual supervisory functions per-
formed, identification of supervisory status will be limited
to use of the readily available information discussed above.
The population of ultimate concern 1is all police
supervisors within the jurisdiction of the Michigan Public
Employment Relations Act, which comprises all police super-
visors in the state of Michigan. This population is rele-
vant because it falls within the confines of a single legis-
lative policy with respect to supervisor representation
rights and the findings of this and any related studies may
contribute to the determination of such policies., In order
to obtain a random sample of this population it would be
necessary to secure the cooperation of a large number of
police departments. Such cooperation is difficult to obtain
unless the researcher has established a high level of credi-
bility with the respondent organizations., Therefore, the
conclusion was reached that a sufficient level of cooperation
from police departments was improbatle, and resort was made
to non-random sampling methods. The non-random selection
of a large number of police supervisors was made possible
by the accessibility of the police supervisor development
seminars. The resulting sample consisted of all supervisors
enrolled in the seminars who were willing to complete a
questionnaire, In the absence of a random sample precise
statistical inferences about the population cannot be estab-

lished., Furthermore, because the basis for selection into



the police supervisor development seminar cannot be known
without endangering respondent anonymity, the composition of
the sample with respect to its representativeness cannot be
properly determined, Therefore, general non-statistical
conclusions about the population can be made only with cau-
tion. However, conclusions with respect to the sample should
provide a meaningful basis for the design of subsequent re-
lated investigations.

Administration of the Questionnaire

The supervisor development seminars were conducted
with groups of between twenty and thirty-five police super-
visors, The questionnaire was administered to eleven such
classes between April 7, 1975, and June 23, 1975, by the
class instructor, who in each case was the same person. The
seminars were two days in length. The questionnaire was
administered at the end of the morning session of the second
day. In each case the irnctructor (1) introduced ilhc re-
searcher to the class, (2) briefly stated that the question-
naire was rt=2rt ~f a Masters Thesis project being conlucthted
by the researcher, zand (3) stated that comnletion of the
questionnaire was entirely voluntary. The questionraires
were then distributed to the class by the researchcr, and
directly completed and returned to the researcher by the re-
spondents., Completion of the questionnaire required an
average of eight or ten minutes. From among all the parti-
cipants in the eleven classes only two refused to complete
the questionnaire, A total of 291 questionnaires were com-

pleted of which 218 contained usable responses, anrd 73
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contained some degree of nonresponse., Six of the 73 ques-
tionnaires were less than one-half completed. Twenty-two
questionnaires involved one or two instances of nonresponse
on attitude scale items only. The remaining forty-five
questionnaires involved nonresponse on questions pertaining
to time served, collective bargaining category, and rank.,
The bulk of the nonresponse occurred at the end of the
questionnaire, and thus may have resulted from a lack of
interest in completing the questionnaire rather than from

a refusal to complete or an inability to understand certain
items. An examination of the distribution of nonresponse
yielded no evidence that it is systematic with respect

to particular variables such as rark or collective bargaining
category, or with respect to any particular attitude scale
items, and therefore it is probable that no bias resulted
from the nonresponse,

Another area requiring consideration is the effect
the training seminar may have had on responses to the
attitude scale. The material covered during the three one-
half day sessions attenced prior to completing the question-
naire comprised a comprehensive discussion of specific
managemer:t functions and skills the enrollees should
ur.derstand and master in performing as supervisors, Specific
areas covered were planning the work of subordinates in accord
witn departmental objectives, organization of work, development
of tesm worx, tne celiccolon, GuveiGpiicni, and applarsual Ul
suvordinates, directing and veilng responsible for tne work of

suvordinates, controlling and wmonitoring the work of sulordinates,
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declsion=-making, comaunicaiing with suvordinates, and leader-
ship styles., This suvnject natter was not detailed in terms

of specific operating vrocedures, disciplinary and control
wechanis s, or various aspects of wages, hours, and other
conditions of ewmployment, and thus none of the specitfic

issues contaired in the attitude scale were ciscussed in the
seminar, However, the material emphasized that the super=-
visor is a responsible member of management with certain
importart functions to perform, and that a consistent open,
accessible supervisor can be an effective leader., This
material may have increased the respordents agrecment with

the importance of management functions and styles, and thereby
may have reduced the variability in the level of agreement
with management on the attitude scale items invelving discipline
and management discretion. This reduction in variability
could reduce the magnitude and significance of regression

coefficients associated with the independent variables.
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RESULTS

