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ABSTRACT 

THE COMPOS_ITION OF THE MANAGEMENT NEGOTIATING TEAM 

AS A DETERMINANT OF OHIO MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEE WAGE OUTCOMES 

Deborah D. Gross 

Master of Business Administration 

Youngstown State University, 1981 

The average citizen and his elected government rep­

resentatives have very little knowledge of the impact of 

public sector collective bargaining on their lives. Though 

there is no scarcity of material written about public sec·tor 

labor relations, there is a lack of empirically-based 

research concerning the effects of unionism and public 

employee wages. This information is especially relevant 

and urgent today when so many cities face financial disaster . 

In times of rapidly escalating costs, both for individuals 

as well as state and local governments, the need for addi­

tional data regarding determinants of public employee wages 

is obvious. Particularly important is better data regarding 

the wage impacts of variables within the scope of control 

of the public sector manager. 

The aim of this research project is to determine if 

the composition of the management negotiating team has an 

effect on the outcome of the union's wage demands. The 

literattire indicates that there is a relationship, but the 

supporting evidence is weak and tends to be anecdotal. We 
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will seek to test this alleged relationship using a sample 

of Ohio cities. Our observations will cover a period of 

four years during the mid-197Os. We will evaluate the 

compensation (wages plus fringe benefits) paid to police 

and firefighters. Our hypothesis is that higher union 

wages are a result of decentralized authority and dispersed 

power of the management negotiating team. 

Winston Churchill, in describing Russian foreign 

policy, called it "a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an 

enigma". The same description could be given to the pro­

cess of modern labor/management relations in many cit{es. 

This paper seeks to unravel some of the mystery by shedding 

light on how the makeup of the management negotiating team 

affects wage outcomes for municipal employees. Though many 

different factors contribute to the wages earned by public 

sector employees, this study will focus on the significance 

of policy variables, those over which management does have 

some control. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Problem 

In the United States, the municipal budgetary 

process has long been characterized by uncertainty. There 

are many reasons for this--legal constraints imposed by the 

state, limited or inadequate staff and resources, an explo­

sive rate of inflation, and fluctuating or inaccurate revenue 

estimates. 1 In the midst of all this confusion, a new factor 

has emerged, one that has far-reaching consequences for local 

governments--the rise of public employee unions. 

According to~ 1980 report by the Ohio Municipal 

League, union membership, both private and public sector, 

now stands at 22.8 million. Thi~ represents 26.6% of the 

total work force in the U.S. However, membership as a 

percentage of the total private work force is on the decline. 

2 The "new frontier" of unionism is the public sector. Nation-

wide, by 1976, one out of every three public employees 

1Richard C. Kearney, "Municipal Budgeting and 
Collective Bargaining: The Case of Iowa," Public Personnel 
Management, March/April 1980, p. 112 . 

. . 2ohio Municipal League, An Introduction to Ohio 
Municipal Labor Relations (Columous Ohio : Report ort:he 
League, 1980), p. 2. 
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belonged to an employee organization. In contrast, the pri­

vate sector had a membership rate of only one in four. 3 As 

of 1970, over 75% of all public employees worked for the 

approximately 90,000 separate state or local governments in 

4 the U.S. 

Over the years the role of the public sector employer 

has changed. Traditionally, governments have held a rather 

passive and paternalistic attitude towards employees. A 

century ago, governm~nt held full reign over all matters 

pertaining to wages, hours, and conditions of employment; 

labor issues were passed over in this unilateral decision­

making system. Generally, government employees had received 

appointments during the early "spoils systems" or were hired 

because of their expressed dedication to the community. 

Employees were expected to be untiring servants of the con­

stituency, and if that meant a lesser salary than their 

counterparts in the private sector, so be it. Such was "the 

price paid for job security and work value. 115 

3Felix A. Nigro and Lloyd G. Nigro, The New Public 
Personnel Administration (Itasca, Ill.: F. r.-Peacock 
Publishers, Inc., 1976), p. 11. 

~ichael H. Moskow and J. Joseph Loewenberg, 
Collective Bargaining in Public Employment, ed. Clifford 
Koziara (New York: Random House, Inc . ; 1970), p. 80. 

5Joseph D. Levesque, "Municipal Strike Planning: 
The Logistics of Allocating Resources," Public Administration 
Review, vol. 34, March/April 1974, p. 62. 
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The public sector did not break away from this 

authoritarian structure until about two decades ago. The 

state of Wisconsin led the way in 1959 with the first legis­

lation requiring the public employer (in this case, municipal 

governments) to bargain collectively with public employees. 6 

Federal emplqyees were given the right to organize in 1962 

with the signing of President John Kennedy's Executive Order 

#1088. This order established a framework and process for 

collective bargaining, although the Wagner Act, twenty-seven 

_years previously, had established the principle that private 

sector employees should have the right to bargain collec-

. 1 7 t1.ve y. 

By 1979, all but eleven states had enacted statutes 

authorizing some sort of pub>.lic sector collective bargaining. 

Those which have not enacted statutes include Arizona, 

Arkansas, Colorado, Louisana, Mississippi, New Mexico, Ohio, 

South Carolina, Utah, Virginia, and West Virginia. 8 

Each of the states with statutes has handled public 

sector labor relations in its own way, resulting in a hodge­

podge of common law, executive orders, case law, attorney 

general opinions, municipal ordinances, and civil service 

rules. 9 For example, here in the midwest, state collective 

6Nigro and Nigro, p. 10. 

7 Levesque, p. 62. 

8
Ohio Municipal League, p. 6. 

9Ibid. 
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bargaining statutes cover nearly all municipal employees in 

Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin. Firefighters are singled 

out for collective bargaining in Illinois. In Ohio, state 

laws do not require the employer to confer with unions, but 

this lack of statute has not prevented Ohio localities from 

negotiating with employee organizations. s ·ection 4117. 01 

of the Ohio Revised Code states that these organizations 

have the right to express or communicate "a view, grievance, 

complaint, or opinion on any matter related to the condi­

tions or compensation of public employment"_lO 

What then exactly is collective bargaining? One 

source explains that a collective bargaining relationship 

"is one in which employer and employee representatives 

11 determine issues affecting employees". The Ohio Municipal 

League has a more descriptive explanation of collective 

bargaining: 

Collective bargaining is u·sually defined as a method­
i.e., a process of determining wages, hours, and 
conditions of employmen~ by the negotiation between 
representatives of the employer and union represent­
atives of the employees of a bargaining unit. This 
term may also be defined as a contest-i.e., a compet­
itive struggle between representatives of management 
and members of the work force. Anyone who is or will 
be personally involved in collective bargaining is 
well advised to consider it a contest.12 

. 10navid T. Stanley and Carole L. Cooper, Managing 
Local Government Under Union Pressure (Washington, D.C.: 
The Brookings Institution, 1972), p. 12. 

11 
Moskow and Loewenberg, p. 226. 

12 Oh · M · · 1 L 12 10 un1c1pa eague, p. . 
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This "contest" of collective bargaining is still a 

relatively recent phenomenon, but nevertheless an important 

one. Today employee compensation typically consumes 60%-90% 

of a city's total operating budget. The problems associated 

with such fiscal demands as well as the continued growth of 

unions, collective bargaining, and more aggressive union 

behavior has created unprecedented difficulties for govern­

ments on all levels. 13 There seems to be no end in sight, 

either. Public sector employees feel unionization gives 

them a measure of control over their hours, wages, and 

working conditions; it offers security and fellowship. 

Employees ·join unions for economic security, job satisfaction, 

grievance procedures and fair treatment, and will continue 

to do so. 14 Nigro and Nigro sum up the variety of reasons 

for joining unions into one basic explanation--the public 

employee's new conception of his role: 

He sees no reason why he should be expected to 
tolerate pay and working conditions inferior to 
those of comparable workers in the private sector. 
He wants to be treated with dignity, which means 
that he should have a voice in the determination of 
personnel policies. In the vast government machine, 
the union has proved an effective instrument for 
gaining such a voice.15 

13 
Stanley and Cooper, p. vii. 

14oh· M .. 1 L 12 io unicipa eague, p. . 

15
Nigro and Nigro, p. 11. 
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Public Versus Private Sector Employers 

A government's contract with its employees is simi­

lar in several respects to that of the private employer. 

Both shop in the employment market and must pay enough to 

obtain and keep qualified workers. Both the private and the 

public employer have to convince their workers to accept 

certain conditions and limitations--unusual hours, hazard­

ous or disagreeable duties, the keeping of employer secrets. 

Both types of employers are concerned with meeting basic 

human needs of security, recognition, affiliation, and 

advancement. 16 

Despite the similarities, there are many distinct 

differences between public and private sector employers. 

In fact, one could say public sector employment has many 

unique aspects that are important if one is to understand 

the collective bargaining process. 

In the first place, management. in the public sector 

is highly visible at most levels, according to Moskow and 

Loewenberg. The person ultimately responsible for labor 

relations in the public sector is undoubtedly an elected 

official. As such, this person is exposed to media exam­

ination and constant public interest. Plans and operations 

Of Publ . l'k 1 b · · 17 ic managers are i e y to e open to inspection. 

16 
Stanley and Cooper, p. 17. 

17 
Moskow and Loewenberg, p. 207. 



This contrasts vividly with the secrecy in which many pri­

vate organizations shroud themselves; the decision-making 

processes of the private employer often aren't known until 

after the fact, whereas the public watches the wheels of 

government grind on daily with the evening news. 

