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CHAP'l'ER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Police unionism represents a recent phenomenon 

relative to the overall development of labor relations. 

Although recorded events of police labor disButes date 

back to Ithaca, New York in 1889, 'Cincinnati, Ohio in 

1918 and the well known Boston Police Strike of 1919 

1975) 
' it was not until the 1960's that pol'ice (Maddox, 

unionism became relatively widespread and the power of 

police employee organizations began to be felt. Some of 

thl.'s slow development as well as the recent the reasons for 

rapid r{se in police unionism, are common to the public 

sector in g~neral, 'but some are specific to the police. 

As we ente.r the decade of the 1980's, possibly 

the singular most pressing domestic issue facing the 

American taxpayer is the spiraling increase in the cost 

As prl.'ces, taxes and interest rates continue of living. 

to climb, each citizen comes to the realization that 

dollar earned is capable of purchasing less each every 

day_ This situation creates an extremely complex two 

sided problem. On the one hand, each consumer wishes to 

see that every dollar is well spent and that the service 

or product purchased meets certain standards. This problem 
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is particularly acute within the public sector where it 

is often difficult to establish measGres of p~oductivity 

that would allow the taxpayer to determine if his tax 

dollar is b~ing put to good use. During this time of 

fiscal austerity, the public is sensitive to government 

waste and is pushin~ for accountability, cutbacks in 

government spending and the abolishment of government 

programs that fai~ to provide some evidence of produc-

tivity. 

The other side of the problem is that the individ

ual worker not only wants to make each dollar go as far 

as it can, but he alsQ feels the need to bring home a 

larger salary in order to keep pace with the rising cost 

of living •. Once again, this presents a unique problem 

for the public sector. Government workers no longer con

sider themselves to be a special category of worker known 

as a public servant. Most government employees n?w want 

pay that is equal to what their private sector counter

parts receive. with taxpayers demanding reductions in 

government spending and public sector employees pushing 

2 

for higher wages, the stage has been set for confrontation. 

This conflict involves not only wage issues, but includes 

all aspects of the working environment, i.e. improved 

working conditions and increased benefits. 

The police provide an excellent example of this 

two sided problem due to the fact that measures of 
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productively dGal primarily with the crime solving 

functions of the polibe whereas a great deal of a poliqc

man's time is spent in the area of order maintenance. In 

addition, the measures'of productivity that do exist, i.e., 

number of arrests, clearance rates, response time, citizen 

compl~ints, etc. are often· questioned regarding' their 

validity. The police also are no longer willing to accept 

second class public servant status. As such, the police 

want better economic benefits, better job conditions and a 

voice in cianagement pOlicies. In order to achieve their 

goals, the police have formed unions to provide them with 

the organized strength necessary ,for the inevitable con-

frontations. 

Juris (1973) gives four reasons for public sector's 

thirty year lag behind the private sector in. the labor 

relations movement. First, the public sector experienced 

a great degree of job security prior to the 1960's which 

was highly valued during that time period. Second, there 

were better fringe benefits and working conditions in the 

public sector. Third, public employers vigorously 

resisted unionization efforts by public employees. And 

finally, until the end of the 1950's, there was no pro

tected right to organize and bargain collectively for the 

public sector. The first two reasons created a lack of 

interest and the latter two represented formidable 

obstacles. 

. . . , 

-,' 

The movement toward uniopization of the police 

had another obstacle to overcome which was largely 

brought about by one specific historical event: the 

Boston Police strike of 1919. The Boston police were 

seeking recognition for bargaining rights over wages, 

benefits and working condi~ions. When the ~ity ~efused 

to recognize the police, three-fourths of the police went 

on strike. Violence and looting occurred in the city and 

as a result all of the strikers were fired and replaced. 

This ~vent established a historical precedent of juris

dictional refusal to COllectively bargai~ with the police 

(Maddox, 1975). 

4 

However, police organizations did make some limited 

progress prior to ~he 1960's. Until the 1940's only the 

fraternal and bene~olent as~ociations represented the 

police and these s~rved primarily as legislative lobbyists 

for securing improved police welfare and pension benefits. 

During t~e 1940's and 1950's, some pOlice departments 

began to affiliate with organized labor (Burpo, 1971). 

The American Federation of State, County and Municipal 

Employees (AFSCME)', an affiliate of the Amer ican Feder

ation of Labor (AFL), had forty-nine police locals by the 

end of World ~'1ar II and sixty-six locals by 1958. In 

addition to the slow entrance of organized labor into the 

police area, the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) grew 

slowly from ~69 police lodges in 1943 to 194 lodges in 
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1959. In 1953, the National Conference of Police Asso

ciations was formed to provide a permanent strpcture to 

facilitate future national cooperation among inocpendent 

locals (Juris, 1973). By the end of the 1960's, there 

existed numerous a~tonomous statewide and local police 

nat ~onal police union and some Afro-associations, a ... 

, (B 1971) During the 1960's American police un~ons urpo, • 

these association~ began to change ftom mere social 

benevolent societies to unions aimed at bettering wages 

and working conditions through collective bargaining. 

Police strikes or work sboppages occurred in several 

cities across the united States (Rubin, 1978). 

5 

The recent rapid rise of police employee organi

zations, along with the accompanying increase in collective 

bargaining" can be attributed to several factors. The 

" 'lOt stems 'primarily from dis-emergence of poll.ee ml. l. ancy 

. T' he 1",ncreased public hostility of the satisfactl.on. 

1960's created a chaotic environmerit for law enforcement 

(Juris, 1973): Ghetto riots, campus disorders, increasing 

disrespect of pol~ce authority by certain elements of 
I 

soci~ty and the seeming indifference of the judiciary to 

law enforcement problems threatened the policeman's 

notion that he is' th¢ guardian of community lives and 

property (Burpo, 1971). During the mid-1960's, the call 

for law and order reinforced the policeman's self-image 

as conservator of the public welfare while also making 
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hIm aware that his pay and prestige were not commensurate 

with his responsibilities. The policeman's salary sca~e 

increased only half as much as that of factory workers 

during the period from 1939 to 1964 (Burpo, 1971). Inade

quate salaries, job dissatisfactions and a lack of outlets 

for the resolution of grievances led to frustration. 

The demonstration effect of other public employee 

successes (Juris, 197~) along with the successful use of 

collective bargaining by workingmen in other fields set an 

example for the polici (Maddox; 1975). The influx of young 

policemen during 'the 1960's coupled with the element of 

group cohesion which is common within the poljce profession 

contributed to a police willingness to engage in confron

tation tactics (Juris, 1973). State and federal legis

lation and court decisions during the 1960's allowing 

public employees to join unions and bargain collectively 

gave the pOlice in many states the right to join or form 

unions for collective bargaining purposes (Maddox, 1975). 

Approximately twenty-six states and the District of 

Columbia now give police collective bargaining rights 

(Rubin, 1978). 

Therefore, due to the enabling legislation, the 

existing police employee organizations were largely 

transformed from, benevolent social societies into labor 

unions for the purpose of collectiv~ bargaining. What 

the pOlice want is recognition of the organization as 

.... -" ...... ~-. -~-"> 
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. 
is unable to provide a counterforce to these union wage 

demands (Mitchell, 1978). 

Even though numerous studies have been conducted 

on public employee unionism's impact on wage determination, 

the primary focus has been on teachers and firefighters. 

These ~roups do indeed ~rovide necessary societal func

tions, but not of such a vital and ongoing nature as that 

of the police. Therefore, the bargaining power of the 

police is thought to be greater than that of either 

teachers or firefighters (Hall and Vanderporten, 1977). 

Two studies have been conducted that deal with 

the issu~ of police unions and their impact on wage 

determination. Even though the studies are similar in 

nature, they each have unique characteristics that have 

produced contradictory findings. A 1976 study conducted 

by Lewin and Keith, using 1971 and 1972 salary data, 

provided results indicating that an inverse relationship 

exists between police unionism and wage determination 

(Lewin and Keith, 1976). Despite certain caveats, the 

negative findings are comparable with the findings of 

other research efforts suggesting that police in low wage 

cities who organize for purposes of raising salaries 

possibly have not yet been successful in doing so 

(Lewin and Keith, 1976). A 1977 study using 1973 salary 

data indicates that' a positive relationship exists 

between police unionism and wage determination {Hall and 

. ' 
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Vanderportcn, 1977}. Even though the study producod 

positive results, the power wielded by police unions 

was shown not to be as great as some police union 

critics have feared. In addition, a review of several 

~age studies for ten categories of non-educational 

municipal employees (Ehrenberg and Goldstein, 1977) 

revealed that union/non-union differentials were larger 

for several categories of non-uniformed employees than' 

they were for police. This is contrary to expectations 

that police could extract larger salaries due to the 

essential nature of their services. 

since the amount of resea~ch conducted in the 

area of pOlice u~ionism and wage determination has been 

minimal and the re~ults produced have been contradictory 

and somewhat confusing, the question of the degree of 

impac~ of police .unions on wage determination continues 

to exist. This i$ the primary problem which this study 

will address. The purpose of the study is to add to the 

current store of police union and wage information by 

examining the relationship between wage determination 

9 

and unionism using as additional independent variables 

those variables that have been hypothesized to influence 

wage determination. In some respects, this study will 

replicate previous police-public sector wage determination 

studies, but it will also include a characteristic which 

is intended to expand knowledge in the area. 

.? 
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This unique area deals with the relationship 

between the rise in unionism and the incidence of the 

independent variables that will be included in the study. 

The independent yariables to be included are: crime rate, 

population size, population density, income inequality, 

average earnings of manufacturing production wO~kers, 

the number of retail service and wholesale establishments 

per 1,000 population, monopsony power, government type, 

geographic region and LEAA region. These variables will 

be discussed in more detail in the methodology chapter. 

The possibility exists that these same variables may give 

rise to the development of unionism. It may be that when 

these independent variables are in existence and/or when 

they reach a certain magnitude, the resultant conditions 

are such that police labor feels the need to organize in . 
order to improve ~heir economic benefits and working con

ditions. Therefore, a second area of concern in this 

study will explore this relationship between unionism 

and the other independent variables included in the study. 

Hypothesis statement 

is: 

The central hypothesis to be tested by this study 

Hypoth'e's'i:~: Unionized municipal police departments 

will exhibit higher salaries than non-unionized municipal 

police departments. 
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The following chapters include a review of the 

literature, a discussion of the methodology, an an~lysi~ 

of the results and conclusions of the study. 

------------ ~-~-

.. 

.o~._ .. ___ h •• _._·~_·· __ 
.'~"- ~.~- " -

>-" .• ~--' 

CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF 'rHE LI'rERATURE 

Labor Unions 

Before entering into a discussion of public 

sector labor relations in general and police unionism 

in particular, some common basic ~oncepts, character

istics and definitions of that broad group of organi-

zations known as labor-unions will be presented. 

According to Davis (1977), Ila labor union is an associa-

tion of employees for the primary purpose of influencing 

their employer's decisions about their conditions of 

employment" [p. 25]. Bakke (1977) defines a unfon as 

"a pressure organization originating in the desire on 

the part of a gro~p of people with relatively little 

power to influence the action of a group with relatively 

more power ll [p. 22]. As such, the union is a social 

group that brings to the work environment a second for-

mal organization with a union hierarchy that sits along-

side the management hierarchy. The employee, as a formal 

member of both, benefits from the arrangement because if 

one organization 90es not s~tisfy his wants, he can 

turn to the other. However, this arrangement can also 

be annoying because of the conflicting demands placed 

. ' 
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upon the employee by each (Davis, 1977). 

second formal and inforThis union presence, as a 

. th number of possible inter-mal organization, increases e 

actions and therefore complicates ~he organizational 

However, this should not be viewed negatively, process. 

effect of this increased complexity depends since the 

on the social skills to operate it rather than primarily 

'd alistic considerations (Davis, 1977). any 1. e . .. 

An individual worker is generally motivated toward 

, to the degree that he thinks it will union membershlp 

satisfy his wants o~ reduce his dissatisfa~tions. These 

wants and dissatisfactions are confined to three major 

economic, social and psychologicalo The need areas: 

t commonly mentioned (Davis, economic need is the one mos 

1977) and the union is thought of as a device for con-

the balance of fundamental economic tinuously changing 

d l'n favor of workers (Bakke, 1977). rights and rewar s 

also helps to fulfill psychological However, the union 

and social needs of the worker by allowing greater free-

dom of expression, prov1. 1.ng a 'd' chance for leadership, 

t t' n and solidarity security from arbitrary managemen ac 1.0 

assoc1.'ation (Davis, 1977). of group 

In order to mee <:: t thA needs of its members and to 

them With benefits, t.he union, as a specialized provide 

, t'on establishes various goals that interest organ1.za 1. , 

generally fall into three broad categories: fraternal, 

.. ' 

social and institutional (Davis, 1977). The fraternal 

goals pro~ide members with social ~atisfaction thrpugh 

group association. and solidarity. The social goals pro

vide social pOwer and control in order to achieve bene-

fits for members. This social power and control is 

ma.nifested, in two directions: inwa'rd toward the employer 

and the job and outward toward SOcial and political 

forces which only indirectly influ~nce the job~ The 

first is known as business unionism and is utilized to 

regulate management discretion. The second, known as 

social unionism, is concerned. with broader social, 

economic and political matters. The fraternal goals, 

which used to be 'paramount; are gradually yielding to 

the goals of busiriess and social unionism (bavis,1977). 

The third broad categorical goal is derived from 

the fact that the union operates as a separate formal 

organizati~~ and in the course of time develops an 

institutional goal all its own. The purpose of this 

institutional goal'is to protect the integrity of the 

union movement itself and to stress action for the good 

of the members (Davis, 1977). The objective is strength, 

power and prestige of the union as such and when 

bargaining, consideration must be given to the survival 

and growth of the union as well as to the employees of a 

single company (aakke, 1977). 

.. -----. ".- -.... "J 
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As previously noted, one of the major motivatiolls 

for union membership is economic in ~ature. Therefore, 

as Davis (1977) has pointed out, in order for the union 

to meet this economic need, the union movement has tra-

ditionally functioned under the union wage philosophy of 

"we want more wages for our members" [po 30]. The 

rationale for this philosophy is that higher wages will 

stimulat~ the economy through improved purchasing power. 

In the past, unions have shown little concern for the 

possible negative side effects of this philosophy, e.g. 

a hostile taxpayer reaction to an increase in taxes or 

the strain on a city budget. 

One of the major problems confronting labor/ 

management relations stemp from the fact that unions are 

polit~cal in nature, whereas management operates from a 

business perspective. A uriion leader is elected by the 

member~hip through political processes and this leader-

ship is dependent upon political, power to remain in 

office. Managers typically achieve their position throug;~ 

an appointed process that is frequently based on merit, 

competence and achievement. Union and management inter

act with one another on the basis of different types of 

leadership, sources of power ~nd ways of thinking about 

problems. 'Therefore, the codes of behavior differ and 

confl.ict arises (Davis, 1977) a 

:r I 
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This Inoor/mnhagement confrontntion need not 

necessarily force the individual Qmploye~ into a 

position of choosing sides and identifying with only 

one of the two. Dual allegiance is a concept whereby 

a worker feels favorable toward both union and manage

ment, accepts membership in them both and generally 

approves of the overall philosophy of each. Evidence, 

exists that d~al allegi~nce tends to exist in the 

emotions of workers (Davis, 1977). 