Perfcrmance of the Attitude Scale

In order to determine the ability of any attitude
scale to perform reliably in its measurement function, it is
recommended that the instrument be produced in two equivalent
forms, and that the two forms be administered sequentially
to one group of respondents and compared through a correla-
tion of the scores resulting from each administration.1 If
the two forms of the scale produce sufficiently correlated
scores, the assessment that the scale is reliable can be made.,

In this instance two full length forms of the scale
are not available and therefore resort is made to the split -
half procedure of assessing reliability; the split-half pro-
cedure involves correlating the scores produced by randomly
determined halves of the scale and applying the Brown-Spearman
formula to determine the reliability of the entire scale.2
Use of this procedure produces a correlation coefficient of
.621 and a Brown-Spearman reliability coefficient of .765

which, though not remarkably high, is acceptable in that it

1McNemar, Quinn, Psychological Statistics, 1969, P. 156,
2

Ibid., P. 156,
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falls within the general range discussed by Allan L. Edwards
as being typically produced by scales developed with the
summated ratings method.3

Another property of the scale that provides an
assessment of its performance is a "t" test of the signifi-
cance of the difference between the mean scores on each
attitude statement produced by those respondents producing
the highest and lowest total scores on the scale. The t
value for each scale item is reported in Table 1. These
statistics are based on the item responses of the 120 re-
spondents that produced the sixty highest and the sixty

lowest total scores on the twenty-five item scale,

TABLE 1. Analysis of Scale Items

(n = 120)

Statement Number* t Value Statement Number t Value
3 5,22 20 7.26
4 5.76 21 7,47
5 3.05 22 5.67
6 4,02 23 2.11
7 1.53 24 5.17
8 4,66 25 L,81
9 3,22 26 €.27

12 3.61 28 8,12
13 3,06 29 9.88
15 2.92 30 8.18
17 7.40 31 11,72
18 5,48 32 3.35
19 7437

*¥ As numbered in Appendix C.

3Edwards, A.L
1

. r Technigues of Attitude_Scale Construction,
p. Cit., P.

é1.



Lne only abtitude stavement failing to procuce a
t value oi at least 1.75, ©the Iiinlmum acceptavle vaue  ug-
gested Ly Lawzrds, s 1tem nuwnoer seven, Also, all items
exceul nuncicrs seven, Iifteen, and tweniy-three produce
t values in excess of 3,0C., 1t should be noted that the
three statenents seilecied by relaxXing tne decision rule
from t> 1.°5 10 t> 1.30 gare tre three items numver five,
gix and seven respectively, 1in Tavle 1, Items five and six
performed well procucing t values in excess of 3,00 and
4,00 respectively., ‘Qne data precented in Tavle 1 cemon-
strate that, excepl or 1lilewm numser seven, the scale is
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variatles has the purpcse of isolating and controlling
effects extraneous to the objectives of this study that
may interfere with an assessment of the relationship
between attitude score and collective targaining category.
Frior to the analysis the data was edited, coded,
and transferred from the questionnaire forms to data pro-
cessing cards., In particular, it should be noted that no
apparent difficulty on the part of the respondents in
answering questions eleven and twelve concerned with col-
lective vargalining category placement was detectea during
the editlig pnace Or Lhe Lues(ior.aire adoinistracion poase
Ui LhEe research,
. or purpeses of re.erence detinition of the col-
lective vargaining categories is reiterated as follows:
Category 1., Supervisors and rank and file police
officers represenied in the same unit
by the same organization,
Category 2. Supervisors and rank and file police
officers represented in separate units
by tne same organization,
Category 3. Supervisors represented separately
by an orgarization that represents
rank and f'ile personnel only in
other Jjurisdictions.,
Category 4. Supervisors represented separately
by an organization that does not re-
present rank and file personnel in any
Jurisdiction.

Category 5. Supervisors receiving no representation.



ine relatioronip tetweern rang ard collective var-
irning category is vrewzcernied in lacle 2 in terss ol a chl

square analiycis,

S T I SR Yt e ey prer vr PR
LALLLL 2o wilil :)‘f;qcilt: g Ur 1X, CQLJCL()Idr Ve lanng
w el ear Z A.l_l Luner RYSTRRNS]
el CLES L lbiiuenClLless
Aciusl  rr¥pectec  Actuszsl  Frupectied  Toitals

(@]

atesory 1 %3 L, 12 0 Con b
Category 2 2 21.43 i 557 <

Category “ 1 20, 30 ¢ 7otk >

(o3
\

'
\

Cate=ory 4 n TR LR 1 5,76 o

U
l:ﬂ
n
Y
"
=
D
.