Another difference between public and private 

employers is the flow of authority. In the public sector, 

the people hold the authority and it flows upward to the 

elected representatives. Public managers then must be 

responsive directly to the people, but this is certainly 

not the case with private employers. Management is respon­

sible to the board of directors and stockholders, but not 

the community per se. Authority flows downward from the 

18 top. 

7 

Another important difference between public and 

pr_ivate employers is that labor relations has an economic 

foundation in industry but a political base in gove+nment. 

Stanley and Cooper tell us that the private employer must 

stay in business by selling sufficient gorids or services to 

pay his employees. Unions may make demands, but not usually 

to the extent that the employer is driven out of business or 

forced into sharp curtailment of operations. A strike is 

seen as a test of economic strength or "staying power" and 

is perfectly legal. 

18
Ibid. , p. 209. 

WII I IAM I= MAAr. 1 IRQA~V 
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Governments, however, must stay in business, not by 

selling goods, but by collecting sufficient taxes or fees 

from the public. Their . unions do not hesitate to make extra 

demands, demands which have to be paid for by the taxpayers 

(some of whom may also be city employees). When it occurs, 

a strike becomes a complex political issue involving public 

indignation over the illegal curtailment of services, pres­

sure on officials to settle quickly, sympathy for legitimate 

needs of public employees and problems associated with finan-

19 cing an agreement . 

. The organization of a private enterprise is basically 

for one purpose--maximizing profits. Although internal 

policy disputes may occur, the hierarchial structure of a 

business organization permits it to make final, binding 

decisions. Thus a private employer is more able to resist 

union demands than is a political subdivision. 

Public employ_ers, of course, are not profit oriented 

(though they must be concerned with operating efficiently). 

The public employer is in business to_ provide services for 

its taxpayers. When a labor dispute arises, the public 

sector can rarely present a united front due to the division 

f 20 0 power that characterizes state and local governments. 

19 
Stanley and Cooper, p. 19. 

U. 
20

Harry H. Wellington and Ralph K. Winter, Jr., The 
n1.or:is and the Cities (Washington, D.C.: The Brooking s 

Inst1.tution, 1971), p. 63. 
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This checks and balances structure dates back to around 1820 

and apparently sterns from the traditional American regard 

21 for the federal system. Wellington and Winter state that 

the "principle purpose of these structures seems to be to 

encourage division and weakness, or at least to prevent 

orninpotence 11
•
22 Though this divided allocation of power 

may be necessary in the public sector, it is obvious that 

such a system is not a planned part of the private sector. 

Therefore, labor/management relations in the public sector 

has a different character. 

This fragmentation of decision-making authority is 

one of the most significant differences between the public 

and private sectors, and is the major focus of this research 

study. The problem has been dealt with by a number of dif­

ferent authors whose findings will be summarized in the 

following section. 

21
Ibid, p. 20. 

22 Ib"d -2._, p. 21. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The review of the liteiature will include six 

sections with a summary in the final section. First, we 

will examine relevant literature about public sector col­

lective bargaining and what weaknesses are inherent in the 

findings. We will next look at specific research on the 

makeup of the negotiating team, focusing on the role of the 

chief executive, the role of city council, and the role of 

the specialist in negotiations. Various authors have vari­

ous reasons for · suggesting who · should sit on the management 

team, and we will examine some of these theories. The last 

section will briefly summarize our review of the literature. 

Weaknesses in. the Relevant Literature 

As stated above, it is a simple matter to obtain 

literature on the· subject of public sector unionism. Judging 

by the number of volumes published, and the number of times 

periodicals and newspapers deal with the topic, public sector 

labor relations is a very popular issue. Because this topic 

is written about so frequently, it is logical to assume that 

much has been "done" in this area, that many answers to labor 

relations questions exist. This unfortunately is not so. 

Though there i· . f 1 s no scarcity o peop e willing to philosophize 



on public sector unionism, there is a great scarcity of 

empirically based research in the field. 

The research that does exist approaches the topic 

in a variety of ways. One common assumption held by many 

authorities is that unions probably do "contribute posi-

11 

23 tively" to employee wages. Although the precise magnitude 

of this influence is difficult to judge, Methe and Perry 

make this assertion after reviewing research done by twenty 

different authors from the period of the 1960s and early 

1970s. Smith and Lyons feel that the wage differential for 

union and non-union government employees is not very large. 

According to their findings, the average "union impact" on 

salary increases appears to be about 5%. 24 

Taking this factor into account, there are numerous 

other variables that may explain the relationship between 

unionization and public sector wage expenditures. Bent and 

Reeves . indicate that . the wage rate for public employees is 

determined "by the interplay of a host of labor-market 

variables 11
•
25 Each market siiuation is influericed by 

23
David T. Methe and James L. Perry, "The Impacts of 

Collective Bargaining on Local Government Services: A Review 
~f Research," Public Administration Review, vol. 4, July/ 
ugust 1980, p. 369. 

Fi 
24

Russell L. Smith and William Lyons, "The Impact of 
Amre_Fighter Unionization on Wages a nd Working Hours in 
Noer1.

10
can Cities," Publ•ic Admi nistration Review, no. 6, 

v. ec . 1980, p. 568. 
25 

B .. Alan E. Bent and T. Zane Reeves, Collective 
i'r9a1.n1.n_g in the Public Sector (Menlo Park, Cal.: 

enJamin/Cummings Publishing Co., 1978), p. 19~. 
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variables unique to it. Some of the important factors 

listed by the authors include government policy making, 

lack of competition from the private sector, ability and/or 

willingness of a governmental unit to pay, spillover effects, 

and the presence or absence of monopsony (a buyer monopoly). 26 

Smith and Lyons' study of firefighters states that importa~t 

independent variables to be considered include employee 

supply, extent of unionization, city government form (mayor/ 

council, city manager/council, etc.), demand for services, 

and ability of cities to pay. 27 Wellington and Winter are · 

also concerned with the extent to unionization; other rele­

vant factors include size of the city, number of employees 

·who are. potential union members, homogenity of the political 

entity's population, attitude of the community towards 

collective bargaining, and lastly, the nature and history of 

the bargaining relationship (militancy, for ·example) . 28 

Some problems exist with these and other variables 

that have been studied. Most of them cannot be quanti{ied. 

Many of them are ahstract--ability to pay, extent of unioni­

zation, community attitude towards collective bargaining, 

etc. Each researcher has defined the variables in his or 

her. own way so that the generalizability of some of these 

studies is in question. Ehrenberg and Goldstein assert that 

26
Ibid., p. 106. 

27S . h mit and Lyons, p. 569. 
28 . 

Wellington and Winter, p. 57. 



much of the literature on public sector labor relations 

consists of "anecdotal evidence, unsupported assertion, and 

1 l • • II 29 oose genera ization . 

13 

Likewise, Guzell, in his review of pertinent litera­

ture from 1960-1979, lists general weaknesses often found. 

Among the more important deficiencies noted are a severe lack 

of primary data, findings based upon a single year or findings 

based on the nation's largest cities only, use of salaries 

alone as a dependent variable, ignoring fringe benefits, the 

failure to adequately deal with indirect wage effects (spill­

overs), · and the exclusion of "intuitively significant" 

variables such as local labor history, local bargaining 

d . 30 
or inances, etc. 

In one part of his study, Guzell gives a list of 

twenty-four variables frequently used to explain public sector 

wage variations , some of which have already been cited. "The · 

outstanding feature which all these variables share (in 

addition to low explanatory power) is their near-complete 

lack of policy relevance. 1131 Variables such as ability 

29
Ronald H. Enrenberg and Gerald S. Goldstein, "A 

Model of Public Sector Page Determination," in Public Sector 
~abor Relations by David Lewin, Peter Feuille, Thomas Kochan 
n.p.: Thomas Horton and Daughters, 1977), p. 379 . 

88 

3
~Stanley D. Guzell, Jr., "Municipal Bargaining Laws 

(Ph Dete:minants of Municipal Public Employee Wages in Ohio" 
pp."D·21:~~~rtation, Unive:rsity of Pi ttsburgh, 1980), 

31~-' p . 14. 



of a city to pay or extent of unionism are factors which 

cannot be modi f ied by administrators . Public management 

personnel d~siring to k now how best to bargain with local 

unions need to understand the variety and complexity of 

relevant factors, as well as the fact that they can do 

little about a substantial proportion of them. 

14 

In contrast, the makeup of the management negotiating 

team is a policy variable over which there can be some con­

trol. If specific negotiators or combinations of negotiators 

could be shown to have systematic effects on union wage out-· 

comes, management might be able to avail itself of this 

information to bargain more effectively with public sector 

unions. Admittedly, the composition of the negotiation team 

may play a minor role in the outcome of union wage demands. 

However, a little control over a minor variable is more 

relevant to decision-making than no control over a major one. 

Research on the Management Negotiating Team 

Keeping in mind the previously mentioned inadequa ­

cies, we turn our attention to the variety of authors who 

have written about the composition of the management nego­

tiating team. One does not have to read extensively on the 

subject before discerning that there are many contradictions 

in the 11.· tera.ture. Th · · 1 h ere 1.s no uni.versa agreement on w o 

should part1.· c1.· pate 1· r1 t l'e t · t · B , ma n agemen negot1a ions. ecause 

of this lack of agreement db f h 1 an ecause o t ere a tive new-

ness of bl pu ic s ec tor un i o nism , the t ypical muni cipality 
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lacks the experience needed in handling public sector labor 

1 . 32 
re ations. 