16 

The discussion to this point has centered around 

basic concepts and characteristics of labor unions in 

general. The historical development of public sector 

unionism, along with s6me possible explanations for its 

recent rapid rise and a discussion of its present status 

will now be presented. 

The unionization of public sector employees 

began in the 1830's when mechanics, carpenters and other 

craftsmen employed by the federal government joined 

cra.ft unions which already existed to serve those occu

pations in private industry. Within ten years the move

ment began to exert itself by ,making demands for a 

shorter work week. These demands, along with the move

ment in general, usually followed the efforts and 

successes of the unionization movement in the private 

. \ 
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sector. By 1835, private sector employers hod agrGGd 

. to ten hour work days and public sector 'employers soon 

acquiesed because they competed in the s~me labor market. 

In addition, ~h~ private sector unions assisted in 

applying pressur.e for this change (Public Sector Unionism, 

1977) • 

State and local government employees were rela-

tively successful in their efforts, but not so with, 

federal employees. Federal employers, as department 

heads, were divorced from popular pressure. The War and 

Navy Departments were run by military officers who were 

less affected by public opinion. Therefore, the artisans 

and craftsmen employed by these departments were forced 

to exert more pressure to achieve results. In 1836, 

workers went on strike at the Washington, D.C. Naval 

Shipyard. The workers and their cohorts in private 

industry participated in mass demonstrations and ulti-

mately President Jackson yielded by establishing a 

shorter work day for federal employees (Public Sector 

unionism, 1977). 

In the succeeding years, public employees main-

tained a secondary status in the struggles of the labor 

movement.. The b'enefi ts secured by the public sector 

resulted from the fact that private sector unions in 

their particular industries had already secured such 

benefits. Until the 1880's, there were few established 

.. ' 
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organizations that existed primarily for p,'bl;c 
u ... emploYGes. 

The incre~G~d prosperity of the 1880's brought abopt the 

formation of a number of public employee organizations • 

These organi%ations were primarily benevolent in nature 

and did not participate in the militancy of the labor 

movement of t11e late 1800's. A t 11 c ua y there was no nGed 

for public ~octor labor militancy at this time since 

public employers usual~y followed private industry job 

standards. The improvements secured by private sector 

unions were 0enerally granted to publ;c ~ ... employees without 

any effort on the part of pubiic sector unions. This 

situation re~ained static until well into the twentieth 

century (Public Sector Unionism, 1977). 

During the inflationary period that preceded 

World War I, state and local employees began to show 

interest iri ~ffiliating with the private'sector unioni

zation move.rn~nt. However th' , ' ~s progress was stopped in 

1919 by the ?ublic opposition that resulted as a conse-

quence of th~ Boston Police Strike (Public Sector 

Unionism, 1977). This strike and its consequences will 

be discussed later in this chapter h th d w en e evelopment 

of police un~onism is addressed. 

Anot~er labor upsurge developed during the 1930's 

and public e!~ployees began to show renewed interest in 

labor organi_ .... .a.t.:ons·.. In 1936 th A . 
~ , e mer~can Federation 

of Labor (AF:::"') formed the American Federation of State, 

, 
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county and Municipa~ Employees (AFSCME), the first 

'national union for state and local government employees. 

At this same time, all types of government employees 

began joining unions comprised principally of workers of 

their' own occupation. Teachers, firemen and police were 

among the first to organize. This movement progressed 

slowly until the 1960's when public employees became a 

prominent labor force within the nation (Public Sector 

Unionism, 1977). 

Various statistics would seem to indicate that 

the government represents virtually the only sector of 

growth in the' American Labor movement today. In 1956, 

when the Bureau of Labor Statistics first began to collect 

data on union membership in both the public and private 

sectors, government employees comprised 5.1 percent of 
I 

the total union membership. In 1964, pUblic employees 

equaled 8 percent of total union membership and by 1968, 

this figure had increased to 10 percent (Public Sector 

Unionism, 1977). According to Lewis (1977), by 1972 

:r I 

public union membership was almost twice that of pri

vate industry. In addition to these proportional 

differences, the overall growth rate in public sector 

employment far outstripped that in private industry. 

Between 1947 and 1967, the number of public employees 

increased by over 110 percent while the growth rate for 

the same period in the private sector equalled 42 

"';' 
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percent (Kassalow, l~69). Lewin (1977) reports that 

between 1960-1975, state and local government employ

ment doubled. The proportion of thes~ government 

employees who have become members of labor unions has 

also increased significantly. In 1964" 7.7 percent of 

all state and local employees belonged to unions and in 

1968 this number had increased to 8.8 percent (Public 

Sector Unionism, 1977). According to Bowers and Cohen 

(1979), in 1978 at least 50 percent of the public sector 

was unionized while the private sector reached its lowest 

ebb in contemporary history with 25 percent being unionized. 

The overall growth rate o,f both public and private 

union membership has increased within the last two 

decades, but the growth rate for the public, sector has 

been, much greater than that of the private sector. 

Between 1956 and 1968 overall union membership increased 

b~ 2.1 million, of which 1.2 million were government 

employees while ~otal government employment represented 

less than one-fifth of the total labor force. During 

this same period, those organiz~tions whose members were 

primarily government employees increased their rolls by 

135 percent while the private sector reported only a 5 

percent gain (Public Sector unionism, 1977). 

As indicated by the statistics, it is axiomatic 

that the recent growth in public sector unionism has 

been dramatic. The factors that helped to produce this 

.. 
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growth and rapid change in public sector labor relations 

are clo~ely related to the social change~ experienced 

during the 1960's and early 1970's •. The rapid increase 

in public employ~ent was not accompanied by' a comparable 
• 

rise in public income and therefore the existing gap 

between public sector and industrial wages was widened 

(Kovach, 1969). As the private sector received more bene

fits, the growing public sector became more interested in 

unionization. The parity between public and private 

wag~s and working conditions w~s upset by a progressively 

inflationary ecopomy with its attendant tight labor . 
market. As a result, wages and benefits in government , 

began to lag beh~nd those in the private sector. Job 

layoffs due to ~estrictions on government spending began 

to threaten pub~ic sector job security. The established 

means of acquiring improvements were slow and cumbersome; 

wage increases r;equired legislation that was generally 

opposed by over~burdened taxpayers. The increasingly 

isolated and alienated individual worker felt the com

pulsion to seek ;strength through collective action. 

There existed a ,need for an organization to exert 

pr'essure in favor of public employees (Public Sector 

Unionism, 1977)~, ' 

During this time period, the private sector 

movement experienced little growth due to increased 

automation which caused a decline in the number of blue 

. . '~ 
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collar workers. 
'rherefore, unions changed their sf.:r:alcegy 

"and moved toward strength'ening the labor movement in the 

white collar or service industries. GOvernment workers 

were largely white collar and somewhat unorganized (Public 

Sector Unionism, .1977) • Th f bl' 
ere ore, pu 1C sector unioni-

iation was mutually beneficial to both the unions and to 

the government employee. 

The public sector labor movement was also 

strengthened by exeputive action and by the courts. 

According to Kassalow (1969), Executive Order 10988 issued 

by President Kennedy ~n 1962 encOuraged unionism in the 

federal service. This order declared in part that "the 

efficient administration of the government and the well 

being of employees require that orderly and constructive 

relationships be maintained between employee organizations 

and management" [p. 122]. This was interpreted by state 

and local govern~ent employees as a mgndate for protesting 

the historical denial of such rights on the state and 

local level (Kovach, 1969). 

The courts also helped to clear up some of the 

misunderstandings about the constitutional rights of 

public employees. Since the late 1960's, federal courts 

have established that the Fir~t Amendment to the United 

States Constitution guarantees the right of public 

employees at all levels of 'government to join unions. 

Nigro (1978) repQrts that during its 1975-1976 term, the 
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u.s. Supreme Court declared in Vorbeck vs. McNeal that 

a section of the Missouri collective bargAining statute 

which prohibited police membership in labor unions was 

unconstitutional. 

The militancy of public employees during the 

1960's followed 'a general rise in· civil disobedience 

and the use of protest by other groups in the nation, 
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i.e., students, civil rights workers and draft resisto~s 

(Kovach, 1969). Protest was used extensively and was 

finally recognized as a legitimate mode of expression. 

This technique achieved results for other groups so the 

labor movement quickly jumped on th~ bandwagon (Public 

Sector Unionism, 1977). According to Kovach (~969), the 

success achieved by the initial illegal strikes became 

power-ful proof that the power to strike was of far greater 

relevance 'than the right to str ike. As long as some 

employees obtained improvements from the strike, others 

recognized it as a useful vehicle for their protest as 

well. 

As a result of the factors just discussed, the 

public sector l~bor movement is well established in the 

American society today. The more recent activities of 

the labor movement would seem tb indicate that the public 

sector may well be the heart of the labor movement in the 

foreseeable future. The shift from a manufacturing 

economy to a service oriented economy and the corresponding 
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rise in government employment point to this outcome. 

'In addition, the 1978 m~rger of the American Federation 

of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) with 

. the Civil Servic~ Employees Association (CSEA) . 
. ln New 

York made AFSCME~, the largest unl'on ff' . 
a lllated with the 

AFL-CIO.(Bowers and Cohen, 1979}. As SUch, what are 

the is~ues curr~ptly confronting the public sector labor 

movement anq what do some of the possible future trends 

appear to be? 

Dealing ~ith problems generated as a result of 

fiscal crises in the cities and with the concomitant 

tax revolts of c,he citizenry ~dll consume mUch of the 

labor movement' s~ time and energy. I ' 
ncreaslng taxes and 

rising inflation have created ~t t' 
a S1 ua lon where demands 

are being made that the costs of government be reduced 

24 ' 

while empioyees are increasingly turning to unions to ' 

maintain and secure benefits. C't' 
1 lzens, by urging public 

officials to resist union efforts, are placing labor and 

management oh a collision course in many jurisdi~tions 
. ~.' .. 

(Bowers and CohEin, 1979). Therefore, the stage has been 

set for confron~ation. 
'. 

Even though public distrust of government has 

intensified, the public is beginning to side wl'th 
govern--

ment in these labor/manageme~t confrontations. This 

shift in support;:, has come about primqrily as a result of 

the public's wrath against unions for seeking increased 

, 
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benefits (Nigro, 1978). Changes in public nmployer 

attitude's are becoming evident at confrontation at the 

,barga ining ta ble and in the streets became the clt")minan t 

theme in 1978. Budget const~airtts and taxpa:¥er revolts 

provided the impetus for agg~essive bargaining on the 

part of public employers. Management is also beginning 

to show a greater willingness to take a strike. Bowers 

and Cohen (1979) suggest that this willingness has come 

about for the following reasons: (1) the development 

of contingency plans leaving the public employer better 
. 

prepared co cope with a strike, (2) the public shift in 

blame for strike confrontations from employers to 

employees and (3) employers becoming disenchanted with 

arbitration as a means of conflict resolution. There

fore, the unions must learn to cope with an increasingly 

hostile public qnd with a management which is becoming 

more sophisticated in the bargaining arena. 

Since employ~rs' ability to pay increased bene

fits has diminished, unions are beginning to'shift 
\ J 
\ 

their emphasis to other matters, i.e., towards protection 

against layoffs and to areaslwhere they have been seeking, 

but have not yet attained, participation rights. Unions 

are also intensifying and redirecting their efforts.in 

the political arena. One pha~e of this effort is to 

obtain legislation, such as Qhanges in the tax system, 

which will increase the government's ability to pay 

"""-"'"""':::"''''-"'''==:='::::';:::=~==;=::===-~=''=~=. =~$;'"'=~ t~===(.'""""'~-:~:":":-:-~~:·-::":----'-~~,~ 
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better benefits. Some unions are even beginning to 

cooperate with management in efforts to improve pro

ductivity. The rationale behind such cooperation is 

that improved productivity would mean more and better 
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services for the public at le~s cost, therefore, allowing 

salary increases for public employees (Nigro, 1978). 

As a result of th@ fiscal status of cities and 

the resu~tant public mood, labor/management rel?tions 

in the immediate future will probably continue on its 

present stormy course. Unionization and militancy 

reached new heights in 1978 with the strike being used . 

increasingly (especially by police, firefighters and 

teachers) to achi~ve results. While pressure is being 

placed on the unions to satisfy the rising expectations 

of their members, the employees themselves are being . 
placed on the defensive by the very public they serve 

(Bowe~s and Coh~n, 1979). Now that public sector 

unionism has been firmly established within American 

society, the fight for recognition is no longer a 

pressing issue in most jurisdictions. It appears now 

that labor and management are intent on the basics of 

bargaining and conflict resolution along the same lines 

as that of the private sector. 

Since coh~'lict and confrontation appear inevitable 

and economic is~ues seem to represent the core of this 

struggle, it would be of interest to determine what 
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impact the union has on economic issues. In an effort 

,to explore this area, the police unionization movement 

has been chosen as the specific public sector component 

to be studied. As such, it is first 'necessary that the 

development of' the police unionization movement be dis-

cussed. 

According to Hilligan (1973), the history of 

police unionism Can be broken down into four periods: 

pre-19l9, 1919, 1919-1960 and 1960 to present. Other 

tha.n a major setback during the 1919 pe:r:iod, th,e police 

unionizations movement experienced slow growth until 

the present period. It has been only during the current 

period that police unionization has developed' into a 

powerful force within .the field of labor relations. 

The historical events that occurred during these four 

periods will be presented along with a discussion of 

some of the causes for the recent rapid rise in the 

pOlice unionization movement. 

The'period prior to 1919 witnessed the creation 

of police departments in the 1830's followed by the 

development of fraternal and social organizations com

prised of tne members of these departments. These 

o~ganizations would not be considered to be labor orga

nizations in the modern sense in that they made no 

~---~'-.. ' . 
.... ---. 11· 
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concerted effort to improve the economic or working 

conditions of their members (Hilligan, 1973). The year 

1889 marks the date of the first recorded police la}~r 

dispute. Five members of the Ithaca, New York police 

force went on strike to protest a reduction in wages 

from twelve dollars to nine dollars· per week. At the 

end of seven days, the original wage was restored by 
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the city council (Burpo" 1971). In 1897, the Cleveland, 

Ohio police petitioned the American Federation of Labor 

(AFL) for a charter which was rejected becau~e police and 

'militiamen are often controlled by forces inimical to 

the labor movement (Hilligan, 1973). In 1918, 450 offi-

cers of the Cincinnati, Ohio police force went on strike 

to protest the discharge of four fellow officers who had 

met to discuss a $300 per year pay increase. The striking 

policemen ~eturned to work when the city agreed to 

reconsider the dismissals of the four officers (Burpo, 

1971). The early twentieth century witnessed the con-

tinued growth of police fraternal and social organizations, 

some of which were beginning to show some concern over 

employment cond+tions and wages (Hilligan, 1973). 