Cavegory

10

rotal 175 173400 Ly Lg,ce 217

1l

egrees ol -reedom = 4 P 2G,
“Co hilwccj o Z¢ Lieutenarts, 4 Caplaln
nd vy Cniers,

* L

o

As denonstratiec oy tlne datla in Tavie 2, the rela-
tionship cetween ranix and collective bargalqing category is
suvstantial, 7Tne irequency vreakdown inaicates that super-
vicors avove lne rank oi serzeant have a sircong tendency for
placement in categories lour and five ard that sergeants
nave a strong tendency ior placemenrt in categories orne and
two,. bach achieves approximate comparacility vetbween actual

and expccted :reguencics in category three,



In view of this eviderce of association tetween rank
arnd collective bargaining category, the effects of rank are
controlled in the analysis of the relationship between
attitude score and collective bargaining category by limiting
the principal analysis to the responses of sergeants. This'’
reduction in scope will not materially reduce the value of
the research because sergeants comprise the first line of
supervision which in any organization is an especially crit-
ical factor in the management of personnel.

The finding of a relationship between rank and
attitude score is of value as a demonstration of the scale's
validity. Folice rank is correlated with attitude score

as presented in Table 3.

TAZLE 3. Correlations Between Rank and Attitude Score

n = 212)

Rank r
Serceant -.34
Lieutenant .19
Captain 14
Assistant Chief .09

The values 1in Table 3 suggest there is some moderate positive
correlation with all ranks above sergeant and a negative
correlation with the rank of serpeant.

A t test of the significance of the difference

between the mean score for sergeants and the mean score for



atx

sieniiicunt at

5.1

using attitude score as

tne incependent vuriable

and lne hijher ranxks,
ol 27.5 sicnilicant

witn Tne

tinary specitications for caterories (1),

Lnicse avove lne rani

a<

control varianles

oo

sergeant produces a t vaiue cof

imple regression

<

equation

tne deverdent variatle and rank as

del’red
1 NS J
oCcucoes an 1

available

as a vinary

117

Ausmenting

for all

(2

produces tne resulte contained in Tavle 4,

[62]
'_.J

[}
(@]

Atiltace Sccere

(n = 21.

regression Analvsis ol the

igrnifican® corificient cn rank 1s eviaence

Lfects

e B
“ ol

ior ALl nanias

between sergeant

and an  ratio
this ecuation

rarks and with
by (3) ard (4)

The highly

that the attitude

ale 1s meonsuring ¢iflerences assoclaled witn rank,

of Rarik on

Variguvlie

HELTESS 10

coel

icient

otanear

Error

d Sligniticance
Level

Sergeant
Category
Category
catesory
Caterzory
Lept. size

(lo. of

LW DS

svorn of.,)

n.onihs served
AS supervisor
As ranc and flle

- e U
-3-32
-1.41
-1.21
- L
o _<
SULUL
- v‘a\'lb

. \-’Ur/

n

BANS

[ASIAVIN o]
L]

O\

DN N

L] L]

wmhou N
N\

Lo s
AVAVAVES:

.z

CuUl

LCCOS
. C5C
S

. )'u-‘,

. D\/“l
02

. 540

-

. b.]_’/
e 575




~

Arialysis of the Control Varigbles Cther Than Rank

Tne control variables that remain to be examined
are age, education, department cize and time served in super-
visory and rank and file capacities., Examinaticn of these
variables will vbe restricted to the responses of sergeants.
Table 5 contains the simple correlations for these variables

and collective barzaining category.