According to a 1978 labor relations .report done for 

the Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinat~ng Agency, "there is 

no clear prevailing policy among Northeast Ohio cities as to 

whether the council or mayor should conduct negotiations. 33 

Furthermore, in the majority of cases, the mayor, council or 

both do conduct negotiations; in 8% of the cities surveyed, 

labor relations professionals or trained staff members were 

used. 34 

Lewin, Feuille and Kochan emphasized the lack of 

agreement in public sector labor relations: 

There is no objective formula by which a city govern­
ment can decide how much of a voice in labor relations 
matters shall be given to the mayor, the city council, 
the city attorney, the civil service commission, and 
so on.35 

While both the public and private sectors share the 

difficult problem of determining the bargaining unit, the . 

32 See, for example, Stanley and Cooper, p. 5 and 
Wellington and Winter, p. 47 . 

. . 
33

John Beeker, ''Practioner's Report: - Labor Relations 
P~licies and Practices Among Northeast Ohio Cities and 
Villa~es," Munici£al Labor Relations in . Northeast Ohio 
(p~eliminary version of unpublished thesis, Kent State 
University, February, 1978), p. 30. 

Public 
(n.p.°7 

34~-

35D 'd . avi Lewin, Peter Feuille, and Thomas Kochan, 
Sector Labor Relations: Analysis and Readings 

Thomas Horton and Daughters, 1977-)-,-p. 3. 



16 

public sector alone faces the frustrating question of which 

branch or branches of local government should represent 

management. 36 

Bent and Reeves tell us that who actually speaks for 

public sector management varies from jurisdiction to juris­

diction . Negotiations can be carried out by personnel 

officers, labor relations experts or a specific adminis­

trator. Sometimes even the civil service commission becomes 

. 1 d 37 invo ve . In . Kearney's 1980 study of Iowa cities, diverse 

approaches to composing a management team were noted, with 

the personnel director playing a leading role in most 

. . 38 communities. 

Several researchers have dealt with the effect of 

local government form on the structure of the management 

team. Burton explains that the dominance of the executive 

or legislative branch varies from city to city; this domi­

nance primarily depends on whether the city has a mayor/ 

council, council/manager, commission or some other form of 

government. The relative power of the executive or the 

legislative branches fluctuates within each of the forms of 

36
wellington and· Winter, p. 117. 

37 
Bent and Reeves, p. 57. 

38K . 
earney, p. 108. 



government. 39 Lyons and Smith assert that mayor/council 

cities are characterized by more "diffuse decision-making 

" h . f · 1; · · 4o structures tan is true or counci manager cities. 

17 

Wellington and Winter also deal with the different forms of 

government including the "strong mayor" and "weak mayor" 

form. In each government form, administrative authority 

rests with either the legislative or the chief executive 

(mayor or city manager). The commission plan is an excep­

tion to this, however, because in this form of government 

there is no separation of power; the commission both admin­

isters and legislates. 41 

Moskow and Loewenberg have concluded that the 

composition of the bargaining team varies according to the 

size of the city. The roles played by the members of the 

management team are determined by the power of the depart­

ments and the department head, the history of participation, 

and the relative strength of the chief official as well as 

h 1 . l 42 t e egis ature. 

39John Burton, "Local Government Bargaining and 
Management Structure," Industrial Relations, vol. II, 
May, 1972, p. 124. 

40Lyons and Smith, p. 570. 

41wellington and Winter, pp. 118-120. 

42 Moskow and Loewenberg, p. 108. 
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A 1980 report from the Ohio Municipal League sug­

gests that the size of the city's bargaining team should be 

held to a minimum. The only persons absolutely necessary 

are 1) a financial person who knows the city's fiscal affairs 

and how to cost-benefit proposals, and 2) a management/ 

supervisory person who understands the function of the mem­

bers of the bargaining unit. The city's legal advisor should 

be available whenever necessary, but is not required to be a 

b f h . . 43 mem er o t e negotiating team. 

Shaw and Clark sum up this lack of a unified approach 

to public sector bargaining: 

All too often the responsibility for collective bar­
gaining has not been fixed with any degree of certainty, 
a circumstance which promotes at least 2 unsatisfactory 
results. First, because responsibility for collective 
bargaining is not e xpl icitly a ss i gned, no individuals 
a re ascribed the spec i f ic obligation to promote and 
protect management's interests. Second, since labor 
relations is not recogniz·ed as a distinct function, 
the individual upon whom this responsibility is thrust 
is still expected to perform their normal duties, a 
situation which is often less than satisfactory. The 
need to establish labor relations as a separate func­
tion and to develop the competence of the individuals 
who ·staff this function must have a high priority if 
public employers expect to meet the challenge of 
militant unionism.44 

43oh· M · · 1 L 14 io unicipa eague, p. . 
44 . 

Pr . Lee C. Shaw and Theodore Clark, Jr., "The 
C !ctic~l Differences Between Public -and Private Sector 
a~ l~ctiv~ Bargaining," UCLA Law Review, vol. 19, 1972, · 
of ~ited in U.S. Department orTransportation, The Impact 
In u~§0 r-Management Relations on Productivity and Efficiency 
- ~~Transit (Was hington, D.C.: March, 1979), p. 78. 
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Role of the Chief Executive 

Again there is a divergenc e of opinion in the .liter­

ature as the appropriate role of the chief executive. Moskow 

and Loewenberg state that the mayor of a city is rarely on 

the municipal bargaining team, but may have a significant 

effect on negotiations anyway. 45 In Ohio , however, there 

are many cities in which the chief executive does serve as 

a member of the negotiating team. The likelihood of such a 

situation occurring increases as the city size decreases. 

The reasons for this are ' related to staff and fiscal limi­

tations . It is preferable, where possible, for the chief 

executive to remain away from the bargaining table as his 

presence "can distort" the bargaining process. 46 Pre sumably 

this means that the chief executive, by remaining outside 

the negotiations, can provide a more objective, unemotional 

appraisal of problems that come up. The chief executive 

does h ave the responsibilit y for putt i ng cdgethe r the bar­

gaining team and selecting a chief negotiator, if someone 

other than he is to be the group spokes~an. The goal of 

every chief executive should be to have a staff member that 

is a qualified negotiator on his staff. 47 

45 · 
Moskow and Loewenberg, p. 109 . 

46 
Beeker, p. 13. 

47~-
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Beeker also states that it is best that the chief 

executive delegate responsibility for bargaining to a trained 

staff member or outside consultant with labor relations 

experience. He goes on to say that the actual conduct of 

negotiations does fall within a mayor or city manager's 

·b· 1 · . 48 responsi 1 1t1es . 

Prevailing management opinion seems to be that the 

cpief executive should not be involved in all details of 

collective bargaining, but be available to contribute expert­

ise on fiscal and personnel problems. Holders of a different 

viewpoint point out, however, that if the chief e x ecutive is 

also the chief negotiator, there are some definite advantages. 

Questions can be answered quickly and authoritatively, · which 

saves time and avoids lower level maneuvering among various 

city offices. The chief executive can commit the government 

to decisions which are subject to review only by the legis­

lature.49 The fact that the chief executive is the onl y 

person with accountability to ·all citizens, lends additional 

support to his role in collective bargaining. 

Burton makes a strong case for assigning responsi­

bility to the executive rather than the legislative branch. 

Cities with only minor experience in bargaining with decen­

tralized authority have almost invariable reacted by 

48
Ibid., 39 - p. . 

'~9 
Stanley and Cooper, p. 55. 
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attempting to reduce the decentralization. The most impor­

tant factor which has lead to this centralization of authority 

within the executive is the "need to coordinate managements' 

• • 11 • 11 50 position on a issues 

Cities with the council/city manager form of govern­

ment vary in the amount of responsibility given to the city 

manager in collective bargaining. (In the city manager form 

of government, the manager is the chief administrative 

officer of the city, serving under the direction and super- · 

vision of council.) The city manager's role can range from 

that of chief negotiator to total non-involvement. However, 

since the city manager will be extensively involved in 

administering any collective bargaining agreement; it is 

necessary that he have effective input into the negotiation 

process. 51 In order to be effective, the need for competence 

(experience) in contract negotiations is needed. A city 

manager who is unfamiliar with the fundamentals of collec­

tive bargaining can seriously erode the city's position in 

negotiations. 52 

50 
Burton, p. 131. 

51 
1 

. Peter A. Veglahn and Stephen L . Hayford, "An 
t~vestigation into the City Manager's Role in the Collec-

1.ve Bargaining Process" Journal of Collective Negotiations, 
Vol. 5, 1976 , p. 290. ' 

52rb·d --2-_., p. 295. 
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Role of the City Council 

In many cities across the country, the city council 

is regularly involved in collective bargaining with union 

representatives seeking higher wages. Beeker's study of 

Northeast Ohio tells us that council members, being municipal 

policy makers, are in a good position to establish guidelines 

for settlement of a labor agreement. 53 The legislative 

branch has the final authority to legitimize a financial 

settlement, as they have ultimate responsibility for the 

f h . 54 resources o t e city. 

But according to the Ohio Municipal League, the fact 

that council is a maker of final decisions, makes it unwise 

for any council member to sit at the bargaining table. 