Possibly the most significant event to occur in 

the history of police labor relations represents the 

dominant feature in the second period of the police 

unionization movement: The Boston Police Strike of 1919. 

As a result of low morale due to poor working conditions, 
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low wages and the refusal of the police commissioner 

'to meet with the police association, the Boston poli~e 

applied for and received a charter from the American 

Federation of Labor. Subsequently, the police commis

sioner suspended nine officers for engaging in union 

~ctivity. The negative reaction ~f the remaining offi-

cers was evident when 1,144 of 1,544 patrolmen voted to 

strike. The· city of Boston exper'ienced a night of 

massive rioting and looting where three persons lost 

their lives and property damage was esti~ated to be 

almost one million dollars. Order was eventually 

restored by militi~men and the remainder of the police 

force. Management's reaction to the strike consisted 

of the dism~ssal of over 1,100 police officers and the 

recruitment of an almost entirely new force. It should 

be noted that the new recruits ~ere hired on the terms 

that the police originally requested. The reaction of 

Governor Calvin Coolidge to the strike represents the 

public sentiment at'that time: "There is no right to 

strike against the public safety by ~nybody, anywhere, 

anytime" [Hilligan, 197j:290]. President Woodrow 

Wilson responded in a similar fashion: 

? / 

A strike ofl policemen of a great city, leavi~g 
that city at the mercy of an army of thugs, 1S 
a crime aga~nst civilization. In my judgement, 
the obligation of a policeman is as sacred and 
direct as the obligation of a soldier. He is 
a pUblic servant, not a private employee, and 
the whole honor of the community is in his hands. 

, 
" 

~< 

------~ -~-~ ~-----
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.,' 

He has no right to prefer any private advan
tage to the public safety [Hilligan, 1973: 
290] . 

What little progress the police labor move-

ment may have achieved prior to 1919 was virtually 

destroyed by the events of and the public reaction 
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to the' Boston POlice'Strike. Approximately the first 

half of the third period o~ police unionism, 1919-l96C, 

exper ienced an almost complete Gol,lapse of the unioni-

zation movement. As a result of the negative public 

reaction, the Arderican Federation of Labor: revoked all 

local police charters and other police departments that 

were co~sidering affiliation with the American Federation 

of Labor dropped the idea. Management strongly resisted 

police associations that attempted to affiliate with 

organized labor or aggressively promoted self-interest. 

The negative impact was strengthened by general anti

union sentiments of the 1920's and early 1930'so These 

two decades represented inauspicious times for trade 

unions in general, with police unions being no exception 

(Juris and Feuille, 1973). Due to the general mood of 

the public and Its reaction to the Boston Police Strike, 

a historical precedent of municipal refusal to 

collectively bargain with its employees had been estab

lished (Maddox, 1975). 

According to Hilligan (1973), the void created 

during the early portion of the third period of police 
\ 
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union development was filled by the successful develop

ment of fraternal and social organizdtions, e.g., th~ 

Fraternal Order of Police. These organizations main-

tained a low profile and limi~ed their activities to 

legislative lobbying, primarily for securing improved 

pOlice welfare and pension benefits (Juris and Feuille, 

1973). The 1940's witnessed the shaky re-emerg~nce of 

organized labor. By 1945, the American Federation of 

Labor claimed to have organized local police unions in 

forty-five cities with populations in excess of ten 

~housand (Hilligan, 1973). 

Even though the labor scene remained relatively 

quiet during the 1950's, some national organizational 

activity did occur. The American Federation of state, 

County and Municipal E~p19yees, an affiliate of the 

American Federation of Labor, increased its activity 

during the 1940's and 1950's. By the end of Wor+d War 

II it claimed to represent forty-nine police locals ana' 

by 1958 this number had increased to sixty-six. Some 

of the locals disappeared under managerial opposition 

and it is doubtful the total membership ever exceeded 

10,000 (Juris and Feuille, 1973). The Fraternal Order 

of Police, foun,dGd in 1915 .wi th the or ig inal purpose 

to achieve civil service protections and better pension 

b~nefits (Burpo, 1971), exhibited slow and steady 

growth during this period. In 1943, it represented 169 

. . -, 
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lodges and by 1959 this number had incrQ~sed to 194. 

The National Conference of Police Assdciations, whose 

name was later changed to the International Conference 

of Police Associations and more recently changed to. the 

National Association of Police Officers, was established 

in 1953 as a perm~nent stiucture to iacilitate future 

national cooperation among independent locals. The 

primary t"hem~ of' this organization was professionali

zation (Juris and Feuille, 1973). Other than these 

slow and somewhat unobtrusive developments in the police 

labor movement, the period from 1919 to 1960'was not 

spectacular ." In contrast, the fourth period of develop-

ment, 1960 to present, may well be called the Golden Era 

of Police Unionism. 

The fourth period of police union development, 

which has exper ienced 'rapid, significant and widespread 

growth, cc;:>uld best be characterized by the term 

militanc~. As used in this context, militancy refers 

to overt, organized activity on the part of the police 

in efforts to secure improvements for themselves. The 

number of police associations increased dramatically 

during this time period due to the factors regarding 

the growth of public sector unions in general which 

were ,discussed in the first section of this chapter. 

Aussieker (1969) notes that during the 1960's these 

associations began to change from mere social benevolent 

.' 
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societies to unions aimed at bettering wages ~nd working 

conditions through coliccti~e bargaining. The police 
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were no longer willing to accept their relatively impotent 

position in the determination of wages and working con

ditions. The quasi-militaristic, authoritarian structure 

of police organizations began to crumble as a new breed 

of police officer emerged on the scene. No longer were 

the police willing to accept the dictates of the public 

and its politicians as pronounced following the Boston 

Police Strike of 1919. The police were dissatisfied with 

0ages and working 60nditions and with the existing 

mechanisms f~r securing improvements. These dissatis-

factions led to the emergence of militancy. 

t-lore specifically, there were at least four 

factors that contributed to police dissatisfaction. The 

increased public hostility of the 1960's created a chaotic 

environment for law enforcement (Juris and Feuille, 1973). 

Ghetto riots, campus disorders, increasing disrespect of 

police authority by certain elements of society and the 

seeming indifference of the judiciary to law enforcement 

problems threatened the policemen's notion that he is the 

guardian of community lives and property (Burpo, 1971). 

Second, an increased level of reported crimes involving 

interpersonal violence led to citizen demands that the 

crime problem be solved. The lion1s share of this 

responsibility fell on the police (Juris and Feuille, 
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1973). Third, the economic rewards did not increase at 

the same rate as did the d 1 d eTl.an s. The poli'ccllloJn's salary 

scale 'increased only half as much as that of f~ctory 

.workers during the period from 1939 to 1964 (Burpo, 1971). 

Finally, poor personnel practices, such as the failure of 

police and city management to provide avenues for the cor

rection of job grievances, led to increased frustration 

(Juris and Feu'ill~, 1973). 

Since dissatisfaction does not inevitably lead 

to militancy, other factors must have been present. Three 

major fattors contrib~ted to the police willingness to 

engage in confrontation tactics as the mean~ for k" ~ sp.e lng 

improvements. The 1960's could be characterized as a 
, . 

decade of confrontation, civil disobedience and militant 

activities by students, civil rights workers, Vietnam war 

protestors, black militants and groups of organized pUblic 

and private employees. These types of activities brought 

both attention and success. The demonstrated effectiveness 

of other public employee successes (Juris and Feuille, 

1973) along with the successful use of collective bar

gaining by working men in other fields set an example for 

the police (Haddox, 1975). According to Juris and Feuille 

(1973), a second reason for the willingness of the police 

to engage in confrontation tactics came about due to the 

influx of young policemen during the 1960's. As a result 

of the general spirit of the times, these younger officers 
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(':'r 
J 

,\ 



o 

were accustomed to confrontation tuctics. Being rela

tively unsocialized into the military mentality of 

obedience, they were more critical and less uccepting 
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of unilateral orders (Juris and Feuille, 1973). Finally, 

\-.. hen in quest of gr,oup goals, especially when faced with 

common external challenges, ~he police have sho~n the 

ability to develop group cohesion. The police are more 

likely to act as a unified group when their expectations 

are violated than many other groups because of the greater 

degree oi group unity among ~oli~emen [Juris and Feuille, 

1973). Therefore, because of the successes of other 

groups, the influx of younger police~en and the character

istic of group cohesion, milituncy emerged as the tactic 

of choice. 

As a result of court decisions, executive enact-

ments, legislative statutes and the willingness of the 

police to engage in confrontation tactics, the police are 

now well organi~ed. By 1978, tvJenty-six states and 

Washington, D.C. had granted police bargaining rights 

(Rubin, 1978) with over 60 percent of the pqlice in the 

united states covered by some form of collective bargaining 

contruct, memorandum of understanding or local ordinance 

The dl'Scussion to this point has been (Hewitt, 1978). 

directed at police organizations in general. It would no\\' 

be appropriate to describe some of the police organizations 

that exist today. 

--~------
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Swanson's (1977) typology of police collective 

bargaining employee orgunizations is divided' into three 
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broad categories: those organizatibns whose parent is an 

industrial union, independent governmental employee asso

ciations and independent police associations. ~'!ith respect 
. , 

to the first category, the American Federation of state, 

County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), is the largest of 

all public employ'ee organizations. Its parent union is the 

AFL-CIO. In 1977, AFSCME represented 9,000 sub-federal 

level police officers, primarily in the states of Connecti-

cut, Michigan and Maryland. This is an active, often 

militant union that is committed to collective bargaining 

and striking. According t6 Swanson (1977) it has given no 

evidence of creating locals at this time even though locals 

are generally favored by the ~olice. The American Federation 

of Government Employees (AFGE) is the' AFSCME counterpart in 

the federal govern1l!ent and there£ore represents federal 

law enforcement personnel. The National Union of Police 

Officers (NUPO), which was founded in 1969 by John 

Cassesse, former president of the New York City Policeman's 

Benevolent Association, was meant to become the national 

police union. After failing to get a charter from the 

AFL-CIO, NUPO affiliated with the Service Employees 

International Union (SEIU) in 1972. In 1977, NUPO had 

3,000 members, which was down from 10,000 in 1969. 

According to Swanson (1977), many individuals now consider 
, 



this'union to be all but defunct. SEIU, separate from 

NUPO, has approximately thirty autonomous loca~s rep(e~ 

senting 4,000 officers in Louisiana, Michigan, Missouri, 
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South Carolina and the Virgfn Islands. Swan~on (1977) 

mentions that SEIU intends to make itself a replica of 

AFSCt>!E and that some jurisdictional dispute exists between 

the two. The International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 

Chauffeurs, Warehouse8en, and Helpers of America (IBT) is 

the last union listed by Swanson in category one of his 

typology. IBT has been interested in organizing policemen 

since 1958 and 19,77 represented 16, 000 police in locals 

that consisted either entirely of publ~c employees or qf 

both public and private employees. It has experienced 

most of its organIzing success in suburban, rural and 

western areas. With the IBT being khown for its aggres-

siveness in seeking benefits, its members are often 

militant. 

The second category in Swanson's typology, 

independent governmental employee organizations, consists 

of two major governmental unions, the National Association 

of Government Employees (NAGE), which was founeded in 1961, 

has a police division known as the International Brother-

hood of Police Officers (IBPO}, which was formed in Rhode 

Island in 1964 and affiliated with NAGE in 1970. In 1977, 

IBPO represented 30,000 police in more than 500 locals. 

~he strength of the IBPO is concentrated in the New 

. 
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England states. The Assembly of Government Employees 

(AGE), which was founded' in 1952, is organi~ed on a 

government wide basis 'with 95 percent of its affiliates 

at the state level. 
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Independen~ police associations, the third cate

gory in the typology, function on either a national, state 

or local level with membership being limited to police per

sonnel. The National Conference of Police Associations, 

established in 1953, was formed to promote the exchange of 

information among police employee organizations. When 

Ca~ada affiliated, the name was changed to th~ International 

Conference of Police Associations (Juris and Feuille, 1973). 

until 1973, the membership was open only to bona fide 

police associations, but later in that year, the decision 

was made for the ICPA to become a police union it~elf. In 

1977, the union represented approximately 182,000 police 

officers in approximately 400 locals with seventy being 

located in the New York City area. There is also a con

siderable membership in the states of Illinois, New Jersey 

and California (Swanson, 1977). The name has recently' 

been changed again to the National Association of Police 

Off icers (Bower s, 1980). 

The second national i~dependent police association 

is the Fraternal Order of police (FOP), which grew out of 

FOP Lodge Number One, established in Pittsburgh, 
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Pennsylvania in 1915. In 1977, the FOP claimed 1,000 

loc~l lodges that represented 150,000 members in forty 

states. The locals are concentrated primarily in the 

north central and southern states. Although founded for 

fraternal reasons, it has moved toward emphasizing 

(~con'omic objectives 'without changing its original state

ment or organizational ai~s. When serving as an exclusive 

bargaining agent it is a de f~cto union. Its leadership 

generally consists of low ranking officers who have had 

some years 0 serv • f 1.'ce The more militant police often 

view the FOP leadership as being soft or unnecessarily 

moderate (Swanson, 1977). 

Of the statewide independent police associations, 

some are affiliated with national unions, e.g. FOP or 

NAPO, while the others remaln 1.n ep • , 'd endent Most of the 

statewide associations do not represent the police 

directly, but instead they lobby in state capitals, con

duct wage surveys, provide legal and financial aid and 

disseminate information (Swanson, 1977). In reference 

. "1.' t should be to local independent police assoclatl0ns, 

noted that traditionally, police unionism has functioned 

primarily at the local level. According to Juris and 

Feuille (1973), t~is local emphasis can be attributed to 

two main factors. First is the inability or unwilling

ness of the national organizations to become integrally 

involved in local affairs due largely to the fact 

" 

.... 

that low financial income precludes 
such involvement. 

A second factor is t'h t 'tI 
a 1e municipal police indUstry 

is localized and monopolistic in nature. 
Even though 

locals will no doubt contl'nue t 1 
o p ay an important role, 

the trend seems to be Changl'ng. A 1 
972 survey indicated 

that the police were represented by locals l'n 
40 percent of the cases. 

This figure has pOSSibly sin~e decreased 

as the national unions have Sought the affiliation of 

independent locals or as th 1 
ese ocals have been displaced. 

Future affiliations will probably Occur ~'~th 
''V'" umht'ella 

type organizations which permit a t' d 
grea eal of autonomy. 

Accor~ing·to Swanson (1977), these independent locals are 

often dominated by younger, college educated officers who 

tend to be more militant than others. 