TAZLE 5., Correlations tetween Category and Control Variables
For Sergeants

(n = 173)

Collective Super- Iionsuper-
Sargaining Edu- Dept. visory visory
Category Are cation Size Time Time
Category 1 2L - 14 -2 .09 .13
Category 2 -009 -.09 -.22 -008 -|O7
Category 3 o Ol -. 04 ~.12 o2 .02
Category “‘ -021 -009 035 —016 -012
Category 5 -006 -(J“q’ 031 -clo -ool

Overall, the largest coefficients observed are moderate in
magnitude, There is a moderate correlation between age
and Category 1 and 4, with those in category 1 tending to
ve older and those in category 4 tending to be younger.
There are no noteworthy correlations between education and
category except for the slight tendency tor those in cate=-

gory 1 to have fewer months of education, There are moderate
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correlations veiween cepariment slize ana all calepories ex-
cept category 3. valegories 4% and 5 tend to be correlated
with larger departinents and catecories 1 and 2 witn smaller
departuents, 1ne correlation for time served as a supervisor
suggest a slignt tendency for supervisor: 1o have served a
relatively shorter period oi time ior category 4, arnd a rela-
tively greater perioa for category 3. About the same corre-
lations are ouserved ior total time served wnhicn in adaitlion,
shows a slignt tendency :or greater magniltude 1. category 1.
40 notavie correiravions are ouvserved for nensupervisory
tlme served, Cverail, tnere is wodest evicence tnat in
category & tnere is a tencency ifor tne aepartments to be
larger and staiied vy yournger o.iicers who have served less
time, Cailegory 1 tends to e cowmprisgel ot smaller departmernts
stai:ed Ly oider o'llcers with relatively less ecducation who
nave served longer periocs of time, Category < also tends
to e conprised o guwaiicr departwents wnilie category 5 lencs
to ve made up 0 larger uepdaruménis., 411 should ve noted
nowever, that thece correlations are mouest,

cAaminatlon or the mean, range and standard devia-
tion for each variacle snourd provice an ludication of tne

-
I

representativencss of

4
I
1S

the sample on inese variavles. Table
contains sucii descriptive statistics for each variable. The
values suggest falriy normal distrivutions for age and edu-
catlion, Departuent size 1s distriouted witn a large nunver

of oUservations oelow vie mean and a swall number o7 Very

large departuments,
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Attituue score was distriouted among sergeants as

descrived in Taule 7

[



TABLE 7. Distribution of Attitude Score Among Sergeants

(n = 173)
Range Standard
¥inimum maximum mean Deviation
L 77 36.0 10.8

The observed distribtution is sufficiently broad to enable
detection of associations that may exist between attitude
score and any of the independent variables.

Regression analysis was used to assess the presence
of a relationship between collective bargaining category and
attitude score., The equation specified attitude score as a
function of category and the several control variables. The
results contained in Table & indicate that the equation and
the constituent independent variables have virtually no
explanatory value, DNeither the overall equation nor any of
the coefficients demonstrated satisfactory statistical sig-
nificance, though several exhivited the expected sign. The
low significance level for the equation is evidence that
the equatiorni as a whole has no explanatory value. The low
significance level attained for each of the coefficients is
evidence that none of the independent variavles individually
possesses any explanatory value., Lhus wiin regacrua To seoi=
feailo L€ Bu.pl€ [LOVIAES NO €Vilci.Cb LIAL Cculieclive bar-
galning categury 1isg related to difierences in attitude score,
note that category 5 is excluded from the equation, and thus

automatically has a coefficient of 0. A further test of the



hypothesis that tihere is no difference in attitude score
among sergeants in the different categories can be based on
a direct comparison between the two categories with the most
divergent coefficients., An F test of the significance of
the difference betweern the coefiicients for categories 1

and 4 produced an F ratio of 3.1% significant at a< ,076.
This difference does not attain a satisfactory level of
significance and thus fails to provide evidence that collec~
tive bargaining category is related to differences in

attitude score.

TABLE &. Regression Analysis of tne Effects of Category
on Attitude Score Among Sergeants

(n =173)
Regression Standard Significance
Variable Coefficient Error Level

Category 1 . -3,54 2.43 .12
Category 2 -2.18 2.77 43
Category 3 - .15 2.60 <95
Category 4 2,35 5,03 43
Age (months) -,0005 .02 .97
Education (months) -.03 .05 «59

(No., of sworn off.)
Months served

as supervisor -.02 .03 49

as rank and file -.007 .02 .74
R® = .035 F = .65, o< .75

A separate regression analysis was conducted on the
responses of the sample of lieutenants. This sample included
25, with none in categories 1 and 2, 4 in category 3, 10 in

category 4, and 11 in category 5. The eqguation specified



attitude score as a function of category, department size,
months served as a supervisor, and months served as a rank

and file officer., The results are presented in Tavle 9.