Council's role, both before and during negotiations, is to 

assist the city administration in development of financial 

guidelines and policy positions. If a council member actively 

participates in negotiations, it is likely that he or she 

will become the target of union attention in a strategy of 

"divide and conquer". There is also the possibility that 

involvement of council members can destroy the credibility 

and authority of the administrative staff. It can ensure 

that the unions, in an effort to play one side against 

53 
Beeker, p. 39. 

54 
Bent and Reeves, p. 57. 



another, will seek to involve the council in future 

. . 55 negotiations. 

Burton feels that it is desirable to take respon­

sibility for contract negotiations away from the city 

council and put it in the .hands of the executive branch. 

23 

The primary reason for this is that most legislators are 

part-time officials who lack both the time and skill needed 

to conduct negotiations; this means that council members are 

ineffective in the role of negotiator. Burton goes on to 

say that the reliance on city council members to represent 

the government in labor relations occurs primarily in 

municipalities that lack executive budgets and/or a chief 

. 56 
executive. 

As a possible solution to the power struggle between 

city council and the chief executive, Bent and Reeves suggest 

the formulation of a special bargaining team. This team 

would have the authority to speak for both the executive 

and legislative branches. It would facilitate planning 

since all parties could negotiate from authority. Further­

more the unions would · be prevented from their often used 

"d· · 57 1.v1.de and conquer" tactic. 

55 
Beeker, p. 12. 

56 
Burton, pp. 132-134. 

57 
Bent and Re 131 eves, p. . 
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Role of the Specialist 

Due to the complexities involved with deciding who 

should negotiate for management, more and more cities are 

deciding to avail themselves of the services of a specialist. 

This person may have various titles--director 0f labor 

relations, labor negotiator, etc. These chief negotiators 

may have a variety of backgrounds--they may come from city 

council, the city's personnel or law department, the labor 

movement, or private sector labor relations. In his capac­

ity as the city's chief negotiator, he may require assistance 

from various departments. The chief negotiator cannot be 

expected to know the details of every department's opera­

tions, and so must draw on the general knowledge of the head 

of each individual department, as well as the specialized 

knowledge of the finance, legal, and personnel departments. 58 

Stanley and Cooper concur with this supportive role of depart­

ment heads. Though they may sometimes be formal members of 

the city's negotiating .team, their most frequent role is to 

back up the management negotiators with information about 

the effects of changes in pay, fringe benefits and working 

conditions in their departments. 59 

The lack of collective bargaining experienc e on t ie 

part of many chief executives means that outside consult a n t a 

58 · 
Moskow and Loewenberg, p. 108. 

59 
Stanley and Cooper, p. 141. 
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with labor relations backgrounds are often being used. 

Veglahn and Hayford cite two areas in which outside expert­

ise is most helpful--1) helping management formulate and 

achieve its bargaining goal in highly complex or technical 

areas and 2) during the early stages of the city's collec­

tive bargaining experience. The extent of involvement of 

an outside negotiator is sometimes limited by the fact that 

as an outsider, the negotiator would lack knowledge of the 

bargaining priorities of the city and strategies necessary 

· for city officials to follow. 60 

The Ohio Municipal League Manual lists three options 

in the selection of a chief negotiator for the city--~ staff 

negotiator, a staff negotiator working with an outside 

consultant-advisor, or a professional consultant-negotiator 

from outside the city administration. No matter what the 

option is chosen, the League feels qualities of "integrity, 

candor, knowledge of labor relations and experience" are 

essential. 61 

Smaller cities can effectively use the services of 

one management negotiator, but in larger cities, an entire 

labor relations agency may be required. In either case, the 

aim is to centralize authority and therefore, develop expert­

ise in bargaining with the use of full-time personnel. 62 

60 · 
Veglahn and Hayford, p. 294. 

610h' io Municipal League, pp. 13-14. 
62 

Burton, p. 131. 



Dispersion of Power and 
Fragmentation of Authority 
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By now, it should be evident that one of the major 

differences between the public and private secto·rs lies in 

the area of fragmentation of decision-making authority and 

dispersion of power. "Unions complain about their inability 

to deal, as in private enterprise, directly with the source 

of 'yes' or 'no' final authority1163 , but the source of final 

authority is a complicated issue in the public sector. The 

source of decision-making in the public sector is unclear: 

This separation of powers among the executive, 
legislative, and judicial branches with each branch 
often having different functional responsibilities 
and often serving different ~lienteles makes it · 
difficult, if not impossible, to identify who speaks 
for management in collective bargaining ..... The 
vagueness about where the final authority in 
collective bargaining lies in government has fostered 
the practice of unions of circumventing management 
bargaining representatives .and appealing to other 
branches and/or levels of government to obtain 
bargaining advantages.64 

In the public sector, authority is diffused among 

levels . of government as well as within a single level of 

governrnent. 65 While this system of checks and balances is 

a necessary tool of government, it is a prime example of 

p . 
63 

John W. Macy, Jr., "The Role of Bargaining in the 

8ubl1.c Service" in Public Workers and Public Unions, ed. 

1;m
72

2) agoria (Englewood Cliffs, N. J-. -= - Prentice-Hall, Inc. , 
, p. 10 . 

64 
Bent and Reeves, p. 81. 

65 
Moskow and Loewenberg, p. 16. 
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the fragmentation of authority between the executive and 

legislative branches. 66 Although useful, the checks and 

balances system often makes collective bargaining difficult. 

Each government body is going to have different goals, be 

subject to different pressures, and have different perspec-

. · 1 b · 67 Wh f t t· tives on any given a or issue . en a con ron a ion 

arises (as in wage negotiations), the difficulty of 

presenting a united front to the union results from this 

fragmentation. Kochan points out this opportunity for unions 

to maneuver among and with the different segments of manage­

ment in the furtherance of union interests. Additionally, 

the dispersion of power and goal incompatibility men·tioned 

above leads to internal conflict for the management negotia­

ting team. This, too, can be beneficial to the unions. 68 

Both Burton and Lewin cite Los Angeles as a prime 

example of diffused authority. 69 In this city , the mayor and 

council set salaries for less than 60% of the city employees. 

Five to six different independent salary-setting authorities 

all have a voice in wage decisions--the chief administrative 

officer, the city council, the personnel corrnnittee, the 

Employee Relations Board, and the mayor. This situation is 

66 
Veglahn and Hayford, p. 290. 

67
Wellington and Wint~r. p. 121. 

68 
Kochan, pp. 90-99. 

69 
See Burton, p. 26 and Lewin, p. 153. 
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not unique to Los Angeles; a similar diffusion of authority 

exists in many large cities. 

A 1972 study by Kochan and Wheeler represents one of 

the first attempts to quantify wage and non-wage terms of 

union agreements. The authors chose 380 cities from .35 

states for the study and evaluated the relationship of wage 

and non-wage bargaining outcomes to environmental charac­

teristics, the bargaining process, and union/management 

organizational characteristics. Two findings are particu­

larly relevant to our study. First, the degree to which 

power was dispersed among management officials was examined. 

The expectation was that the more dispersed the power, the 

better the union's opportunity to achieve favorable out­

comes. This expectation was statistically confirmed. The 

second expectation which was researched was that the more 

power delegated to a single spokesman, the more effectively 

the city could resist union pressures. This expectation 

was strongly refuted by data with various explanations 

possible. "In essence, it appears to be a real source of 

power for the public employee union to deal with a knowl­

edgeable professional as a representative of management. 1170 

The results of the Kochan and Wheeler study indicated that 

70 
Coll . Thomas A. Kochan and Hoyt N. Wheeler, 
Out ective Bargaining· A Model and Analysis of 

comes II I d • 1 · Oct b , n ustria and Labor Relations, vol. 
o er, 1972, p. 58. -

"Municipal 
Bargaining 
29, 



management organizational characteristics had a stronger 

direct effect on wage outcomes than union tactics, such as 

political pressure and strikes. 

The issue of centralization of decision-making 

authority and urban mass transit is examined in a 1979 

government report by the Department of Transportation. 

29 

With regard to management structure, this study found that 

centralization of autho~ity in negotiations was · a necessary, 

but not sufficient, condition to achieve . organizational 

goals. The overall finding of this report has implications 

for those involved in efficient city administration: manage­

ment structure cannot be divorced from management policy.
71 

Summary of the Literature 

We have seen that the literature pertaining to who 

sits on the management negotiating team is diverse and often 

contradictory. Additionally, previous studies have a variety 

of weaknesses associated with them including a lack of 

empirical base, use of abstract variables that cannot be 

quantified and the lack of policy relevance. 

In the next chapter, we will seek to show the 

relevance of the variables chosen for this study, and how 

they are used to test our hypothesis. 

71 
Labor-M U.S. Department of Transportation, The Impact of 
Ii_ Urbaanagement Relations on Productivity and Efficiency 

d-i:tar~ ~ T:ansit, by James L. Perry, Harold L. Angle, 
e · Prittel. Washington, D.C., March, 1979, p. 88. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Source of Data 

The dependent variable, union wages, is secondary 

data adapted from published wage reports . The composition 

30 

of the management negotiating team is primary data originally 

collected during field research for Guzell's unpublished 

study ("Municipal Bargaining Laws as Determinants of Munic­

ipal Public Employee Wages in Ohio"), and amplified by the 

writer for this study. 

Following a preliminary mail survey of all 242 cities 

having a 1970 population of 5000 or more, Guzell conducted 

on-site interviews in 49 cities during 1978. Cities inter­

viewed were selected using the following criteria: 1) minimum 

population of 10,000, 2) the existence of a collective bar­

gaining ordinance or a survey report of "highly formalized 

labor relations" or 3) a population of over 100,000 whether 

or not the .conditions in category 2 were met. Semi-structured 

interviews were conducted in the office·s of various municipal 

officials.72 

Exhibit 3A. 