~here exists a fourth category of recently 

developed police employee organizations which does not 

fit in neatly ~ith Swanson's tYP9109Y. These are the 

associations of black police ff' , 
O .. lcer~. Accordlng to 

Juris and Feuille (1973), the purpose of these organi-
zations 

is to combat racial discrimination against their 

and to promote better police services to and 
members 

treatment of, the black Commun1.'ty. M t 
os of the members 

of these organizations are also union members. 
They 

usually do not compete with the existing unions for 

representational rights. 
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As the brief foregoing discussion indicates, 

there exists a wide variety of organizational arrange-

ments among police groups. Since a large portion of 

police union: activity occurs at the local level and since 

the national unions grant a great deal of autonomy to, 

their a{filiates, it is difficult to provide a neat, con

cise national picture of ~olice employee organizations. 

To further complicate ~atter~, these organizations could 

also be categorized on the basis of,the following functional 

c~iteria: the ranks the organization represents, percen-

tage of eligible officers as members, whether or not the 

organization has exclusive representation status, the 

presence or absence of state bargaining legislation and 

the type of union-management relationship (Juris and 

F~uille, 1973). The point being made is that police 

employee organizations, both in terms of organizational 

structure and function, represent a complex configuration 

that is composed of many, often unrelated parts. However, 

a broad base of commonality does exist in reference to 

the goali o~ these organizati~ns and the methods utilized 

t,o achieve these goals. 

Goals and Methods of Police Employee Organization~ 

Burpo (1971) has identified five major goals of 

police employee organizations. Now that the issue 

regarding the right to organize has been firmly established, 
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the first goal of a police employee organization is that 

of recognit:o~, e.g., being recognized as an organization 

by the employer for the purpose cif bargain'ing collectively 

for improved benefits. A b f ' . num er 0 states do not yet have 

statutes that permit public employee organizations to 

collectively barg~in and consequently municipalities oiten 

allege a lack of statutory authority to justify their 

refusal of recognition of police employee organizations. 

Th~ second goal of police employee organizations is the 

attainment of improved economl'c benefl·ts. In addition to 

higher salaries, the police also strive to secure overtime 

pay, improved pensions, paid holidays, callback pay, jury 

duty pay, ,shift differential pay, uniform allowances, 

meal allowances, permission to work a second job, and 

severence pay. ' The third goal of police employee organ i

za~ions concerns the improvement of job conditions. 

Issue~ with which the police have concerned themselves in 

this area include hours'of work, work week, vacations, 

holidays, sick leave, funeral leave, ' grIevance procedures, 

and the use of bulletI'11 boards. Th e move to secure a 

voice in manag~ment policies, the'fou;th goal, came about 

during the sixties when the rank and file began to take 

an interest in how their departments were being run. 

Such issues, which were once the sole t' peroga lve of police 

administrators, include ~he number of patrol shifts, one 

versus two men riding in a squad carl promotions, 
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recruitment po lC1es, JO 1 " ., b assignments, amount of paper 

work, performing nQnpolic~ duties, consultation prior to 

the implementation of a standard operating procedure, , 

and d l' sc iplinary proceed ings,. transfers, The fifth, all 11 

of some polic~ labor organJsomewhat controversial goal 

zations is professionalization (Burpo, 1971). The con~ 
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t 'b'l't of the conee/lf,s . ters around the compa 1 1 1 Y r tro\'ersy cen 

of unionization and profepsionalization. This issue wi).l 

be discussed later in the chapter. 

There are fout types of negotiations that can 

occur between labor and management when a polie,e employ /;:e 

organ1zatlon s , , eeks to attain the aforementioned goals. 

't' nts the size ar,C upon what the organlza 10n wa , _ Depending 

" t "on the extent of representation and type of organ1za 1 , 

the hlstory 0 , f the relationship with the employer 

, 197i) the methods of negotiation will take (Hililgan, I 

one or more of the following forms: informal discuss ior:'ls 

conducted through normal police administrative channel~T.r 

through regular appearances before the city lobbying 

consultations with the chief who in turn make~ council, 

the city council, and/or direct recommendations to 

between the police labor group and the repre-bargaining 

1971) The first thr--:::e sentatives of the employer (Bu.rpo, • 

1 ' those states that domethods are used m~st frequen~ y ln 

not have public employee bargaining statutes. Direct 

l'S generally used in those states where a bargaining 
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statute permits this form of negotiation. 

Most state public employment burgaining statufcs 

provide for the right of public employees to organize and 

join employee organizations for the purpose of npC)otiating 

a contract with their employer. The statute gives the 

employer the right to recognize the employee organization 

and usually requires that the employer bargain. Both 

parti~s are required to barg~in in good faith over a 

limited scope of issues which Usually include salaries, 

hours and other conditions of employment. The employees 

are organized into bargaining units, generally on the basis 

of rank so that the rank and the file officers and super

visory staff are represented separately (Burpo, 1971). 

i'lhen labor and management are unable to reach an 

agreement during the negotiation process~ the law usually 

provides for some type of impasse procedure. Although 

these .procedures may differ from state to state, they 

gener~lly consist of mediation, fact finding, voluntary 

and advisory arbitration, and compulsory and binding 

arbitration. Mediation is an informal procedure whereby 

a neutral, impartial third partY,attempts to resolve the 

impasse through discussions with and suggestions to both 

parties. A more formalized pr?cedure, fact finding, in

volves a third person who conducts hearings to analyze 

all facets of the dispute. Recommendations are then made 

to both labor and management and if accepted, a contract 
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is made based on the recommendations. If not accepted, 

the findings of fact are made public on the aSGumption , 

that both parties would rather accept the recommendations 

than risk the possible wrath of the public for refusal to 

accept them. Arb"itration consists of a procedure whereby 

a three man panel, 'consisting of two representatives from 

the disputing parties and a third impartial member, con

ducts a formal hearing and reaches a conclusion on the 

basis of information gained at that hearing. When the 

arbitration is voluntary, it may be evoked by either labor 

or management. Comp~lsory arbitration, as the name implies, 

requires the parties to arbitrate when negotiations reach 

an impasse. Whereas advisory arbitration does not require 

the estranged parties to accept the panel's decision, 

binding arbitration requires compliance (Burp~, 1971). 

If, after the exhaustion of impasse procedures, 

an amicable agreement has not yet been reached, the police 

organization will seek its goals through alternative means. 

These'alternatives range along a continuum from mild forms 

of protest to the strike. These forms of protest are meant 

to attain desired goals through other channels, bring to 

the attention of the public the plight of the organization's 

members and in general to put pressure on management to 

. acquiesce. The milder forms of protest include lobbying 

before the state legislature, picketing and the filing of 

civil lawsuits. Moving along the continuum, another 
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device that brings public attention to th 
- e situation 

is· the work slo\Y'down or. speed-up. An ~ 
\::xample of this 

tactic is the traffic ticket slowdown resulting in few 

or no ti6kets being w~itten even for flagrant 
.. traffic 

violations. The municipality suffers both in terms of 

public 'safety and t.he loss of city revenues. The traffic 

ticket speed-up, which occurs when officers write an 

inordinate number of tickets, creates a great deal of 

public inconvenience and resentment. The speed-up often 

leads to 'a r ash of ci t i zen compla ints wh ';ch h ... t e city may 

find to be embarrassing (Burpo, 1971). 

At the extreme end of ttlis alter nat i ve approa'ch 

continuum is labor's ultimate weapon, the work stoppage. 

A work stoppage occurs when all or some police officers 

willfully fail to perform their duties, thereby causing . 
a complete or partial breakdown in police service. There 

exist four forms of work stoppage that the police may 

ut.ilize: the strike, sick call ("blue £lu") , mass 

resignation, or attendance of professional seminars. 

Since no state grants the police the legal right to strike, 

the police are hesitan~ to simply walk o£f the job and 

call a strike. A strike action could not only jeopardize 

their employment status, but may also alienate the citi

zenry at a time when the public support is critical. The 

right to strike controversy centers around management's 

argument against the strike due to the threat to public 
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safety and labor's argument that they are at a bargaining 

disadvantage without the power to strike" In any event, 

due to the current legal ramifications, the police have 

developed other for~s of work stoppage (Burpo, 1971). 

The sick c~ll or "blue flu" stratc=gy involves 

~articipating officers calling in sick and co~plaining 

of ailments that are subjective in nature, such as a head

ache or backache. This makes it difficult, if not 

impossible, for management to prove malingering. Mass 

resignations occur when ~articipating officers submit 

notices of resignation. This tactic avoids the possible 

negative ramifications of the strike or sick call. The 

final work stoppage' strategy occurs when participating 

officers walk off the job for the stated purpose of 

attending a professional seminar to improve their profes

sional knowledge (Burpo, 1971). 

Issues in Law Enforcement Labor Relations 

It should be evident at this point that the 

police labor movement is dynamic and widespread with 

numerous and varied types of police employee organi

zations currently in existence. The police are serious 

about the pursuit of their goals and are willing to go 

to extreme lengths to acquire those benefits that they 

believe they so readily deserve. As a consequence, labor, 

management and the general public are all confronted with 
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numerous issues regarding the scope of this involvement, 

its impuct und how .to' cope with it. Four of these issues, 

which will now be discussed are as follows: the compati-

bility of unionization and professionalization, the imdact 

of unions on the operation of the police agency, the impact 

of tne cities' fiscal' crises on law enforcement labor rela-

tions and the impact of the strike on the labor/management 

relationship. 

Professionalizatibn 

The idea of professionalization for the police 

occupation is one that has been widely d~scussed within 

the literature and therefore no attempt will be made to 

ela'borate here. However, the concept is generally meant 

to be aimed at unifying and improving the status and 

qualitx of police work as a whole. On the other hand, 

the unionization concept generally refers to self-help 

organizations that direct their energies toward securing 

benefits and protection for thei~ members. The issue at 

hand is whether these two concepts are compatible. 

As would be expected, labor and management have 

opposite opinions re'garding the compatibility of uniorli

zation and the professionalization concept. Management 

argues that the objectives of ~nions are narrow in SGope, 

immediate in nature and almost entirely non-altruistic in 

outlook. Therefore, advancement of social or professional 

goals is not an important part of union goals and the 
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unionization movement will C21llSC the st:rl1gg1e for pro[es

sional status to deteriorClte into a strug'gle for jmmediate 

financ ial betterment. ManClgemcilt contends that employees 

will seek advancement through union pressure rather than 

through the more desirable channels of merit, examination 

and dedication to duty (Hilligan, 1973). 

Unions counter the management argument by stating 

that better salaries and job conditions attract moie ' 

qualified persons and thus provide a more professional 

approach to police service. In addition, unions boost 

morale, serve as a watchdog over administrative corruption 

and increase efficiency through participation by union 

members in the management process (Hilligan, 1973). 

There also exists a lack of consensus regarding 

this compatibility issue among scholars who have written 

in the area. Halpern (1974) argues that unionization was 

fostered by and also contributes to the professionalization 

of the police. The turmoil of the 1960's brought the 

police increasingly into the public eye and consequently 

a great deal of criticism was leveled at the police for 

the manner in which they dealt with the various crises 

of that era. The criticisms led to the push for upgrading 

departments by improving facilities, equipment and 

salaries and by getting better .trained and educated men 

on the force. The emphasis on profes?ionalization has 

led to an increase in the number of younger policemen 
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viewing themselves as skilled persons who want a say in 

what they do. Hal~ern (1974) argues that whereas veteran 

policemen might be,more interested in increased salaries 

and benefits, the younger and more professionalized police

man wants a voice in policy and programs as well as 

indreased benefits. He cites as evidence the situation in 

Baltimore where the majority of the veterans belonged to a 

union that worked primarily fo~ increas~d benefits whereas 

the younger officers belonged to a union which sought to 

influence such police policies as patrol, recruitment, and 

training procedures. 

~ According to Olmos (1974), police unions will be 

forced tci devote more attention to professionalization 

matters as societal concern for law and order begins to 

burn itself out. He argues that unions have concentrated 

on a rationale of exploiting 'this law and order concern 

as a primary means of gaining e?onomic qoncessions. As 

the public concern shifts away from la~ and order, Olmos 

believes that it would be more productive in the long run 

for the unionization movement to stress a theme of 

developing professional excellence in return for SUbstan

tial economic concessions from the taxpayers. 

Along a similar line ?f reasoning, Nigro (1978) 

notes that since the public employer's ability to pay 

increased benefits has diminished, unions are beginning 

to shift their emphasis to other matters. As the public 
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becomes increasingly ~ ~ co·nc n r11ed Lll'th the fiscal crisis of 

American cities, citizens, legislators and the courts 

will be demanding an improved quality of se~vices in 

return for increased economic concessions. 'rherefore, 

unions will become increasingly concerned with issues 

that are believed to increase the quality of police ser-

vices, i.e., professionalization. 
, 
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Hewitt (1978) takes a somewhat different position 

by asserting that the impact of unions on the notion of 

professionalization is a moo pOln. t 't He argues that the 

'police have never een b a profession, and never will be as 

long as they are grossly fragmented under many political 

j ur isd ictlons. , The basl'c argument is that the American 

police have no police idea. The role and philosophy of 

the polIce c anges rom 0 , h f ne generation to another and from 

one jurisdiction to another. Therefore, the police must 

first define the goals of professionalization and develop 

a workable program before the issue of the com~atibiljty 

of unionization and profe~sionalization can be addressed. 

If one considers increasing educational require

ments and providing educational incentives as being 

indicative of a step toward professionalization, then 

unions are indeed becoming involved in the promotion of 

professlona lZa lone , I' t' Many police labor contracts include 

such provisions. Unions are also becoming increasingly 

inVOlved with the areas of recruitment standards, 
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selection, training, ~romotion criteria, job classifi-

cation, diSCipline, grievance procedures and evaluation. 

Most of these efforts are directed toward decreasing the 

use of political favoritism and management discretidn 

and increasing decision making and promotion on the basis 

of due process and merit. 

While police unions have been involved to a 

certain extent with matters that may be considered related 

to professionalization and have possibly been responsible 

for some improvements, the overall consensus appears to 

be that police unions have, in general, had a negative 

impact on the concept of professionalization in the past. 

According to Feuille (1977), there seems to be a basic 

conflict befween the goals police unions must pursue in 

their role as an employee self-help organization and those 

objectives which would further the quest for professional 

status. Union energies have been primarily devoted to 

securing basic economic benefits and job security pro

tection for their members. However, the trend would seem 

to indicate that police unions will become increasingly 

involved with the professionalization issue in the 

future while continuing to pressure for increased bene

fits. 'rhe impact of this trend remains, to be seen. 

Union Impac·t' 'on' 'th'e' 0p'e'r'a't'i'o'n' b'f' 'Ure' 'PoTi'c'c' 'A'g'en'cy 

According to Feuille (1977), the major impact 

that unions have had on the operation of the police 
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agency is that they have had a significant influence on 

the chief's or the city's ability to manage. Unions have, 

effected management discretion in the area of manpower 

deployment by attaching higher p~ice tags to overtime, 

court time and standby. Unions also pressure for the 

increasing use of seniority in shift assignments and trans

fer. These types of efforts st~m from union~s desire to 

eliminate favoritism, secu~e ext~a pay for extra duty and 

to attain a greater degree of position security for senior 

officers. 