TASLE 9, Regression Analysis of the Effects of Category
on Attitude Score Among Lieutenants,

(n = 25)
Regression Standard Significance
Variable Coefficient Errcr Level
Category 3 =23,5 8.18 .009
Category &4 -14,9 5.71 .017
Dept., Size 005 . 001 .001
(No. sworn off,)
ionths served
as supervisor .02 .07 754
as rank and file - W14 06 .029

R® = ,527 F = 4,23, o < ,00Y

Tne F ratio attained was highly significant, and the equation
was able to account for avout 53% of the variation in attitude
score in the sample, Each coefficient, except that for months
served as a supervisor, attained a high level of significance,
Category 5 is excluded from tne equation and therefore has

a coefficient of zero., Kelative to category 5 placement in
categories 3 and 4 result in a sharp drop in attitude score.
An increase in department glze of 100 officers results in

an increase in score of one-half point, Finally, an increase
of 10 months in time served as a rank and fil officer results

ir. a Jecrease in score of 1.4 points, These results are cvi-

R

cence tral collcetive raryalring coiegory end cevueir. of e

clher lncepcnvens voriatlor cpeciiled in ilhie couallon sre ol nh.l-

~

. I e m
CalLiy reravwidl

o it erroces In attlitude ecore among lieutenants.
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CCHNCLUSIONS AND RECOMLENDATICNS

The purpose of this study was to assess the relation-
ship between police supervisor identification with management
and police supervisor representation, The dependent
variavle "identification with management" was defined in
terms otf an attitude score based on a measure of agreement
with the anticipated management position on selected collec-
tive bargaining issues. The independent variable, "represen-
tation of police supervisors", was defined in terms of collec-
tive bargainin, category placement.

rlior to stating conclusions about the results

Lagl

reco¢nition shoui” ¥~ rude o the li.iiasiions iwpored cy
vhe uze in thio study of nor=-ra dom rorpling techniques,
trecize statistical inferences to the population cannot te
macde, Also, the maring ci ir.oa-statistical generalizations
about tiic jopulation is limited by the fact that the bvasis
for respondent participation in the supervisor development
seminars cannot be known, Thus it cannot be determined if
the sample 1s composed of a representative cross-section
of the departments involved, or if its composition was
determined by a biased selection procedure, Apart from
these limitations it is worthy of note that the troad
distribution of attitude score in the sample should permit

cetection of ary existing assoclation between attitude score



and collective bargaining category.

Concerning the validity of the attitude scale, the
positive relationship between rank and attitude score en=-
courages the conclusion that the scale is effectively
measuring identification with management, because, as defined
and measured, identification with management should be
positively correlated with rank. This conclusion is further
encouraged wnen viewed in combination with the actual
composition of the scale items and the reliability coeffi-
cient. Also, the scale was developed with the use of a
pretest group separate from the study group, and thus it
has demonstrated discriminatory atility in two separate groups.

The major conclusions of this research are twofold.
First, on the basis of the data provided by the sample of
sergeants there is no evidence that the receipt of collective
bargaining representation by sergeants results in a reduction
in their agreement with the anticipated management position
on selected collective bargaining issues, Second, there is
no evidence of a difference in agreement with the anticipated
management position among sergeants who receive different
types of representation, This finding of no effects among
sergeants attrioutable to representation is supported by the
reliability and validity of the scale, because, though the
scale fails to detect representation effects it doesdetect
the effects of rank. Thus, there is evidence that a failure
to detect representation effects is not attributable to lack
of competency in the scale, The findings with regard to

sergeants should be viewed as tentative because the sample,



NOT Lfiig, ranuonly detertaned, uigy 0L ve represeriative of
ne popuraiiorn.

Tie resulls alilazired for lieutenants provide sig-
nificant cviaence tihat a reaucticn irn acsreement wlin the

antlicipatcd mana:esent posiiicn on corlective vargaining

igoueg may occur anorng lleutenants asx a result of receiving

J

colleciive varsalning repregentation, However, at vest tnis
conclusion must ne tentative becuause tre sample of lieutlenants
was very sinail ana was not determianed with randown sampling
proceaures, A1s50, there is the possiovility trat ihe attituce
scores oi the lleutenancs 1n categories 5 and 4, rather than
reilecling lne eiiecils . colileciive vargainling representation

aused llose

C

were wvasea on attlituaes tnatl in tuae Iirst place
lieutenanits 1o seeg coulleciive vargalining representation,