A copy of the interview form is shown in 

72 
Guzell, p. 74. 



EXHIBIT 3A 

• In"t.s i•,,::_~ •.; Foni 

Ci t"J I n terviewee 

Non-political Administrator? 

If so, dates of office, 

Ccmpo9i tion of the ':ypical 
~anagement negotiating team, 

Police 

Jate 

F!.refight. 't/ha t 3.!'8 t he union bargaining 
agent!'! f., r, Re!. c . _____ _ Other _____ _ 

Ha9 the city ever experienced 
any strike!'! ,:ir other j ob acti on9? 
Li3t groups, dates, i39Ues 

!s there a a9ual sequence to 
~argai..ing , or an crde r in ;1h.:.c!'l 
t r.a c i ~y w,ually settles ,,.:., th ":!'le 
;,ar-:i c ular groups? '1/hat :..:i it? 

( c:. "::/) 
~ow ~uch do you feel thi3 sta-:ement applias to -...,....-,---,-,--,,...,.,.-? 

•~age settlement percentaia9 negotiata d wit!'\ pol!~e / !!r2fi,hters 
tend to :e automatically extended -:o all other :mp:.0:;ees ." 

_not appl. __ strongly agr. --~enerally agr. _ge~. disagr , __ stron g , 
·;!is agree 

Co employees here ever participate indirectly or co ·,ertly in ;,olitic:il 
activi tie9? (lobbying, c::ak,:ng it lc."1own ·;1hich candicate9/laws they favor , e tc . ) 
----~lever ____ Rarely ____ Us•..tally ____ ;..lways 

Do employees here ever participate in overt poli-::ical acti•1i ties? 
(~ewspaper ads, sponsoring ref~rendums, public positions on i39ues, etc. ) 
----~ever ____ Rarely ____ Uaually ~lways 

:lees the city have a policy of ·;1age pari T:'J'? ','ihat ls :. t? 

Does anyone have fcr:nal r"lsponsibility ~or labor relatior.9? __ ':'es __ ~lo . 

I3 there anything else about ,.,hich I should ha•,e asked, or ab out ·-,hich :;au 
teal I should know more concerning bargaining or labor relaticns i~ genaral, 
nere in (ci t ·,) ? 

• 
Actual si-:.e used, 8'¼ x 14 

31 
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. In addition to the 49 interview cities, 14 other 

Ohio cities met the three criteria of size, legislation, or 

labor relations formali.ty, but were not visited by Guzell. 

This author was able to complete phone interviews with 7 

additional cities. In most cases, information was obtained 

from the mayor's office, but other city officials, such as 

city administrator, provided assistance also. The only 

information requested during these phone interviews was, 

"During the period of the mid-1970s, who generally s·at on 

the management negotiating team in wage negotiations with 

police and firefighters?" Combining the original interview 

cities and the subsequent ones resulted in a total sample of 

56 cities. A listing of these cities is included in Appen­

dex A. 

Preparation of the Variables 

The Dependent Variable 

The wage data used in this study has been adopted 

from the comprehensive wage variable developed by Guzell 

(see Appendix B); it includes salary plus fringe benefits 

for police and firefighters. The data was gathered from 

several different annual sources including, The l1unicipal 

!!arboo~. the Fraternal Order of Police Survey of Salaries 

!n!!, !'.!_orking Conditions 

Jmit~ States, and The 

of the Police Departments in 

International Association of 

the 



Firefighters, Annual Fire Department Salaries and Working 

Conditions Survey in the U.S. and Canada. 73 
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Each of these major sources collected their statis­

tics at different times of the year, and occasionally varied 

the timespan in which information was gathered. No one 

source included all the information needed, and city years 

were often missing from one source or another. It was, 

therefore, necessary to reconcile conflicting data, and it 

was done using . the following assumptions: 

1) a decrease in reported salary over that from the 
previous year was probably an error, 2) a sudden large 
increase for one year relative to other years probably 
disguised an overlapped intermediary year, and 3) when 
two sources differed by an amount equal to the increase 
in the Consumer Price Index for that year, the higher 
of the two numbers was accepted because it probably· 
reflected a cost-of-living adjustment that the other 
omitted ... Every attempt was made to match up salaries 74 and years in such a way that the three sources agreed. . 

The salary variable for both police and firefighters 

was calculated as the mid-point of the minimum and maximum 

entry levels. Modifications were made in order to standard­

ize fringe benefits and hours from city to city. Lastly, a 

"deflator-inflator value" was computed from the Consumer 

Price Index and used to convert all compensation for city 

employees into the 1967 dollar values. 75 

73~.' p; 8L~. 

74Ib. d 1 ., pp. 86-89. 

75S 
ee Guzell, Section 3C, pp. 87-98. 
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The Guzell study evaluated the years 1960 through 

1978. Since the period of the early 1960s, many changes 

have taken place in public sector labor relations (see 

Exhibit 3B). Cities have become more formalized in their 

bargaining with employees, and hopefully, have profited from 

experiences of other cities in conducting negotiations. If 

nothing else, we can assume that cities have determined, on 

a "trial and error basis", the most effective way to negoti­

ate wage contracts in their municipality. For these reasons, 

it was decided to focus the current study on the most recent 

years for which wage data had been analyzed. Two practical 

considerations also make this a desirabie approach. First, 

using more recent years helps to minimize missing wage data 

and second, the interviews concerning the negotiating team 

refer only to the period of the mid-1970s. Therefore, the 

years included in this study are 1975 through 1978. These 

four years for our sample of 56 cities give a total number 

of 224 observations for each of the two employee groups, 

police and firefighters. 

The Independent Variables -

The principal independent variablei of this study 

concern the power and the sources of authority of the 

lllanagement negotiating team. Power ~f the negotiators was 

llleasured by means of a ranking index with four categories, 

4 being- the h ighest (see Exhibit 3C). Each job position 

city administration was given a score of ·4, 3, 2, or 1. 



EXl:HBIT 3B 

Incidence of barga ining laws in effect in Ohio cities 1960-1978 
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EXHIBIT 3C 

POWER INDEX 

SCORE OF l~: 

Mayor 
City manager 
President of Council 
Director of Administration 

SCORE OF 3: 

SCORE OF 2: 

Department head 
Personnel director 
Safety/service director 
Budget director 
Finance director 
Auditor 
Law director/solicitor 
City attorney 

SCORE OF 1: 

Outside negotiator 

36 -

Council finance chairman 
Council member Labor relations specialist 
City administrative officer 
Mayor's representative 
City manager's representative 
Deputy mayor 
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These rankings of most to least powerful were based on job 

descriptions and duties found in Baldwin's Ohio Revised Code 

and Service and the Ohio Jurisprudence 3rd. From this index, 

two measures· of power were originally evaluated--Powerl, 

which was a total score for all members of the management 

negotiating team and Power2, a score for the single, most 

po·werful member of the team. Later, Powerl was recoded into 

fewer categories for purposes of analysis of variance. 

Power2 was also recoded in order to run analysis of variance 

procedures. The mean of Powerl was calculated and categor­

ized in order to obtain multiple regressions as well as 

analysis of variance. Appendix C shows these modified 

variables and how they were coded. 

The sources of authority of the management team is 

represented by the variable AUTH. It stands for the number 

of different areas of authority represented--legislative, 

executive, judicial, civil service commission, other elected 

official (such as City Solicitor), or outside negotiator/ 

sp:ecialist. 

Both power and authority are operationalized as 

stated in order to test the hypothesis for this study. It 

should be noted that many different conceptual definitions 

exist . Other measures may be equally valid, but the author 

has chosen to evaluate the power and authority of the negoti­

ating team in the manner explained above. Table 3 shows 
the 

variables and their recodings; this table is an abbre­

ated version of Appendix c. 



Name 

Powerl 

Power2 

PowerM 

PowerM2 

Auth 

38 

TABLE 3 

VARIABLES AND RECODINGS 

(Power and Authority Only) 

Description 

Total power score for 
the negotiating team 
(1 to 31) 

Score of the person 
with the highest 
power (1 to 4) 

Mean score for Powerl 

Mean score grouped into 
4 categories 

Number of different areas 
of authority (1 to 3) 

Recodings 

Powerl = PowerC 
(1 thru 4 = 1) 
(5 thru 8 = 2) 
(9 thru 12 = 3) 
(13 thru 31 = 4) 

Power 1 = PowerM 
mean scores 1.5 
thru 3.5 

Power2 = Power3 
(1 thru 3 = 1) 
(4 = 2) 
(Else = -1) 

PowerM = PowerM2 
(0 thru 1. 0 = 1) 
(1.1 thru 2.0 = 2) 
(2.1 thru 3.0 = 3) 
(3.1 thru 4.0 ~ 4) 
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Three variables from the Guzell study were used· as 

covariates in order to explain further variations in the 

data. None ·of these variables can be interpret~d as policy 

variables; none can be manipulated by city officials. These 

variables were selected based on their high correlation with 

union wages and their statistical significance. They include 

county value of housing, which Guzell found to be a good 

mea~ure of ability to pay; city population in 1970, used to 

control for city size; and job actions, a proxy for union 

power of city employees. The survey of the literature indi­

cates that these variables (or similar ones) are frequently 

studied by researchers. All are felt to have relevance to 

the determination of union wages, but the findings have been 

inconsistent. 