Management discretion has also been reduced in 

the area of disciplinary procedures. The procedures as 

established by the unions require management to prepare 

better cases, make the punishment fit the offense and, 

in general, administer the disciplinary process more 
. 

equitably. In addition" grievance procedur~s are commonly 

instituted as a result of union pressure. These proce

dures are established as a means of seeking redress for 

the infringement of contractual rights and as a means of 

enforcing union contractual rights. These grievance 

procedures are the mechanisms by which management and the 

union test the limits of managerial prerogatives and the 

extent of the union's voice in determining employment 

conditions (Feuille, 1977). 

These and numerous other issues are now deter-

mined at the bargaining table rather than at the 
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discretion of the manager as was once the case. Manage

ment views th is intr ~lS ion as being a thre'at to its t ra'-. 

ditional authority in a quasi-military organization that 
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is highly dependent on discipline and loyalty for its 

efficient operation (Juris, 1971-1972). Management feels 

that the decision making functions of the department are 

be ing placed in the hands of the, union organization 

rather than iri the hands of those who are responsible'for 

the implementation of those decisions. Also, the collec-

tive bargaining process places the manager in a position 

,where demands are be ing made from two conflict ing sources: 

the municipal employer and ,the policeman from whose ranks 

he came (Hilligan, 1973). In addition, management feels 

that it is ~t 'a disadvantage when bargaining with the 

union due to the union's ability to call a work stoppage. 

By disrupting normal police services, the cost to manage-

ment of disagreeing with union terms is increased (Fe~ille, 

1977) . 

Unions argue that these actions are necessary in 

order to protect the interests of their members. If 

management would take it upon itself to institute the 

changes that reflect the wishes of the employee, the union 

asserts that it would not need to become involved. 

This influence of police unions on the operation 

of the police agency is not limited to its involvement at 

the bargaining table. Police unions are also involved in 
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legislative and elective politics that are aimed not ?nly 

at strengthening their position at the bargaining table, 

but also at influencing its law enforcement policy making. 

The recognition of the political or iei1tation of the police 

is not new, but when the' police enter the political arena 

in an effort to act on their own behalf, the situation ,is 

different. Just as the way has been cleared.for the rights 

of the police to organize and in some instances to bargain 

collectively, so have the restrictions been removed that 

once prohibited political involvement by the police. As 

such, the police are increasingly taking sides in elections 

and public issues. This type 01 political invo~vement bX 

the police has caused some concern among police adminis

trators and the general public due to the fac~ that in our 

system of government, a politician is thought to owe a 

debt when an organization plays a key role in his victory. 

This electi~e politics participation of the police is 

particularly suspect when the involvement centers around 

the election campaigns of those most intimately concerned 

with the administration of criminal justice in the 

community--the prosecutors and judges. Since these 

officials are supposed to be independent of the police in 

the administration of justice, how would this independence 

be affected if a victory was achieved due to the efforts 

of a police employee organization (Juris, 1971-l972)? 

Also, in a situation where a mayor or governor makes 
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campaign promises that would affect the criminal justice 

system, wo~ld it be appropriate for the police to support 

him and if so, what kind of support? Should a policeman 

be allowed to make monet?lry contributions' to an individ-

ual's political campaign? Should he be allowed to distri-

bute leaflets, canvass or collect money? Should the 

answer to these questions be based on the particular 

political office being sought? Should the answer be based 

on whether the officer is out of uniform? Should a police 

employee organization be allowed a similar degree of 

participation (Hilligan, 1973)? Such questions are indi-

cative of the complexity of the issue of police unioni-

zation. 

The political involvement of the police is not 

restricted to elective politics. Police unions are also 

continually concerned about policy issues that relate to 

how the law is to be enforced. Such issues might include 

the use of force, victimless crimes, civilian review 

boards, the types of weapons to be carr ied and' the con-

ditions regulating their use, the appropriate response to 

civil disorder and the functioning of the remainder of the 

criminal justice system. The police are speaking out more 

and more on these types of political and policy issues 

(Hewitt, 1978), and have experienced a great deal of 

success in their efforts. 
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Police management considers political activi.sm 

as a challenge when lssues . of policy are raised, but 

endorses legislative political activity thilt results in 

large appropriations. The vario~s employee organizations 

general f avor political activism by those and society in 

agree, but are ,intolerant of activity by with '.."hom they 

their opponents (Juris, 1971-1972). 

t that police unions have had a It ,is apparen 

significant impact on the operation of the police agency, 

both through the collective bargaining process and through 

political invo vemen • 1 t The police agency administrator no 

longer enJoys . "carte blan,che" with respect ~o the internal 

The manager must now consider operations of his agency. 

the union reaction to personnel management or policy 

probability he will find it necessary changes and in all . 

to consult with union re~resentatives before instituting 

that would have an impact on the union's memany change 

bers. 

The Fiscal Cr'isi's 'o'f Ame'r'ic'a'n' Cit'i'es 

Many crltlcs " of police unions feel that the 

has Contributed to the financial unionization movement 

crises of American cities (Nigro, 1978). The assumed 

the poll'ce to inl,'tiate a strike or other propensity of 

forms of work stoppage has lead to the belief that the 

. e pay increases in police are in a position to recelV 

excess d t the vital nature of other public employees ue 0 
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of the role they perform Cor society. 
It is bcJ.icv(~d by 

some that public management is unable to provide a counter-

force to these union wage demands (Mitchell, 1978). 

Increasing taxes and inflation have led to demands 

that the costs of government be reduced. 
The public is 

beginning to urge city officials to ~esist union efforts. 

Movements such as California's Proposition 13 have started 

a nationwide trend which has had a ,significant impact on 

labor/management relations. This public mood and the 

resultant demands have placed labor and management on a 

collision course in many jurisdictions (Bowers and Cohen, 

1979). ~his conflict appears inevitable since taxpayers 

are demanding tax cuts and reductions in government spending 

with no reduction in the quantity or quality of services~ 
Although research indicates that the power 

wielded by police unions in the area of wage determination 

is not as great as has been feared (Ehrenberg and Gold-

stein, 1977) and that union pressure is not the sole or 

primary force affecting pay increases (Feuille, 1977), the 

public mood has led to a change in public employer atti-

tudes. Budget constraints and taxpayer revolts have pro-
. : 

vided the impetus for aggressive bargaining on the part 

of pubilc employers. 
Confrontation at the bargaining table 

and in the streets became the dominant theme during the 

latter part of the 1970's (Bowers and Cohen, 1979). 
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Th~refore, the fiscal crises of cities have created 

a situation of increaued conflict and confrontation between 

labor and management with the public shifting its support 

toward management and away from labor. Since union members 

perceive the most important function of the union to be 
, . 

bargaining for wages and benefits (Meyer, 1972), this sit-

uation will in all probability continue as long as the 

fiscal crisis is an issue. 

police Strikes 

Police strikes are illegal in all states due to 

the perceived threat it poses to public safety. However, 

this 'has not stopped the police from engaging in strikes 

f ' k t e g "blue flu'! and and other forms 0 wor s oppage, •• , 

mass resignations. Even though various types of impasse 

procedures (mediation, fact finding, and arbitration) have 

been instituted in an effort to avoid work stoppages, the 

strike or threat of a strike has been perceived to be the 

most powerful bargaining weapon, available to labor. 

Traditionally, management has complained that they are 

placed at a bargaining disadvantage due to the union's 

ability to call a strike. The union argues that without 

the ability to initiate some form of work stoppage, they 

would have no power and would be placed at a bargaining 

disadvantage. 

One of the major complaints against the police 

unionization movement is that many people think of the 
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terms union and strike as being synonymous. As such, it 

is believed th t th.d l' 
a e eve opment of police unions could 

lead to strike activity that would endanger the public 
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welfare as well as siving the police the ability to extract 

unduly large pay increases. Ot~er than the BosEon Police 

Strike of 1919 and the Montreal, Canada strike of 1969, 

police strikes have not resulted in a significant increase 

in the incidence of crime (Hilligan, 1973). In addition, 

even though most strike activity has occurred 
over wage 

issues (Meyer, 1976), there is no evidence to indicate 

~hat the p~lice have gained excessive salary idcreases 

(Ehrenberg and Goldstein, 1977). Consequently, the fears 

voiced by'the public and by management have not been 

realized. 

Since the strike has not proven to be as 

threatening'to the public welfare as was 
once perceived 

and as the public employer becomes more ,willing to take 

a strike, the police union/management r~lationship is 

beginning to develop along the same lines as that of the 

remainder of the publl'C sector. H ' owever, lt remains 

extremely doubtful that the police will ever be granted 

the legal right to strike~nd will continue to be treated 

as somewhat of an exceptional case in public sector labor 

relations. 
The perceived threat to public safety posed 

by the police strike will no doubt continue to exist and 

consequently it is probable that considerable effort will 

.. . ' 

\ 

II 



61 

cohtinue to be directed toward the establishment of 

9cceptable alternative' impasse procedures. 

As should be evident at this point, one of the 

major overriding controversies surro~nding police unionism 

. f Individual members want more concerns the lssue 0 money. 

money and they see the union as being the vehicle [or 

achieving this goal., The general public and management 

often feel that police ul1ions push too hard for th is goal 

without considering the possible negative consequences. At 

a time of rising inflation when workers are increasingly 

turning to unions ~or help and when there exists a general 

public sentiment to cut back on government speQding, there 

exists a need to determine what economic impact police 

unions do indeed have. 

As was noted in the previous section of this 

chapter, there seems to exist a relationship between the 

fiscal operation of American cities and public sector 

unionism. The extent or impact of this relationship is 

difficult to discern since many other variables are 

involved. However, it is this aspect of police unionism 

that will be explored in more detail throughout the 

remainder of this study. !>10re specifically, the central 

focus will be on the impact of police unionism on municipal 

police wage determination. Since the discussion to this 

--------~~----- ----------

.. 

,,;' 

. ~ 
~ 

ill j 

. ,. 

,., ~ 1 

-- -- "~-'---, ,_. 

point has concentrated on police unionism, it is now 

necessary to present some background information on the 

process of government wage determination and the role of 

collective bargaining ,in this process~ 
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Traditionally, according to Roscow (1976), there 

have been three different methods of government pay d~ter

mination.Each of the succeeding methods represent an 

increased degree of delegation of authority, an increased 

participation and a lower order of control. The first and 

most traditional method is that of .legislative pay setting. 

This remote and authoritarian method is the least likely 

to provide frequent wage increases, is less responsive ,to 

labor market forces, and is more responsive to budgetary 

control. Salary adjustments are less frequent, less 

systematic and often subject to unilateral determination. 

Structural improvements or reforms generally require 

special legisla~ion which is laborious, slow and very 

infreqUent. 

The second method, executive action, is the 

result of delegation of authority from the legislature. 

This process varies in scope and method with the authority 

being either limited or complete. Executive action 

usually evolves as an outgrowth of ponderous or inefficient 

legislative pay fixing methods. W?ge adjustments are more 

regular and frequent, with the law often specifying 

frequency, defining criteria and allowing for legislative 

r~.'!o 
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veto or modification. Executive action is often based on 

the prevailing wage pr~nciple which, as noted by Fog~l 

and Lewin (1977), requires government to pay wages com

parable to those re6eived by private employees. This 

method is sensible in terms of equity and efficiency since 

the output 6f government does not pass through the market 

place where its relative worth can be assessed by customers. 

According to Fogel and Lewin (1977~, there is a need for 

comparable pay to attract employees but to pay more than 

the private sector would be unnecessary and a waste of 

tax dollars. The common practice is to obtain wage infor

mation from the geographic area 6f government jurisdiction 

and from only medium and large sized employers. This 

method holds down the cost of wage surveys, but imparts an 

upward b~as to prevailing wage determination since only the 

"core" economy is surveyed. The periphery economy, which 

generally pays low~r wages, is excluded. One problem with 

the prevailing wage ~oncept occurs when there exists an 

absence of a private market for some government occupations. 

For certain groups that have no comparable counterpart, 

such as police and firefighters, parity, a term meaning 

equality, is commonly used for wage determination. Another 

method utilized to overcome this problem is to base pay on 

private sector wages for occupations to which individuals 

of comparable training and interests might be attracted 

(Fogel and Lewin, 1977). 
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ContinUing with Roscow's (1976) dl' , f . . f3CUSS Ion 0-

governmental wage determinatio~, the final method is 

collective bargaining. Thl' 
s process, which is more 

volatile, democratic and responsive to the 
labor mar ket, 

is an outgrowth of the explosive growth of 
employment in 

the public sector, pressure for increased 
government ser-

vices, rising expectations of workers and increased union-

ization. Collective bargaining is mo~e difficult to 

control or predict due to political turnover of 
government 

managers, ab'sence of long-term responsibilities for costs 

of short-term settlements and the fact that fhe em~loyer 
must negoti~te with competing groups at different times. 

It is this collective bargal'nl'ng aspect 

which will now be explored. 
of unionization 

BaSically, collective bargaining in the public 

sector is the process by Whl'ch 
representatives of a 

political entity and re t t' 
presen a J.ves o~ an ~mployee orga-

nization meet to b " 
argaln J.n good fait~ OVer the terms 

under wh ich labor "'1'11 b 
n e performed (Maddox, 1975). As 

such, unionization has introduced a ' " 
slgnlflcant new element 

into the municipal bUdget-making process. 
A central issue 

has emerged as to whether union power has pre-empted the 

budgetary authority of public ?fficials legally vested 

with the power to decide how, h 
w en and for what purposes 

city funds shall be spent (Spero, 1973). Collective 

bargaining disturbs the normal incremental budgeting cycle 
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by separating the determination of wages, fringe bene

fits and other personnel items from the task of budgeting 

for them. This change from a unilateral model of decision 

making has shifted the locus of authority from city 

officials to full-time labor relations specialists 

(Benecki,1978). This problem is compounded by the fact 

that it l.S 0 ten , f dl.' ffl.' clllt to determine who has final 

authority to represent the management side. This decen

tralized, multilateral bargaining aspect of city govern

ment often plays into the hands of .unions who engage in 

"end run" tactics in order to obtain from one level of 

government what was denied at another (Mitchell, 1979). 

As a result of these characteristics, the situation is 

now such that the budget must accommodate collective bar-

gaining. According to a study by Benecki (1978), this . 
occurs in three ways: expenditure and revenue levels 

must increase (changi~g the size of the ~udget), trans

fers of budget items must occur (changing the distribution 

of the budget) or employment must decrease (changing both 

the size and distribution of the budget). It should be 

noted that these are not mutually exclusive and therefore 

any combination of the above may occur.' 

Unionism and collect~ve bargaining activities 

in tlse public sector differ from those in the pr ivate 

'~. . a s pOlJ.'tical involvement and sector l.n ~wo maJor w y : 

elasticity of demand. Regarding the politics of wage 

.. .. 