wich regara to cergeants the major conclugiors oW
tnis researcr indicate the currenti wmichigan policy of allowling
represceniation oi suapervisors in separate bargaining unitis
does not contriocute tu a recuction 1n identiiication with
management, 1he ouserved dlifercnces 1in score must ce
attricvuiaile to oiner varlavies, «1in regurd to lileutlenanis,
the conclusions, though tentative, inailcate the policy of
allowning supervisor reprecentation may result in suuvstancvial
decrease in identiiication with manasement,

secadse of tne potential importance of these findings
1o legislative arc aduministratlve policy determinations, it
is recommended ihat tney ve tested lnroush a study vased on
a large randomly deternined sample of police supervisors,

The cample ghould incluae rarge nuncers from all ranss olf



a1

suvervicors so tnat evicence of dilierences veuoween nigner

and 1OWEY rarns Lay oe auduced, urtnermore, general applica-
ciliuy of ilhnese T'incings snould ce veriivied througn a study
irciuaing supervisors irom several puolic sectlor occupations
olher thar police,

cinally, 1t snoula ve notea thao thisstudy was
concerned cnly wiin the vossicic effects o represerntation on

SULrervisors

atiitudes, nowever, ihe ultimate coiicern is
with how representation rnay aifect supervisory periornarice,
Therefore, “uture studlies should invesiigate the relatioreship

vetween supervisor collective bargaining representation and

supervisor renavior,
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APPERDIX A

ISSUES USED FOR CONSTRUCTION OF ATTITUDE STATEMENTS



Arrbinbis A

155ves usko UR CULSTRJUCTION CF ATTITUDE STATEMENTS

Salary level

Salary steps

Salary differentials
Shift differentials
Fensions

Paid lunch period
Paid roli call

Paid court duty

Paid standby duty
Paid overtime

Pay for uniform costs
Pay for weapon costs
Outside employment
Probationary period
Use of seniority
Order of layoffs

Work scheduling
Requiring notice for changes
Use of a fourth shift
Length of work day

Length of work week



APPENDIX B

PRETEST QUESTIONNAIRE
AN
PRETEST RESULTS



A research group in the School of Lavor and Industrial
Relations at wmichigan State University is in the process of
studying the attitudes of police officers toward working
conditions and emoloyment relations in police departments,

Several hundred questionnzsires will ve completed by
police officers from a large number of police departments.
o ouestlonnaire will te studied individually; all will be
combined into aggregate tavles for analysis.

lleither the police management nor anyone else in your
depariment will ever see your completed questionnaire or
have access in any way to the answers you as an individual
give,

Your cooperation in answering all of the questions will
be very much appreciated,

With many thanks,

nent wmurrmann
Research Assistant
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Research Survey

A research group in The School of Labor and Industrial Relations
at Michigan State University is in the process of studying the attitudes
of police officers toward working conditions and employment relations in

police departments.

Several hundred questionnaires will be completed by police
officers from a large number of police departments. No questionnaire
will be studied individually; all will be combined into aggregate
tables for analysis.

Neither the police management nor anyone else in your department
will ever see your completed questionnaire or have access in any way
to the answers you as an individual give.

Your cooperation in answering all of the questions will be very
much appreciated.

With many thanks,

VA8 9,

Kent Murrmann
Research Assistant



Below are some statements which describe how police officers might feel
about their working conditions and other employment matters. Some of the
statements will request you to indicate your agreement or disagreement. For
each such statement please put a check (V) in the space showing whether you:

SA = strongly agree

A = agree somewhat

N = neither agree or disagree
D = disagree somewhat

SD = strongly disagree

Check one and only one answer for each statement. Tell how you personally
feel.