In addition to analysis of variance and multiple 

regression, crosstabulations, Chi square tests, and contin­

gency coefficients were performed in order to give the 

reader better perspective of the general character of the 

data. This information is presented early in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 

TESTING THE HYPOTHE$IS 

It should be clear by now that the composition of 

the management negotiating team is frequently addressed in 

the literature. Most authors state their reasons for 

choosing certain officials ori a theoretical rather than an 

empirical basis. Models are frequently used to predict how 

the parties ought to behave, rather than how they actually 

did. Such research is interesting, but adds little to 

management's need for guidelines for better decision-making. 

In order to determine if the makeup of the negotia­

ting team has an effect on the outcome of wage demands, the 

following null hypothesis will be tested: 

Decentralized authority and dispersed power of the 
management negotiating team have no effect upon the 
level of employee wages. 

This hypothesis will provide a framework for the 

conclusions that result from this study. 

Statistical Analysis of the Data 

Using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences, numerous tests were performed on the wage data. 

Analysis of vari· ance and 1 · 1 · b h mu tip e regression, ot para-

tric tests, were the main statistical procedures used to 

teat the hypothesi·s. Crosstabulations are present-ed for 

Jor var· bl . . 
ia es in the study in order to visualize frequency 
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distributions of the data. The Chi square statistic, and 

the contingency coefficient, are included to assist the 

reader in determining whether or not a systematic relation-

h . . b . bl 76 sip exists etween varia es. 

Depending on the requirements of the statistical 

test, different dependent wage variables were evaluated. In 

crosstabulations for a single year (randomly selected), the 

percentage increases in police and fire compensation were 

used; for crosstabulations for total years of the study, the 

wage variable was simply the compensation paid to police and 

firefighters. For multiple regression, police and fire 

compensation were evaluated; the analysis of variance used 

percentage increases as the. dep~ndent variable. 

The crosstabulation tables are presented immediately 

following. In the first group, the percentage increase in 

police and firefighters' compensation (IPCA, IFCA) for 1976, 

is crosstabulated with the highest power score (Power3), the 

· . 77 total power score (PowerC), and authority. In these cross-

tabulations, we find no significant patterns (see Tables 4-A 

through 4-F). Neither a linear nor a curvilinear relation­

ship seems to be present. 

76 
the S . Nor~an H. Nie, et al, Statistical Package for 
Rtft ~c1.al Sciences, Second Eclition (New York: McGraw­

ook Company, 1975), p. 223 . and p. 225. · 
77 

f hou. The_results of crosstabulations with county value 
end~ing, city population and job actions is shown. in 

thin ~hs D through I . . We find 1:0 sign~fi~ant pat~eri:is. 
t he 

0
; data. The Chi square is statistically significant 

e App·e d~evel only for county value of housing and IFCA. 
n l.X D). 
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The second group of crosstabulations combines the 

years 1975-1978. The dependent wage variable is the compen­

sation paid police and firefighters (PCA, FCA). In these 

crosstabulations (Tables 4-G through 4-L), we find that 

PowerC, the total power of the negotiating team, has statis­

tical significance for fire compensation. It is the only 

instance where one of our independent variables is signifi­

cant. Again, there seems to be no discernable patterns with 

our data. · The percentages between categories are either 

very similar or quite dissimilar, indicating no relationships 

are present. 

The results of crosstabulations for the covariates 

are shown in Appendices J through 0. County value of 

housing is shown to be statistically significant both for 

FCA and PCA. The Chi square is statistically significant 

for tity population as well as job actions. 
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For each of the four years of the study, analysis 

of variance tests . were done, with and without covariates, 

for a total of forty-eieht analyses. Using the F-ratio, 

we determine statistical significance of each of the 

independent variables. The Eta squared statistic indicates 

the proportion of variation in the dependent variable 

explained by each factor in the research. The results are 

shown in Tables 4-M through 4-P. In 1975, we see that the 

only statistically significant independent variable is 

PowerC. This variable accounts for over 13% of the variance 

in fire compensation. None of the analyses for 1976 show 

any statistically s.ignificant variables. Power3 explained 

4.29% of the variance in 1977 fire compensation and it was 

statistically significant, Several independent and covariate 

variables were found to be significant predictors of the 

dependent fire compensation variable for 1978; none of these 

was significant in explaining increases in police compensa­

tion. In each of the variance procedures without covariates, 

Power3 was significant, and its contribution ranged from 

9.374% to 6.918%. Power3 was also significant in each of 

the analyses with covariates. Authority and PowerC also 

appeared statistically significant in one of the analyses of 

'7ariance, though they explained a great deal less variance 

than Power3. 



'° I/') 
TABLE 4-M 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE : CHANGES IN WAGES WITH AND WITHOUT -COVARIATES 

1975 

Dependent Independent F 
Eta2 With F 

Variable Variables Ratio Covariates Ratio 

IFC PowerC 2. 786,', 13.69 Covalhou 1.108 
Power3 0.986 0.49 Citpop 0.003 

d.f.6,42 Jobacts 1.886 
PowerC 2.400 
Power3 1.467 

d.f.9,37 

IPC PowerC 0.623 3.24 Covalhou 0.054 
Power3 0.596 0.64 Citpop 0.094 

d.f . 6,45 Jobacts 0.134 
PowerC 0.741 
Power3 0.679 

d.f.9,42 

--
IFC PowerM2 0.198 1. 69 Covalhou 0.886 

Power3 0.114 0.49 Citpop70 0.002 
d.f.4,44 Jobacts 1. 507 

PowerM2 0.195 
Power3 0 .240 

d.f.7,41 



r--- TABLE 4-M l.f') 

(continued) 

Dependent Independent F 
Eta2 With F 

Variable Variables Ratio Covariates Ratio 

IPC PowerM2 0.792 1. 69 Covalhou 0.056 
Power3 1. 821 0.64 Citpop 0.097 

d.f.4,47 Jobacts 0.139 
PowerH2 0.712 
Power3 0.712 

d.f.7,44 

IFC Auth 1. 027 2.89 Covalhou 1. 015 
PowerC 2.664 13.69 Citpop 0.003 
Power3 1. 502 .49 ' Jobacts 1. 728 

d.f.6,42 Auth 1. 035 
PowerC 2.212 
Power3 1.908 

d.f.9,39 

IPC Auth 0.162 .04 Covalhou 0.054 
PowerC 0.727 3 . 24 Citpop 0.094 
Power3 0.647 .64 Jobacts 0.135 

d.f.6,45 Auth 0.276 
PowerC 0.920 
Power3 0.821 

d.f.9.42 

··k 
Statistically significant at the .05 level 
d.f. Degrees of freedom 



00 
l/j TABLE 4-N 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: CHANGES IN WAGES WITH AND WITHOUT COVARIATES 

1976 

Dependent Independent F 
Eta2 With F 

Variable Variables Ratio Covariates Ratio 

IFC PowerC 1.039 6.76 Covalhou 0.944 
Power3 0.082 .0. 25 . Citpop70 1. 305 

d.f.6,71 Jobacts 0.441 
PowerC 0.622 
Power3 0.001 

d. f. 9, 38 

IPC PowerC 0.485 2.25 Covalhou 0.002 
Power3 0.461 .25 Citpop70 0.781 

d.f.6,45 Jobacts 0.010 
PowerC 0.653 
Power3 1.076 

d.f.9.42 

IFC PowerM2 0.186 1. 21 Covalhou 0.922 
Power3 0.178 Citpop70 1. 275 

d.f.4,43 Jobacts 0.431 
PowerC 0.452 
Power3 0.093 

d.f.4,40 



0\ TABLE 4-N lJ") 

(continued) 

Dependent Independent F 
Eta2 With F 

Variable Variables Ratio Covariates Ratio 

IPC PowerM2 0.052 0.25 Covalhou 0.002 
Power3 0.152 0.25 Citpop70 0.782 

d.f.4,47 Jobacts 0.010 
PowerM2 0.061 
Power3 0.259 

d.f.7,44 

IFC Auth 0.265 0.081 Covalhou 0.899 
PowerC 1. 033 6.76 Citpop70 1. 242 
Power3 0.122 0.25 ·Jobacts 0.420 

d.f.6,41 Auth 0.205 
PowerC 0.617 
Power3 0.000 

d.f.9,38 

IPC Auth 1. 631 8.41 Covalhou 0.002 
PowerC 0.182 2.25 Citpop70 0.829 
Power3 0.171 0.25 Jobacts 0.010 

d.f.6,45 Auth 1. 377 
PowerC 0.189 
Power3 0.389 

d.f.9,42 

·kstatistically significant at the . 05 level 
d.f. Degrees of freedom 



0 
\0 

TABLE 4-0 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: CHANGES IN WAGES WITH AND WITHOUT COVARIATES 

1977 

Dependent Independent F 
Eta2 With F 

Variable Variables Ratio Covariates Ratio 

IFC PowerC 0.246 2.25 Covalhou 3.433 
Power3 2.835 7.29 Citpop 0.104 

d.f.6,39 Jobacts 0.264 
PowerC 0 . 266 
Power3 1. 758 

d.f.9,36 

IPC PowerC 0.773 4.84 Covalhou 0.749 
Power3 0.081 0.16 Citpop70 0.123 

d.f.6,47 Jobacts 0.027 
PowerC 0. 732 
Power3 0.025 

· d. f. 9, 44 

-
IFC PowerM2 0.680 1.44 Covalhou 3.711 

Power3 4. 643?', 7.29 Citpop70 0.113 
d.f.4,41 Jobacts 0.286 

PowerM2 0.886 
Power3 3.533 

d.f.4,38 



M TABLE 4-0 
\D (continued) 