" 

,' . 

setting, political bodies are sensitive to two constit-

uencies: government e'mployees who are directly af[ectcrd 

by public wage decisions and the general public who is 

generally uninformed and disinteres~ed. Since the first 

group watches the actions of politicians more closely, 

lawmakers are g~nerally more responsive to them. Public 

employees have a tendency to exploit this situation. 
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Fogel and Lewin (1977), have held that "the position of 

public employees as voters and opinion-makers who partially 

determine whether or not the employer retains his job" [po 

~27] as the major factor underlyin~ motivational differences 

between public employers and private, profit-maximizing 

employers. There is no counterpart to this political 

pressure in the private sector. According to Shapiro 

(1978), some critics note that restraints on the political 

activities ~f public sector unions may weaken'this politi

cal pressure argument. 

Elasticity of demand in the public sector refers 

to the demand for government services and how flexible this 

demand can be. Since most government services are 

monopolistic and many are essential in nature, coupled 

with the fact there are limited opportunities for the 

supstitution of capital for labor in the production of 

these services, the demand for labor in the public sector 

is frequently inelastic or inflexible. The implication 

is that unions can push for increased wages with little 
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fear of adverse employment effects (Shapiro, 1978). Even 

though taxpayers can vent their hostilities at the polls, 

public employees are also voters. Therefore, politicians 

may opt to avoid a strike rather than refusing to pay 

higher wages (Orr, 1976). H.owever, tak ing advantage 0 f 

this inelasticity of demand depends upon the ability ~o 

withhold a significant amount of labor. Therefore, the 

union effec~ is related to the degree of union organi-

zation and the ability to strike. To the extent that 

existing legal barriers inhibit organization, union 

recognition, collective bargaining and strikes, union wage 

effects will be limited (Shapiro, 1978). 

It is undeniable that the number of government 

employees and the size of government budgets and payrolls 

have increased dramatically during the past two decades. 

However, some controversy exists regarding unionism's 

role in this growth phenomenon and how the increases in 

the public sector compare with those in the private sector. 

prior to the 1960's, the characteristics of low compen

sation and a high degree of job security dominated state 

and local government work (Orr, 1976). According to 

Roscow (1977) f during the past two decades public sector 

pay has shown an increase of 188 percent compared to 141 

percent in the private sector. Spero (1973) contends that 

the public sector payrolls increased by 402 percent between 

1950-1968. Nitchell (1979) notes that state and local 
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employees increased their total compensation packages from 

88 pe~cent to 99 percent of the private sector compensation 

packages from 1945 to 1975. He also mentions that if state. 

and local pay had risen at the same rate as pay in the 

private sector, public pay would have been 12 percent to 

13 percent lower in 1975. Orr (1976) contends that between 

1952-1966, government pay remained at parity with the pri-

vate sector and that they generall¥ remained within 3 per

cent of each other. However, since 1966, Orr (1976) states 

that government pay has risen steadily relative to the 

private sector and that QY 1973 the public/private pay 

differential favored government workers by 10 percent. The 

earning differential was lower for state and local employees 

than for federal employees. Although these combined 

statistics do not necessarily coincide, due probably to the 

fact that it is not known what is being measured when 

reference is made to "pay, payroll, or compensation packages," 

it is axiomatic that public sector pay has risen at a more 

rapid rate than the 'private sector. Depending on whose 

statistics are read, the rapid rise in public sector pay 

has now placed government worker pay at parity with the 

private sector or may have even exceeded the private sector. 

Obviously such large scale comparisons are difficult to 

make. 

Concomitant with the increase in government pay 

is the rise in government employment, public sector 

. ~,,- . 
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unionism and the increused financial problems of ]\mer ican 

cities. According to Spero (1973), b~tween 1950 und 1968 

local government employment increused by 113 percent. 

According to Mitchell (1979), if state and local employ

ment had grown at the same ra~e as the private sector 

during 1945 to' 1975 (38.8%) instead of their actual rate 

of growth of 261.4 percent, state and local payrolls would 

be reduced by 60 percent •. It is Mitchell's content ion that 

the chief source of pressure for revenue, in terms of labor 

policy, has come from the employment side rather than the 

wage side. He states that the pressure for expansion of 

.government activities and programs stemmed primarily from 

forces exogenous to collective bargaining. 

One way of examining this argument would be to 

determine l'f publl'C se(,'tor unl'ons have a bargaining advan-

tage over the private sector. It has been previously 

noted th~t the public sector may have the advantage due to 

the elas~icity of demand and political pressure aspects 

that are unique to the public sector. A study by Shapiro 

(1978) indicated that there is no evidence that wage 

effects of public unions are greater than those in the 

private sector. The hourly earni~gs of unionized workers 

in the public sector tend consistently to be either on 

par with or somewhat below the hourly earni~gs of 

unionized vlor kers in the pr ivate sector when controlled 

~or individual worker characteristics, region, city size 

. 
Y I . , 

, .. . ~ i; .lfi ' 

and occupa t ion group. However, his study did ind icu te 

that unioniz€d blue collar workers in the public sector 

earn approximately 18 percent more than non-unionized 

workers in eithe.r the pub~ic or private sector. 

Obviously, Shapiro's findings and Mitchell's contention 
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do indicate than the increase in employment has had a 

major impact on the pressure for revenue, but it also is 

apparent that unionization has also played a part. There

fore, the controversy continues. The increased demand 

for government services (which of course increase~ the 

need for labor); the sp~ral of infiation which increases 

cities' cost of purchasing services and goods from the 

private sector; the needed expansion and modernization 

of government facilities; and enlarged welfare rolls 

have all contributed to the financial burden of ~erica's 

cities (Spe~o, 1973). 

Since the city is a creature of the state and 

has no inherent powers of taxation, its ability to cope 

with these financial problems is somewhat limited. 

Cities are heavily dependent on the federal government 

and it is estimated that less than one-half of the city 

budget comes from city raised revenue. Cities are tied 

to a relatively inflexible rea~ estate tax, which accounts 

for approximately two-thirds of the revenues from taxes 

directly levied by them. In addition, a large percen

tage of gra~ts-in-aid from federal and state governments 
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are earmarked [or specific purposes (Spero, 1973). ~here-

fore, the cities' ability to cope with this increQsed 

demand for revenue is fairly limited. Public sector unions 

argue that where the money comes from is not their probl~m. 

Fact finders seem to support this view and have in the 

past found that city employees should riot be expected to 

carry the cities' financial burden on their backs alone. 

In addition, it is unrealistic to assume that costs can be 

suppressed in the public sector when the free flow of 

market forces permits employee gains in the private sector 

(Spero, 1973). 

Police Na'ges 

The police have been chosen for this study 

mainly because the police would seem to possess, to an 

extreme, those characteristics that would give them an 

advantage at the bargaining table. Due to the vital 

nature of the functions they perform for society, ~he 

demand for police labor is thought to be highly in~lastic. 

In addition, police unions are now widespread and well 

organized which provides them with a great deal of politi

cal muscle (Mitchell, 1978). Also, the police are highly 

labor intensive. Whereas personnel costs o£ a typical 

city budget range from 50 percent to 80 percent (Spero, 

1973), the percentage of police budgets expended on salaries 

and wages is better than 90 percent on the ~verage (Odoni, 

1978) • 
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Not only are the police highly labor intensive, 

but they are al$o the second la~gest group of local 

employees, with teachers being the largest. According 

to Hewitt (1978) the nation employs approximately 
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375,000 police at a cost of seven billion dollars annually. 

Approximately 80 percent of the police are employed at the 

local level with the remainder employed by the state and 

federal governments (Rubin, 1978). Since 60 percent or 

better of these police are covered by some form of COllec

tive bargaining agreement, contract, memorandum of under

standing or local ordinance (Hewitt, 1978), any effect 

that police unions have on wage determination would cause 

a widespread impact. 

As with the remainder of the public sector, 

police salaries have rapidly increased. Between 1939 

and 1950, police salaries increased by only 52 percent 

while the average'annual salary of federal employees 

increased 83 percent, municipal t 't . 
ranSl operatlng employees 

increased 110 percent and the consumer price index increased 

69 percent (Aussieker, 1969). This of course, was during 

a time when there was little unionism due to adverse legal 

and public opinion. Between 1951 and 1961 police salaries 

increased by 56.9 percent while the increase for factory 

production workers was 50 percent, for federal employees 

and municipal transit operating employees the increase Has 

54.1 percent and urban school teachers' salaries increased 
.1 

, 



by 12.1 percent (Auss ie ker, 1969). Th is tr end changcd 

during t~e period from 1964 to 1969 when police salaries 
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rose by 38 percent for an average annual increase of 6.7 

percent compared to 4 percent for white collar and factory 

production workers. Prior to this, from 1939 to 1964, 

police salaries had increased one-half as much as that of 

factory workers (Burpo, 1971). Therefore, the wage 

increase differential began to favor the police during a 

time period when police unionism was gaining strength and 

momentum due to the lessening of legal and political 

restrictions. 

Odoni (1978) has noted one aspect of police 

salaries that deserves mention. Local governments have 

a 'tendency to pay public employees higher salar ies than 

the private sector at the lower level jobs while paying, 

'lower salaries than the private sector for higher level 

jobs. This differential may be due to employee organization 

pressure at the lower level while public employees in higher 

level positions are more visible to a public that is 

skeptical, at best, of the contributions of highly paid 

government employees. In addit,ion, employees in the 

higher level positions are typically not as well organized 

as those at the lower level (Mitchell, 1979). Odoni (1978) 

has discovered some statistics that vlould tend to indicate 

that the police differ w~th respect to this public sector 

characteristic. From 1959 to 1973, salaries for 
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nonsupervisory police more than doubled with maximum 

salaries rising more than minimum. The sala~y gains 

for chiefs, captains and sergeants, . 1 1 1.e., upper eve, 

supervisory positions, were remarkably similar to each 

,other and to the nonsupervisory gains. Police unionism 
, , 

probably contributed to the nonsupervisory gains, but 
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supervisory'officers are usually represented to a lesser 

extent and are le'ss mili tant. The reason may lie in the' 

desire to maintain traditional wage differentials within 

police ranks. Therefore, the wage impact of police unions 

may extend beyond a particular bargaining unit, 

Relative wage impact ,studies, i.e., the extent 

to which union workers pay differs from non-union worker 

pay, indicate that public sector union~ raise the wages 

of unionized government workers by approximately 5 per-, 

cent {"Wage Impacts ••• ," 19771. Th~ empirical basis for 

this conclusion c~nsists primarily of studies of teacher 

and firefighter b~rgaining in local government (Lewin, 

1977). ' The few studies that have been conducted to deter

mine the relative wage impact o£ police unions have pro

duced contradictory results. 

Schmenner (1973), usi~g time series wage infor

mation for eleven American cit~es during 1962-1970, dis

covered a n~gative relationship between collective 

bargaining and wages for police and firefighters. He 

states that the negative sign goes against all intuition 
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and admits th~'no ready explanation for it is avai1.1ble. 

A cross sectl!~i 'study- by Le~.,in and Keith (1976) Us ing 

1971-1972. sa{;'~?d·ata. on all but two American cities with 
. . ~";~~~.~;:;~,:J.,.: . 

a population 'o.~!F250 000 or more, indicated that unionism 
I "~.~'4" ~ ,t ,~, , '. . 

, ~, .. ~( .. ~., '., 
appears to ha\1e';':~; negative impact on police salar ies. 

, • ".oA_~l'" !"~' • 

These authors ~~~~ide the following possible explanations 
"r~li;li~ 

for their findi~~~~.·' . 
~ ·;,~~lt·; 

1. Uniohl~ation may lead to an increased supply 
\~.<~".'-, . .-;ut..}i. 

of policemen and thus lower salaries. 

'~i' 2. unio~~;~ay be more concerned with fringe 
·ir 

3. 

benefit~ than with salaries. 
'<l-' ,:.,'),4, , 

When negotiations go to arbitration, sett~e-. 
~::~, 

ments may be made retroactive and the salaries 
. '·i' 

used in their study may not reflect this. 
". ,*. 

4. The dat~.did not indicate whether a written 
.... ... 

contract existed nor were the scope 6f the ... 
':".(~ 

issues identified. 

5. Police in low wage cities who organize for 

purposes of raising salaries, possibly have 

not yet been successful in doing so. 

A study by Hall and Vanderporten (1977), using 1973 salary 

data for 141 American cities with populations of over 

50 ,000, ind icated that police .~alar ies are increased by 

formal negotiations, but the amounts are quite modest. 

Therefore, there seems to exist no definitive study that 

would indicate what, if any, impact police unions have on 
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'l'b Iss t udy 
of wi I} attempt to deter-ml'ne tl . 

1e Impact Police lllli .ons on 
WUV0S of 

. u l1 1un ized 
wage determina tion by compar ing t:h e 

to nonunionized city police depart-lIlonts. 
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The rOllowing 
1:0 he Used i 

11 this endeavor. h 

chapter will discuss the th me Odology 

a d(\scr ipt. ' 
1011 

the d ependent.: 

r 

of the research 

and independent 

T e discussion will include 

design, identi~ication of 

variables, the statistical 
Ollt ines th ~. 

qo..: will 

~~d the hypotheses 
be utilized 1" , , lmltations of the study 

statements. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Since the'amount of research conducted in the urea 

of police unionism and wage determination has been minimal 

and the results produced have. been contradictory and some

what confusing, the problem of the degree of impact of 

police unions on wage determination continues to exist. 

This is the primary problem which this study will address. 

Th~ purpose of the study will be to add to the current 

knowledge about the relationship between police unions and 

wages by examining the relationship between wage deter

mination and unionism using as additional ind~pendent var

iables those variables that have been shown to have signif

icant impact in earlier studies as well as some independent 

variables, discovered through literature review, that have 

been hypothesized to influence wage determination. In 

some respects, this study will provide comparative infor

mation in that it will replicate previous police-public 

sector wage determination studies, however, it will also 

add a unique characteristic which is intended to expand 

knowledge in the area. 

The unique area deals with the relationship 

between unionism and the incidence of the following 

! 
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indepel1dent Vi1r iables that will be included in the study: 

crime rate, population size, population density, income 

inequality, average earnings of manufact~ring production 

workers, the number of retail service und wholnsule 

establishments per 1,000 populution, monopsony power, 

governmeht type, geograp~ic region, LEAA region and the 

number of law enforcement emp16yees per 1,000 popUlation. 

These variables will be discussed in.more detail later in 

the chapter. The possibility exists that these same 

variables may give rise to the de~elopment of unionism. 

It may be that when these independent variables are in 

existence ~nd/or when they reac~ a certain magnitude, 

the resultant conditions are such that police labor feels 

th~ need to organize in order to improve their economic 

benefits and working conditions. Therefore, a second 

area of concern in this study wilL explore this relation

ship between unionism and the other independent variables 

in the study. 

The approaoh used by H. G. Lewis (1963) for 

estimating i:he impact of unions On wages in the pr ivate 

sector, i.e., the extent to which a union raises the 

\-lage of its members ab?ve the wages of comparable unorga

nized workers, will be used for this study. The results 

of such stUdies, including this study, are presented as 
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a ratio of the union to non-union wuge expressed in 

pe~centage terms. Many of the previous studies in the 

area of the impact of public sector unions on wage 

determin~tion have utilized this approach (Lewin, 1977). 