When layoffs of police personnel are required,
supervisors should not be allowed to displace
or bump patrolmen. ()XY )Y )y ) @

Length of service should be the most important
consideration in deciding which of two patrol-
men is promoted into a supervisory position. ()Y )Y ) )y (2

The police supervisor should be free to
change his men's work schedule as needed. (H)>CH)Y )Y )y ) (3

Extra patrolmen should be scheduled to
work during heavy crime hours. ()Y )Y o))y

Patrol cars should be manned by only one
patrolman unless special conditions require
the use of two man teams. (Y)Y )Y )y )y (3

Patrolmen should be entitled to receive pay or

compensatory time off at an overtime rate for

hours they are required to work in excess of

the regular work day. ()XY )Yy )

Patrolmen should be entitled to receive pay

or compensatory time off at an overtime rate

whenever required to do court duty during

their regular time off. ()Y CH) )Yy ey )y

Patrolmen should be entitled to receive pay or

compensatory time off at some fraction of the

regular rate of pay whenever required to be on

standby status. ()Y ) )Yy )y ) (8

A police supervisor should be free to transfer
patrolmen from one patrol area to another as
conditions require. (H>C)Y )Y ) o) (9



SA
Police departments should take action on
citizen complaints against police officers. ()
To discourage the improper use of sick leave, the
police department should arrange spot check home
visits to police officers off on sick leave. ()
Police officers who engage in strikes or other
job actions should be subject to discharge. ()
The pay of suspended police officers should be
withheld pending the outcome of an appeal
board hearing. ()

A police supervisor should place the interests
of his men above the interests of the department. ( )

In a police department in which the officers are
represented in collective bargaining by a union

or other employee association, the following
matters should be subject to collective bargaining:

The scheduling of working hours. ()
Length of lunch period. ()
Pay for standby duty. ()
Gun allowance. ()
Rules determining promotions. ()
Rules determining discipline. ()
Probationary period for new officers. )

The requirement that police officers wear
name tags. ()

Whether patrol should be performed by individual
patrolmen or by teams of two or more patrolmen. ()

The requirement that police officers reside with-
in the jurisdiction of their employment. ()

The maximum patrolman salary should be the
following percentage of the minimum sergeant's
salary: (Please check (V) one)

() 95% () 90% () 85% () 80% () 75%
( ) other, please specify .

A

()

N

()

)

SD

(10)

(11

(12)

(13

aw)

(15)
(16)
7
(18)
(19)
(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

2w)

(25)



There were no right or wrong answers to the questions you answered on the
previous pages; how you felt was the best answer. The remaining questions
are factual and have to do with such things as your employment history,
police rank, education, age, and the like.

Your answers to the factual questions are very important to the study.
Please answer as fully and correctly as you can. Your replies, like all
the rest of your answers, will be used confidentially in our research
project.

10.

Brployment Information

With what type of police department are you presently employed?

( ) City Police Department ( ) County Sheriff Department
( ) Township Department ( ) State Police
( ) other, please specify

What is the total number of officers employed by your present
employer? (Include all ranks of uniformed and plain clothes officers
and detectives.)

What is your present assignment?

( ) Patrol Bureau ( ) Detective Bureau ( ) other, please

specify
What is your present rank?
( ) Corporal ( ) Sergeant ( ) Lieutenant ( ) Captain ( ) Major
( ) Deputy Chief ( ) Chief ( ) other, please specify
How long have you held your present rank? years months

How long have you been employed as a police supervisor altogether?
years months

How long have you been employed as a police officer altogether?
(Include all ranks held.) years months

What is your age? years
How many years of formal education have you completed? Please circle.
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

What is your sex? ( ) male ( ) female



11.

12.

\r

Collective Bargaining Information

Are you a member of a union or other employee association?

( ) No If no, please proceed to question 12.
( ) Yes If yes, what is the name of the organization? Please check below.

( ) Fraternal Order of Police, Lodge Number

( ) Police Officers Association of Michigan, Local Number

( ) American Federation of State, County & Municipal Employees,
Local Number

( ) Service Employees International Union of North America,
Local Number

( ) Laborers International Union of North America, Local Nr.

( ) International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Local Number

( ) A local independent association not affiliated with any
of the above, please specify

( ) Other, please specify

( ) Do not know

Does this organization represent you in collective bargaining?

() No
( ) Yes

Does this same organization represent officers below the rank
of sergeant in your department in collective bargaining?

() No
() Yes

If yes, does this organization represent officers below the
rank of sergeant in your department in the same bargaining
unit (under the same contract) with you?

( ) No
( ) Yes

Does any union or other employee association you do not belong to
represent you in collective bargaining?

() No
() Yes

If yes, what is the name of this organization? Please refer to the
list of organizations in question 11.

Does this same organization represent officers below the rank of
sergeant in your department in collective bargaining?

() No
() Yes

If yes, does this organization represent officers below the rank of
sergeant in your department in the same bargaining unit (under the
same contract) with you?

( ) No
() Yes
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