Dependent Independent F 
Eta2 With F 

Variable Variables Ratio Covariates Ratio 

IPC PowerM2 0.989 4.00 Covalhou 0.783 
Power3 1. 019 0.16 Citpop70 0.129 

d.f.4,49 Jobacts 0.028 
Power.M2 0.958 
Power3 0.729 

d.f.7,46 

IFC Auth 1. 065 5.76 Covalhou 3.568 
PowerC 0.291 2.25 Citpop70 0.109 
Power3 2.085 7.29 Jobacts 0.275 

d.f.6,39 Auth 1.132 
PowerC 0.247 
Power3 2.240 

d.f.9,36 

IPC Auth 1.130 1. 21 Covalhou 0.774 
PowerC 0.693 4.84 Citpop70 0.127 
Power3 0.000 0.16 Jobacts 0.028 

d.f.6,47 Auth 1. 019 
PowerC 0.603 
Power3 0.005 

d.f.9,44 

?'~ 

Statistically significant at the .05 level 
d.f. Degrees of freedom 



N TABLE 4-P 
I.D 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE : CHANGES IN WAGES WITH AND WITHOUT COVARIATES 

1978 

Dependent Independent F 
Eta2 With F 

Variable Variables Ratio Covariates Ratio 

IPC PowerM2 0.207 2.56 Covalhou 1. 707 
Power3 0 . 224 1.44 Citpop70 0.004 

d . f . 4,39 Jobacts 0 . 832 
PowerM2 0.251 
Power3 0.702 

d.f.7,36 

IFC Auth 1. 707 2.89 Covalhou 0 . 490 
PowerC 1 . 628 2.56 Citpop70 0.032 
Power3 9. 374-,•, 15 . 21 Jobacts 0.0.01 

d . f.6,28 Auth 3.581;', 
·PowerC 3 . 104·'· 
Power3 17 . 7 30;\-

d.f.9,25 

IPC Auth Q. 056 .00 Covalhou 1. 670 
PowerC 0.491 3.24 Citpop70 0.004 
Power3 0.724 1.44 Jobacts 0.813 

d.f . 6,37 Auth 0.312 
PowerC 0.576 
Power3 0.960 

d.f . 9 , 34 



C"1 TABLE 4-P 
\.0 (continued) 

Dependent Independent F 
Eta2 With F 

Variable Variables Ratio Covariates Ratio 

IFC PowerC 0.762 2.56 Covalhou 0.387 
Pqwer3 0. 98S·k 15.21 Citpop70 0.025 

d.f.6,28 Jobacts 0 . 001 
PowerC 1. 079 
Power3 10. 2537'° 

d. f. 9, 25 . 

IPC PowerC 0.461 3.24 Covalhou 1 . 642 
Power3 0.679 1. 44 Citpop70 0.004 

d.f . 6,37 Jobacts 0.800 
PowerC 0 . 433 
Power3 0.776 

d . f.9,37 

IFC PowerM2 0.667 2 . 56 Covalhou 0.384 
Power3 6. 918;'( 15.21 Citpop70 0 . 025 

d.f . 4,30 Jobacts 0.001 
PowerM2 0.454 
Power3 7. 8147" 

d.f.7 , 27 

7( 
Statistically significant at the .05 level 
d.f . Degrees of freedom 



Using the mean real wage variables for police ·and 

firefighters, the hypothesis was further examined by use 
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of multiple regression. The F-ratio determines the signi­

ficance of the regression equation, and R2 is the proportion 

of variance in the dependent variable statistically explained 

by the independent variables. None of the F-ratios shown 

for the following multiple regressions are statistically 

significant at the .05 level. For all four years of the 

study, the R2 statistic is small--under 10%. Only once 

does R2 go above 10% to 11.3%. This occurs for Power2 as a 

measure of fire compensation in 1975. 

Beta scores are also given in the multiple regression 

tables. Betas show the relative contribution of each of the 

independent variables, expressed as the slope of the regres­

sion line. The majority of the Beta coefficients are very 

low. In 1978, the Beta score for PowerM is -0.482, the 

largest value for any of the independent variables in the 

study (see Table 4-T) . The mean Beta score, ignoring signs, 

for all the variables is 0.173 . 



If"\ . TABLE 4-Q 
\0 

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION: WAGES WITH POWERl, POWER2, POWERM AND AUTH 

1975 

Independent 
Dependent Variables 

R2 
F Degrees of 

Variable (in stepwise order) Beta Ratio Freedom 

PC Powerl 0.043 0.220 2.310 1,52 
Auth 0.044 -0.044 1.181 2,51 
Power2 not in ----- -----

equation 

PC Power2 0.005 0.241 0.253 1,52 
PowerM 0.018 -0.208 0.480 2,51 
Auth not in ----- -----

equation 

FC Powerl 0.053 0.353 2.670 1,49 
Auth 0.088 -0.202 2.310 2,48 
Power2 0.113 -0.170 1. 998 3,47 

FC PowerM 0.017 -0.265 0.831 1,49 
Auth 0.027 -0.114 0.672 2,48 
Power2 0.036 0.166 0.582 3,47 



\0 TABLE 4-R 
\0 

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION: WAGES WITH POWERl, POWER2, POWERM AND AUTH 

1976 

Independent 
Dependent Variables 2 · F Degrees of 
Variable (in stepwise order) ·R Beta Ratio Freedom 

PC Powerl 0 . .022 0.221 1.195 1,52 
Auth 0.048 -0.169 1. 272 2,51 
Power2 0.050 -0.053 0.877 3,50 

PC Auth 0.011 -0.116 0.562 1,52 
PowerM 0.013 -0.225 0 . 353 2,51 
Power2 0.027 0.206 0.461 3,50 

FC Powerl 0. 031 · 0.275 1. 483 1, 47 · 
Power2 0 . 053 -0.165 1. 290 2,46 
Auth 0.071 -0.135 1.122 3,45 

FC PowerM 0.027 -0.322 . 1. 302 1,47 
Power2 0.037 0.192 0.880 2,46 
Auth 0.042 -0.072 0.657 3,45 



r-- TABLE '4-S \0 

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION : WAGES WITH POWERl, POWER2, POWERM AND AUTH 

1977 

Independent 
Dependent Variables 

R2 
F Degrees of 

Variable (in stepwise order) Beta Ratio Freedom 

PC Powerl 0.022 0.170 1. 215 1,54 
Auth 0.026 -0.068 0.711 2,53 
Power2 not in ----- -----

equation 

PC Power 2 0.003 0.201 0.143 1,54 
PowerM O.Oi2 -0.178 0.328 2,53 
Auth 0 . 013 -0.028 0.228 3,52 

FC Powerl 0.023 0.244 1.116 1,47 
Power2 0 . 06 2 -0.212 . I. 520 2 , 46 
Auth 0.065 -0.057 1.040 3,45 

FC PowerM 0 . 018 -0.080 0.862 1,47 
Power2 0.019 -0.066 0.454 2,46 
Auth not in ----- -----

equation 



00 TABLE 4-T IJ::> 

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION: WAGES WITH POWERl, ·POWER2 , POWERM AND AUTH 

1978 

Independent 
Dependent Variables 

R2 
F Degrees of 

Variable {in~tepwise order) Beta Ratio Freedom 
-

PC Power2 0.006 0.077 0.263 1,·44 
Powerl not in ----- -----

equation 
Auth not in ----- -- ---

equation 

PC Power2 b.006 0.353 0.263 1,44 
PowerM 0.040 -0.331 0.892 2,43 
Auth 0.040 -0.022 0.588 3,42 

FC Power2 0.020 -0.147 0.719 1,36 
0.021 -0.052 0.381 2,35 
0.022 0.031 0.257 3,34 

FC PowerM 0.070 -0.482 2.710 1,36 
Power2 0.090 0.264 1. 725 2,35 
Auth 0.094 -0.068 1.178 3,34 
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Results of the Tests 

The overall perspective of the statistical testing 

performed indicates virtually no change in wages attributable 

to our independent variables. Therefore, we failed to reject 

the null hypothesis: 

Decentralized authority and dispersed power of the 
management negotiating team has no effect upon the 
level of employee wages. 

In several of the analysis of varian·ce tests, Power3 

was shown to have a small, but statistically significant 

impact. Power3 is the highest power score categorized. 

There is no statistical evidence that the numbers of ar·eas 

of authority have any bearing on employee wages. 

Power3 is a modification of Power2, which is, again, 

the score for the person with the highest power of the team. 

In the multiple regressions, Power2 has the largest R2 of 

any of the independent variables. Again, authority appears 

statistically insignificant. PowerM, the mean score for 

the total power of the negotiating team, has the highest 

Beta score for the variables evaluated by multiple regres­

sion. However, even this was quite small compared to some 

of the other known tvage determinants. 

Based on the results of our statistical testing, we 

can put little confidence in this study's measures of "power" 

81ld "authority" as predictors of higher employee wages. 

Though we expected these variables to measure a very small 

of variarice, the fact that they are not statistically 
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significant indicates they have little, overall reliability. 