The groups to be compared in this study will consist of 

municipal police 'departments that are unionized and 

collectively bargain for wages and municipal police 

departments that are non-unionized and therefore do not 

collectively bargain for wages. 

Population Under study 

Using the 1975 Uniform Crime Report, all United 

statES cities with 100 or more law enforcement employees, 

both sworn and civilian, were identified and surveyed. A 

copy of the questionnaire is included as Appendix A. The . 
staff of the Texas Criminal Justice Center Manpower 

Planning Project, an LEAA funded grant project, designed 

and mailed the survey instrument as a part of their grant 

program. Four hundred sixty cities were surveyed and 

312 responded for a return rate of 67.8 percent. Wage 

schedules for the 1979-1980 fiscal year were selected for 

the purposes of this study. Of the 312 wage schedules 

received, fifty-seven were omitted because the salary 

schedules pertained to an inappropriate fiscal year. 

Therefore, a total of 255 agencies were utilized, of which 

166 (65%) were union, 89 (35%) were non-union. The data 

, . 

.' 

received consisted of })oth 
contruct und non-contract 

data, from which the saJ.·"'>ry d ' 
~ un un~on information ware 

obtained. 

Ie shoUld be noted at this point that a random 

sample was not utiliz,ed for th;s study 
... and therefore 

some doubt may be raised regardl' ng the 
validity of the 

tests of significance. M 't' 
any cr~ ~cs feel that without 

the ,use of randomization, a great deal of, 
control is lost 

and therefore the number of rival h h 
ypot eses is vastly 
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increased. Sin th t . 
ce e ests of significance do not d' Ispose 

of these rival hypoth 't . 
eses, 1 2S often suggested'that the 

tests are usel~ss and misleading and should be abando d 
. ne • 

However, Winch and Campbell (1969) have taken the 't' 
pos~ Ion 

that it is very important to have a "formal and 
nonsubjec-

tive way" of d t " 
e erm~n~ng whether data varies in a systematic . 

or haphazard fashion. . 
If the variance is haphazard, there 

is no real reason to further the exploration . 
If the 

variance is systematic, then the 
analysis does no.t: conclude 

with the test of significance, but ;s J'ust 
... beg inning. 

Therefore, Winch and Campbell bel;eve that 
... significance 

tests are of critical importance' 2n weighting the 

plausibility that a relationshl'p , 
eX2sts and that it should 

not be left to the intuition of the h 
. researc er to deter-

mine if a systematic or haphazard 
arrangement exists. 
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Three related de~enden~ variables will be uti-

lized for this study: minimum level (entrance) patrolman 

salaries, maximum level patrolman salaries, and the 

average of the two. Patrolman level salaries have been 

chosen for the unit of study since bargaining unit 

-definitions vary from union to union (Rubin, 1978); but 

almost every unionized municipal police department ha~ a 

bargaining unit consisting entirely of patrolmen. or 

includes patrolmen along witn other police classifications. 

In additi~n, the patrol unit is the largest unit in police 

t 45 57 percent of the police agencies with 44.23 percent 0 • 

personnel working, in the, patrol unit (Farmer, 1977). 

The minimum and maximum levels of the dependent 

variable have been chosen based upon a review of the 

results of two previous studies (Lewin and Keith, 1976; 

Hall and Vanderporten, 1977), which indicate that union 

lIThe average of impact varies according to salary eve. 

deter mine if the overall impact is the two is included to 

Of the impact at the minimum and significant regardless 

maximum level. 

Hypothes~s Statemen~ 

'l'he central hypothesis' to be tested by this study 

is: 

Hypothesis: Unionized municipal police departments 
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will exhibit higher salaries than non-unionized municipal 

police departments. 

Independent Var iables 

There will be twelve independent variables 

included. in the study. The independent var iables repre

sent a combination of the variables that were utilized in 

two previous studies, and additional, variables that have 

been hypothesized in the literature to have an influence 

on wage determination but have yet to be included in an 

empirical analysis of the impact of police onionism on 

wage determination. 
There are two major factors that have 

an influence On wage determination: 
SUPply of police 

services and demand for police services. 
The SUpply of 

police services is influenced primarily by the environ-, . 

ment within which the police officer must work and by the 

availability of other employment of comparable pay 

requiring similar 3kills ~nd/or qUQlifications. 
The demand 

for police services is influenced primarily by the commu-

nity environment add by the community 1 s willingness or 

ability to pay. Most of the independent variables were 

selected as ~asures of these two factors.l The indepen-

dent var fables to be included are as follows: 

1. 

Un.ionization is a dummy var iable that is 

operation~lly defined as those police unions that 
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collectively bargain for wages. These are 1979 data and 

Planning Project Data· are available' from the Manpower 

h · between unions and wage Base. A positive relations lp 

determination is expected. 

2. Crime rate 

The crime rate represents the rate of crime per 

100,000 people in the city's population. Only the part 

included in this figur~. one index crimes are As a high 

the demand for police protection, crime rate increases 
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policeman's job in a high the supply is reduced because a 

as being less desirable (Hall cr ime rate ar ea. is viewed 

and Vanderporten, 1977). l't l'S likely that Therefore, 

'd in high crime rate higher ~olice salaries would be pal 

areas and a h ' 's anticipated. positive relations lp 1 

1975 data and were These are 

City Data Book, 1977. 2 
obtained from the County 

3. Population den's'i'ty 

is defined to be population Population density 

per square mile. Criminal activity is thought to be a 

function of population density and should therefore be 

, ted with police salaries (Lewin and positively aSSOCla 

Keith, 1976). data and are located in the These are 1975 

county City Data Book, 1977. 

4. Population 

hypothesized to influence police Population is 

manner as population density. salaries in a similar 

* . , 
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Population figures are being used in addition to popu-

lation density fivures because inbreased pcpulatlcns will 

possibly not only cause the handling of crime mattars to 

be more ~omplex and thus make police work less appealing, 

but greater urban size has also been associated with a 

greater competiti'veness in the labor market (Hall and 

Vanderporten, 1977). These are 1975 data and are located 

in the County City Data Book, 1977. 3 

5. Income inequality 

This variable is defined to be the percentage of 

families with annual incomes OVer $15,000. This inc6me 

inequal ity theoreqcally induces cr iminal acti v i ty (VoId, 

1958) anj as the activity increases, the community demands 

more polic~ services and is therefore willing to pay 

higher salaries (Lewin and Keith, 1976). These are 1969 

data and are available from the County City Data Book, 
1977. 4 

6. Number of fUll-time sworn police protection ~mployees per 1,000 popula t'io~ 

This variable is included due to the possibility 

that the community may choose to employ more police rather 

than increas ifig the ·salaries of incumbent police officer s 

in response to an increase in the crime rate. Therefore, 

a negative relationship is anticipated. Both the popu

lation data and the employee data are for the year 1975 

and are available from the County City Data Book, 1977. 

The number of employees per 1,000 population will be 

• 6 i : 
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7 . !::.'!.!iF a ~ ~~_'!.~J ear n i n 9.!? ,-.S?_~~9...!..1_':.l._f act u ~iE!.9. 
productIon workers 

This variable represents salarie~ that potential 

police applicants 'might earn elsewhere and therefore a 
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positive relationship is anticipated (Lewin and K~i~h, 

1976). These are 1972 data and were computed from fi9ures 

obtained from the county City Data Book, 1977. 6 

8. The number of retail, service and wholesale 
establishmen't·s' per' '1,'00'0' 't)opu'l'at'ion 

This variable is thought to represent a measure 

of the taste for police protection'of private property 

and would reflect a positive relationship (Hall and, 

Vanderporten, 1977). This is 1972 retail, service and 

wholesale establishment data to be used with 1975 popu-

lation data. This information is available from the 

County City Data Book, 1977. 7 

9. Monopsony povler 

A city is defined to exercise monopsony power if 

that city is the only one in a SMSA with a population of 

25,000 or better. Therefore, the city does not have to 

compete with other cities of similar size for police 

recruits and this monopsonistic power could be exercised 

to the detriment of police salaries (Hall and Vanderporten, 

1977). This information is available from the County City 
. 8 

Data Book, 1977 and is based on 1975 population data. 
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10. ~rnment _t.yp~ 

Many cities have chosen to employ a Cl'ty manager 

as the principal operating officer because it is believed 

that a professi~nally trained manager ~ould produce a 

desired set of ser"{l'ces at I a ower cost than could an 

elected' non-piofessl'onal. Therefore, higher salaries 

would be expected l'n C1'ty rna 't' nager C1 les because lower 

costs could possibly leave more mone~ for salaries 

(Ehrenberg and Goldstein, 1977). This is 1974-75 data 

and is available from the County City Data Book, 1977.9 

11. Geographic r~gion 

Apcording to the Urban Data Service, 1972~ police 

pay varies by geographid region (Lewin and Keith, 1976). 

The regions to be included w1'll b W e est, North Central, 

Northeast, and Southern as specified by the U.S. Bureau 

of the Census. 

12. Law Ehforcement Asgistance Administration 
(LEAA)' re'g'io'n s 

Since the four census regions encompass such 

large land areas, the ten LEAA regions have been included 

in an effort to determine more " specIfIcally where the 

differences may lie (see Chapter IV, Table 4 f or a listing 

of the states included in each region). 

Most of the aforementioned independent variables 

have been included due to the effect they may have on the 

dependent variables either through inflUencing the supply 

of police officers and/or the demand for police services. 

-< .... ~_w" .. _..-_____ .. 'i-'"~ ___ ._~ ____ • ..,.~ r-'"<-~--"-'-"---_~ ____ ,... .. _~~ 
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unionization variable contributes significantly to the 

explanation of wage determination. Multiple regression 

has been chosen as the method of analysis due to its 

"ability to handle non-experimental ex post facto research 

that utilizes both continuous and dichotomous variables. 

The method is capable of, analyzing the collective and 

separate contributions of the independent varia~les to 

the variation of the dependent variable (Kerlinger and 

Pedhazur, 1973). First, it is hypothesized that statis

tically significant differences will exist between the 

specified salaries of unio~ized and non-unionized police 

departments. This difference will be tested with the t 

test. Second, true stepwise regression analysis will be 

utilized to determine which of the independent variables 

contribute significantly to the explanation and prediction 

of wage determination. It is hypothesized that the unioni

zation variable will be included as one of the significant 

variables in the regression analysis. 

Regarding the second area of concern, i.e., the 

relationship between the independent variables and union

ization, multiple regression analysis will also be utilized. 

For this portion of the analysis, unionization will be 

treated as the dependent variable and will be regressed on 

the same independent variables as used in the first portion 
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of the analysis of the data. This portion of the study 

is meant to be descriptive in nature, and therefore no 

hypothesis is being tested. 

For this second portion of the analysis, the 

dependent variable (union/non-union) will be dichotomous. 

According to·Gillespie (1977), Goodman (1976), and Knoke 

(1975), regression analysis is an appropriate method of 

analysi~ for a dichotomous dependent variable when the 

split on the variable for a sample as a whole is between 

25 percent and 75 percent. The split on the unionization 

var iable for th,is study is 35 percent non-union and 65 

percent union. In addition, Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973) 

maintain that multiple regression can easily handle 

dichotomized independent variables via dummy coding as is 

used in this study. 

Limitation~ of the study 

As with most prior studies of this nature, this 

research effort is not without its limitations. These 

limitations will be discussed and suggestions will be 

made for improving future research in this area. 

In the cross sectional survey which was utilized 
I 

for this study, data were collected at one point in time. 

This type of survey is useful not only for purposes of 

description but also for the determination of relation-

ships between variables at the time of the study {Babbie, 
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1973). IIoV/ever, the problem with using this tYPe of 

survey is thuc temporary conditions may be confused with 

long tGrm tendencies (Mitchell, 1979). Longitudinal or 

time-series analysis, whereby data are collected at 

various points in time, measuring both pre- and post

unfonization, would -provide a better picture (The Impact 

of Unions ... ," 1977). Even though this study utilized 

the cross-section~l approach, it closely replicates previbus 

studies (Hall and Vanderporten, 1977; Lewin and Keith, 1976) 

that also utilized the cross-sectional approach. This does 

not mean that the aforementioned problem is not a concern, 

but this-replication will help-to provide a clearer picture 

of the union impact on wages. 

One area of this study that may present a more 

serious problem concerns the d~pendent variable measures 

and their comparability from agency to agency. The problem 

revolves around the issue of how to insure that the maximum 

and possibly even the minimum pOlice officer levels are 

comparable. In order to grasp the significance of this 

problem it is first necessary to discuss some of the char

acteristics of police salary schedules and classification 

plans for sworn personnel. 

The classification pla~ refers to the various 

ranks o.r Positions that are included within the police 

department. The positions range from police officer to 

chief and an example of the. positions that fall in bebveen 

? I 
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include corporal, detective, sergeant, lieutenant, captain 

and major. Since there is no uniform classification plan 

that is used nationwide, the POsition listings vary from 

agency to agency. The salary schedule refers to a listing 

of the classification levels accO~anied by the pay range 

for each level. There are generally multiPle pay grades 

within each classificati~ level along with a time frame 

.. 

specified for advancement eligib~lity to each pay level. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus-

tice Standards and Goals (1973) reCommends that the 

position classification plan be designed So that the char-

acteristics of each Position are identified, the Positions 

are groUped according to a logical plan and gualifications 

and eguitable salary scales are established for each group. 

Employees should be paid on the basis of merit acCording • 

to gUalifications, degree of responsibility and perfor_ 
mance. 

There needs to be a sUfficient number of promotional 

levels within all classifications, but it is more crucial 

at the patrolman level since most police will not progress 
past this level. 

A SUfficient number of merit increases 

is needed to motivate veterans to continue to make profes-
sional Contributions, 

The National Advisory Commission 
(1973) considers it inadvisable to expand the classifi_ 

cation structure by creating new classifications that may 

fragment the fUnctional integrity of existing POsitions. 

Therefore, if insufficient salary appears to be a problem 

',' '-'''"'''''''==="",""-, .. -,,~,r,.=~.:;;,.~,,=,,::;,.=====--==~=::::::~_~"~~ .. _,_~ ___ ~_, ______ , __ _ 
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within a police agency, it is preferred to expand the 

number of pay grades witfiin existing classifications. 
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The National Advisory Commission (1973) emphasizes 

the importance of well defined individ~al classifications. 

Mediocrity may be encouraged if within anyone classifi

cation level, ~here exists SUbstantial differences in indi

vidual positions, but the pay for all is the same. 

positions should be defined individually, with distinct 

levels of compensation being awardf:d to each. The idea 

is to include few position classifications with multiple 

pai grade levels in each. This wbuld provide ample oppor

~unity for mobility within each classification and salary 

advancement without promotion. It is necessary to define 

accurately the requirements of each position in terms of 

'the p~rticiular skill, speciality or expertise needed. In 

addition, the plan should include well defined criteria 

that would facilitate moveIf!ent through various career paths. 