Additional support for this conclusion comes from the incon­

sistencies in the order in which the stepwise regression 

"chose" the variables, both from one year to the next and 

from police to firefighters. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary of Findings 

No single study can hope to resolve the complex 

issue of what determines higher employee wages. Though we 

acknowledge the numerous factors relevant to wage outcomes, 

this study has focused on two major variables, both of 

which can be manipulated by public administrators. The 

literature indicates that the power of the management 

negotiators and the amount of decentralization has an 

effect on employee wage outcomes. As defined and measured 

in this paper, however, these variables appear to be 

unrelated to employee wage outcomes. There are several 

interpretitions possible. 

It is .reasonable to assume that other, perhaps 

better, measures of power and authority exist. In fact, 

we may not even be measuring these factors at all, but some 

other ·related variable. Using formal position power as an 

indicator of amount of power of each of the negotiators may 

be misleading. There is no way to evaluate the behind-the­

scenes relationship that exists in the public (as well as 

Private) sectors. In other words, formal power and exer-
c· 
lsed, or actual power, may be entirely different . Likewise, 

count· · · ing the djfferent areas of authority represented on the 



management team may be an inaccurate way to establish 

decentralized versus centralized authority; other measures 

may be more appropriate. 
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Another problem that may result from this study is 

the bias that may exist with our sample cities. Using the 

three criteria of size, existence -of bargaining ordinances, 

or highly formalized labor relations means that we are 

ignoring cities with less formal labor relations that could 

be part of the sample. This bias towards "formalized" 

cities may have an effect on our overall findings. 

Usin~ the measures of power and authority as opera­

tionalized for this study, and the sample city criteria, 

raises the question of reliability. Can we generalize the 
' 

results of this study to other states, or even to other Ohio 

cities? If the methodology of this study is valid, there is 

reason to believe that the dispersed power and decentralized 

authority of the management team do not have an effect on 

employee wage outcomes. Such a conclusion is contrary to 

most other assertions (which- admittedly are not based on 

empirical evidence). The results of this study, then, cast 

doubt upon the validity of existing anecdotal eviden.ce; but 

should themselves be regarded with caution because of 

methodological limitations. 



Suggestions for Additional Research 

This study has failed to connect differences in 

mean real wage levels with the power and authority of the 

management negotiating team. We can conclude that either 

changes in wage levels are random occurrences, or that 

better independent variables must be developed. This 

researcher feels that the latter approach makes the most 

sense. 
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Future researchers need to find better ways to 

assess the power of authority of the management negotiating 

team. Measures of actual versus formal, positional power 

need to be developed. 

Also, new sources of raw data need to be found. 

Public employee wage studies have for too often been philo­

sophical and subjective. More empirically based research 

is needed. Time-series analyses, instead of cross-sectional 

studies, could provide additional useful information. 

Final Comments 

Public employee unionism is not a passing phenomenon. 

It will not disappear simply because many public officials 

choose to ignore it. For too long, those persons who have 

had responsibility for municipal administration have neglected 

effective relationships between employee groups and public 

lllanagers. 

Macy feels that the evolving role of bargaining can 

be · either beneficial or destructive. In order to assure a 
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beneficial result administrators, employees, labor leaders 

and voters must focus creative energies on the labor/manage­

ment relationships within their cities: 

It may well be that the demanding challenge to find 
improved relationships in the public sector may 
establish new patterns in responsible, peace-making 
machinery where the balance of justice and fairness 
to the employee, and responsive service to the public, 
may be maintained in constructive equilibrium.78 · 

Levesque reaches a similar conclusion . As both 

employer and employee organizations gain more sophistication 

and understanding of each others' motivations, public labor 

relations may eventually "evolve to a more balanced align­

ment of the two interests characterized by bilateral 

1 . f . · u 79 reso ut1on o issues .... 

The key to the future for public administrators may 

well be the extent to which they are able to become profi­

cient in labor relations and collective bargaining matters. 

Cities will. need to candidly share their successes arid 

failures in order to develo.p new approaches to complicated, 

often difficult issues. This mutual cooperation, coupled 

with more and better research, should make public sector 

labor relations a more responsible, effective process for 

the future. 

78Macy, p. 19 . 

79 Levesque, p. 66 . 
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APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE CITIES 

(in alphabetical order) 

Akron 
Athens 
Avon Lake 
Brook Park 
Bucyrus 
Campbell 
Canton 
Cincinatti 
Cleveland 
Cleveland Heights 
Conneaut 
Csohocton 
Cuyahoga Falls 
Dayton 
Defiance 
East Liverpool 
Elyria 
Fairborn 
Fairview Park 
Garfield Heights 
Girard 
Hamilton 
Ironton · 
Kettering 
Lakewood . 
Lima 
Maple Heights 
Marietta 

Marion 
Martins Ferry 
Mentor · 
Mt. Vernon 
New Philadelphia 
Newark 
North Olmsted 
North Ridgeville 
Norwalk 
Norwood 
Oakwood 
Painesville 
Parma 
Parma Heights 
Piqua 
Ravenna 
Rocky River 
Shaker Heights 
Sidney 
Springfield 
Steubenville 
Struthers 
To·ledo 
Wadsworth 
Warren 
Xenia 
Youngstown 
Zanesville 

78 
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APPENDIX B 

FORMULAE USED IN COMPUTING WAGES,', 

Salary= 

(((( minimum salary+ maximum salary)/2) times 
(40/hours per week)) times ·(inflation adjuster)), 
or, 

Police Salary (PS)= ((((T4+T5)/2) * (40/T7)) * (YIA)) 
Fireman Salary (FS) = ((((T25+T26/2) * (56/T28)) * (YIA)) 

Compensation= 

(( salary)+((((salary/240) t~mes (median days 
vacation+ annual paid holidays+ annual paid 
sickdays)) + (clothing allowance deflated)+ 
(overtime times 5% of salary)+ (shift premium 
as percent of salary)+ (Longevity as percentage 
of salary)+ (percent paid hospitalization times 
546) + (thousands of dollars of life insurance 
coverage times 4.68)), or 

Police Compensation (PC)~ (PS)+ ((((PS/240) * 
(T8+Tl0+Tl33)) + (Tll * YIA) + (T9*(.05*PS)) + 
(Tl5*(PCTSFT*PS)) + (Tl7*(PCTLNG*PS)) + (Tl2*546) + 
(Tl41',4. 68))) 

Fireman Compensation (FC) = ((FS+((((FS/240)*(T29+T31+ 
T344)) + (T32*YIA) + (T30*(.05*FS)) + (T36*(PCTSFT* 
FS)) + (T38*(PCTLNG*FS)) + (T33*546) + (T35*4.68))) 

*Each formula contained a term (RND) to round the result · 
to the nearest whole dollar. Imperfections in the formulae 
themselves sometimes failed to recognize compensation as 
missing when salary was missing but fringe benefits were 
not. Therefore compensation values of less than $2000 
were declared missing. 



Name 

Powerl 

Power2 

PowerM 

PowerM2 

Auth 

PC 

FC 

PCA 

APPENDIX C 

VARIABLES AND RECODINGS 

Description 

Total power source for the 
negotiating team (1 to 31) 

Score of the person with 
the highest power (1 to 4) 

Mean score for Powerl 

Mean score grouped into 
4 categories 

Number of different areas 
of authority (1 to 3) 

Police compensation 

Fire compensation 

Polic.e compensation, 
categorized 

Fire compensation, 
categorized 
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Recodings 

Powerl + PowerC 
(1 thru 4 = 1) 
(5 thru 8 = 2) 
(9 thru 12 = 3) 
(13 thru 31 = 4) 

Powerl = PowerM 
mean scores 1.5 
thru 3 . 5 

Power2 = Power3 
(1 thru 3 =· 1) 
(4 = 2) 
(Else = -1) 

PowerM = PowerM2 
(0 thru 1.0 = 1) 
(1.1 thru 2.0 = .2) 
(2.1 thru 3.0 = 3) 
(3.1 thru 4.0 = 4) 

See Appendic B, 
Formulae Used in 
Computing Wages 

Same as above 

(Lo thru 5400 = 1) 
(5401 thru 6800 = 2) 
(680i thru 8300 = 3) 
(8301 .thru 9600 = 4) 
(9601 thru Hi= 5) 

Same as above 



Name 

IPC 

IFC 

IPCA 

IFCA 

Covalhou 

Citpop70 

Jobacts 

APPENDIX C 
( continued) 

Description 

Percentage change in 
police compensation 

Percentage change in 
fire compensation 

Percentage change in police 
compensation, categorized 

Percentage change in fire 
compensation, categorized 

County value of housing 

City population, 1970 census 

Job actions, strikes 
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!ecodings 

(Lo thru -0.0234 
= 1) 

(-0.02339 thru 
0.0099 = 2) 
(.00991 thru Hi 
= 3) 

Same as above 
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VITA 

Deborah D. Gross was born and raised in Norfolk 
' 

Virginia. She attended public school , elementary and 

secondary, as well as college in the city of Norfolk. 

In 1967, she graduated from Old Dominion University with 

a B.A. in sociology. That same year , Deborah began work 

as a professional social worker for the city of Virginia 

Beach, Department of So~ial Services. Following three 

years of employment with Virginia Beach, Deborah worked one 

year for the Norfolk Housing and Redevelopment Authority. 

The next ten years were devoted to raising two 

daughters and being involved in community affairs. These 

activities included P.T . A. , public speaking for the American 

Cancer Society, active membership in the League of Women 

Voters, and holding an officer's position in her church. 

In 1978, Deborah enrolled in the M.B.A. program at 

Y.S.U., attending classes on a part-time basis. Graduation 

is anticipated in June, 1981, with a degree in management . . 
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