Considering the aforementioned background infor

mation, the problem of comparability becomes apparent 

when reviewing salary schedules from a number of police 

agencies. Since this study concerns the police officer 

classification, the discussion will be limited to the 

police officer level. The dependent variable data for 

this study was derived from salary schedules tbat were 

received as a result of the survey. A variety of classifi-

cation plans and salary schedules were received. No 

: ' 
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information was included regarding the qualifications or 

requirements for each position nor in most instances wa~ 

the procedure mentioned for promotion or movement [rom 

one pay'level to another within a c\assification level or 

th Thr ee types of from one classification level to ano ere 

salary schedules were identified from the information 

received. 

Possibly the most common and simplified type of 

salary schedule received is shown in the following 

examples: 

Police Officer 

Patrolman 

Entry 
$ 

Entry 
$ 

EXAMPLE A 

step 1 
$ 

step 2 
$ 

EXAMPLE B 

6 ZVJOnths 1 Year 
$ $ 

step 3 
$ 

step 4 
$ 

Step 5 
$ 

2 Years' 3 Years 4 Years 
$ $ $ 

Most of the salary schedules of this type had three to 

ten pay grades with s6me agencies reporting only the 

minimum and maximum salary. The entry level salary was 

used as the minimum level dependent variable and the final 

A step was used as the maximum level dependent variable. 

common variation of the above schedules is shown in the 

following examples of the second type of salary schedule: 
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Probationary (Recruit, 
0-12 months 

Police Officer - step 

Pblice Officer - step 

Police Ofncer - step 

Police Officer - step 

Police Officer - step 

Probationary Patrolman 

Patrolman II' 

Patrolman III 

Patrolman IV 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

EXI\l>IPLE C 

trainee, cadet) 

(or 1 year) 

(or 2 years) 

(or 3 years) 

(or 4 years) 

(or 5 years) 

EXAMPLE D 

Salarz 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Satary 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

For this type of salary schedule the probationary level 

was used as the minimum level dependent variable and 

the last patrol officer/patrolman level was used as the 

maximum level dependent variable. The problem of com-

parability increases when there are multiple positions 

within the police officer/patrolman classification. 

Examples of this third type of salary schedule are as 

follows: 
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EX1\r·1PLE E ------

l-linirnum ~19ximlJrn 
POlice Officer 

$ $ Police Officer - Master In tcrrri0d iate $ $ Police Officer - Haster Advanced $ $ Police Officer Senior l-laster Inte,rmcrliate $ $ Police Officer - Senior Master Advanced $ $ 

EXAMPLE F 

Salary 
Assistant Patrol Officer I 

$ Assistant Patrol Officer II 
$ Assistant Patrol Officer III 
$ Assistant Patrol Officer IV 
$ Patrol Officer I 

Patrol Officer II 
$ 

$ Patrol' Officer III 
$ Patrol Officer IV 
$ Senior Patrol Officer I 
$ Senior Pat.rol Officer II 
$ Senior Patrol Officer III 
$ Senior Patrol Officer IV 
$ 

For this type of salary schedule the first and last 

salaries listed were used for th " 
e mInImum and maximum 

level dependent variables. 

Even though there were, other minor salary 

schedul~ variations, the examples given 
represent the 

major types of salary scl1 d 1 th 
e u es at were received and 

used for this study. 
The following tables represent a 
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tabulation of the salary schedules according to the type 

of schedule in use by both union and non-union agencies. 

'fABLE 1 

UNION 

Per Cent -
Type I 160 76.2 

Type II 36 17.2 

Type I,ll 13 6.6 

TOTAL 209 100.0 

TABLE 2 

NON-UNION 

Number Per Cent 

Type I 63 61.2 

Type II 29 28.2 

Type III 11 10.6 
" " " " 

TOTAL 103 100.0 

with reference to the minimum level dependent 

variable, the problem of non-comparab~lity could occur 

if some agencies include the probationary/trainee/cadet 
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classification in the salary schedule while other 

agencies may begin their salar'y schedule' with the next 

highest level of classification. When comparing Examples 

A and B to Examples C and D, it is not known if the entry 

level classification of Examples A and B represent the 

probationary status as indicated in Examples C and D. 

It seems unlikely that the probationarY status classifi

cation would be excluded from the salary schedule, but if 

it were the comparisons being made would be between dis

similar classification levels. However, since both union 

and non-union police agencies use the various types of 

salary schedules in appro~imately equal proportions, the 

problem may not be significant. For purposes of future 

research, it may be of "interest to determine who is repre

sented at the entry level and then to determine if the 

union may have a significant impact on wages at the classi

fication level following probationary status as well as 

determining the impact at the probationary level. As noted 

by Mitchell (1979), if unions affect wages partially through 

changing the progression plans and de facto entry levels, 

the union impact might be obscured. 

It is at the maximum level dependent variable 

that the comparability problem may be more significant. 

According to Farmer (1977), the problem is how to insure 

that those individuals at the maximum police officer level 

are comparable. Is promotion to the maximum level merely 

---". ~----•••• - ••• ~-" .~-" •• - .. > .. , 
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i formality based on years of service or is the promotional 

procedure significant? For purposes of discussion, 

Examples A and F will be compared. The issue at hand is 

whether Step 5 of Example A is comparable to the Senior 

Police Officer IV of Example F in terms of the criteria and 

qualifications required £or rcaching each l~vel, the duties 

of each, the skill, speciality and expertise of each and 

whether there,is a comparable amount of responsibility 

between the two. If, in Example F~ each separate classifi

cation is individually'defined and the promotional criteria 

has been established on this basis of merit whereas if in 

Example A movement along the pay scale is con~idered to be 

automatic based primarily on years of service, the two 

groups being compared would not be comparable. 
However, 

as noted previously, both union and non-union police agcn

cies use all types of sala~y schedules in approximately 

equal proportions and therefor,e, any discrepancies should 

balance out. 
However, for purposes of future research, it 

is recommended that determinations be made regarding pro

motional procedures, the qualifications required for each 

classification level and the responsibilities associated 

with each level or pay grade. The extent of union involve

ment and impact on the development of classification plans 

and salary schedules should also,be determined. More 

precise compar isons could therefore be made and the amount 

of union impact could more accurately be determined. It 

: ... 
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should be noted that this comparability problem may also 

exist within each type of salary schedule as well as 

between types. 

Continuing wi~h the discussion of the limitations 

of the study, there are several characteristics of the 

study that may cause the amount of union impac~ to be 

obscured. The dependent variable measures which are being 

used to determine union impact" represent 'only the tip of 

the economic iceberg. The remainder of the total compen

sation package consists of rank differentials, shift 

different ials, longevity pay" health benefits, vacations, 

paid holidays, educational incentive pay, retirement con

tributions, uniform allowance, cost of living raises, health 

insurance and other forms of what is considered to be fringe 

benefits (Hewitt, 1978). By using only salaries, as a. 

measure of union influence, the estimates of the economic 

impact of unions will possibly be biased downward. It 

should be noted that this problem may not be as signifi-

cant when dealing with local agencies as it would be when 

dealing with state or federal agencies. Mitchell (1979) 

suggests that local agencies tend to devote less to 

deferred and indirect compensation than do the state and 

federal agencies or the privat~ sector. It may be, as in 

the private sedtor~ the size of the agency and fringe 

benefits are correlated. However; there is very little 

data available on local level fringe benefits. 
If a method 
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could be devised for including fringe benefit packages 

in union impact studie'!:;, the determination of the union 

economic impact would be greatly enhanced. 

Anoth~r factor which may obscure the union impact 

is a concept known as the spillover or threat effect 

(Kahn; 1978). This prbblem occurs when non-union employers 

adjust their wage structures based on the settlements 

negotiated by unionized workers. Therefore, the estimates 

of union impact would be biased downward. This problem is 

more pronounced when the non-union group is smaller than 

the union group (liThe Impact of Unions •. :, II 1977). Thete-

fore, tl)e problem may b.e present in this study since the 

non-union group is smaller both nationwide and in this 

sample. On the other hand, if union wage gains lead to a 

cutback in the quantity of union labor demanded, the 

reSUlting increased labor supply to non-union agencies 

may lower the wages there. This crowding effect would 

therefore enhance the relative union wage impact (Kahn, 

1978) • 

Another area of limitations to this study con-

cerns the identification and inclusion of other indepen-

dent variables that ~ay have an effect on the dependent 

variable measures. Par~ty was identified as a variable 

that has had an effect on wages in previous union wage 

studies (Hall and Vanderporten, 1977), but it was not 

included in this study since the information was not 
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available from the data reccl'ved. I' , ilstorlcally, wage 

par i.ty has been rna in ta ined b~.t ween pol ice and fire f igh te r s . 

This arrangement has a tendency to d 1 epress po. ice wages 

since the principal of 't d' parl y lctates that comparable 

positions within the two departments receive comparable 

pay. Therefore, increased salaries will increas~ the total 

amount paid and place a heavier burden on the city budget 

and the .individual taxpayer which wil.l have a tendency to 

decrease the probability of anyone department " reCelvIng 
significant pay ral'ses. Ho' 't wever, 1 should be noted that 

recently the parity concept has been eroding with pay 

differentials appearing in favor of the police (Ru~in, 

1978). This is possibly due in part as a result of the 

public's sensitivity to rising c~ime rates, which have 

caused an expansion and modernization of police services 

(U.S. Department of Labor : •• , 1976). 

Another variable which was identified that may 

possibly affect wages is the degree of ' , 
unlonlzation, i.e., 

the percent of employees organized for b " 
argalnlng purposes. 

Mitchell (1979) suggests there l'S a t d 
en ency for the union 

effect on wages to be.come larger as th e proportion of 

unionized workers increases. Th' 
IS provides the union more 

effective political pressure d 
~ - an more muscle at the 

bargaining table. The va~iable was not included in this 

study because the information was not available fr th 
om e 

data received. 

.' 

: \ 



'I -I 

101 

One final note regarding the limitations of this 

study deals' with the problems associated with ex PO$t 

facto research. The basic problem with this type of 

research is that direct control of the variables is not 

possible: n~ither experimental manipulation nor random 

assignment is available to the rese~rcher. Therefor~, 

this lack of control of the independent variables is con-

sidered to be an inhere~t weakness of ex post facto 

research (Kerlinger, 1973). The police agencies used in 

the study were already union or non-union and obviously 

the unionization variable (along with all other independent 

variables) could not be manipulated nor could the police 

agencies be randomly assigned to union and non-union groups. 

In an effort to partially overcome this control problem and 

to possibly diminish the risk of improper interpretation of 

the results, alternative or control independent variables 

were included which in essence represent alternative 

hypotheses or explanations of the dependent variables 

under consideration. Identifying and isolating those inde-

pendent variables that would, in addition to unionization, 

have an influence onrnunicipal wage determination is there-

fore critical to this type of research. Obviously, it is 

not possible to identify, measure or include every plausible 

independent variable that would have an effect on w~ge 

determination, but through the literature review, most of 

the major factors that are hypothesized to have an impact 

.. ' 

on wage determination were identified and variables 

selected which represent measures of those factor~. 

In the following chapter the results of the 

analysis of the data will be presented. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS . 

The presentation of the results of the study 

is divided into five parts: (1) descriptive information 

on all variables, (2) hypothesis testing, (3) regression 

analysis with wages as the dependent variable, (4) 

descriptive information on all independent variables as 

they relate to unionism and (5) regression analysis with 

unionism as the dependent variable. 

D~,.scr iptive Informat'ion 

Tables 3 and 4 provide descriptive information 

on the cont{nuous and ~ategorical variables. The N sizes 

are not consistent for all variables due to the fact that 

complete data were not available for all municipalities. 

In addition to the N sizes, the mean, standard deviation, 

minimum and maximum ~alues are shown for all continuous 

variables. The N si~es and percentages are depicted for 

the discrete variables. With reference to Table 3, the 

minimum and maximum values for each variable reveal that 

the cities utilized· for this study apparently represent 

a widely diverse popuiation. For example, the mean 

population is 192,176.26 ~ith the smallest city having 
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TABLE 3 

De scrtipt i ve Information - Continuous Variables 

STANDARD 
VARIABLE N MEAN DEVIATION MINIMUM MAXIMUM 

Minimum Salary 254 $13,223.91 2;494.01 $ 6,864.00 $20,650.00 

Jot" .... 
Maximum Salary :255 $17,061.61 3,103.22 $10,296.00 . $25,709.00 

\:J 
Salary 254 $15,139.99 2,631.55 $10,078.00 $23,"108.00 Average 

Population 243 192,176.26 559,251.66 27,442.00 7,481.600.00 

Population 243 4,476.26 3,484.34 301. 00 24,964.00 Density 

Crime Rate 238 7,477.32 2,556.04 .2,362.0.0 18,71LOO 

Income Inequalit.y 243 22.16% 10.32 7.7% 99.6% ........ 
Police Per 1000 

241 2.26 2:-70 Population .99 35.59 

Average Wage of 

{I' 
Manufactur ing 22,0 $ 7,753.02 1,511.86 $ 4,846.15 $12,180.72 
Production Wor.kers 

~ 

Retail" Service 
and Wholesale! 21.'26 

, 

Establishmen'cs 243 8.275 6.43 111.70 -, 

per 1000 
Population 
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TJI.BLE 4 

Descr iptive Information - Discrete Var iables' 

VARIABLES 

Government Type 
ManLlger 
Commission 
Mayor 

. a Census Regl.on 
west 
Nor th Centr al 
Northeast 
South 

LEAA REGIONS 

Reg~.on 1 (Connecticu·t, 
Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, Rhode 
Island, Vermont) 

Region 2 (New Jersey, 
New York) 

Region 3 (Delaware, 
District of Columbia, 
Maryland, Pennsylvania;" 
VirgInia, West Virginia) 

Region 4 (Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, Kentucky, 
Mississippi, North Caro
lina, South Carolina, 
Tennessee) 

Region 5 (Illinois, 
Indiana, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin) 

Region 6 (Arkansas, 
Louisiana, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, Texas) 

Region 7 (Iowa, Kansas, 
f.1issouri, Nebraska) 

Region 8 (Colorado, 
Montana, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Utah, 
v7yoming) 

N 

243 
143 

15 
85 

255 
56 
67 
54 
78 

22 

24 

24 

35 

51 

27 

15 

6 

% 

59% 
6% 

35% 

22% 
26% 
21% 
31% 

9% 

9% 

9% 

14% 

20% 

11% 

6% 

2% 

---------- -.-- .----~ ----------

.'.,-. 
- --.-'~'-- '-~-.. >---< ... -------~ 
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'rABLg 4--Continued 

Descriptive InformatiOn - Discrete Variables 

VARIABLES 

LEAA REGIONS (continued) 

Region 9 (Arizona, 
California, Hawaii, 
Nevada) 

Region 10 (Alaska, 
Idaho, Oregon, 
Washington) 

UNIONIZATION 

Union 

Non-Union 

MONOpSONY 

NO MONOPSOtit" 

a . 

N, 

49 

2 

25'5 

166 

89 

82 

173 

% 

19% 

1% 

65% 

35% 

32% 

68% 

106 

Census Reglons: . 
\~est: y.7ashington, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Wyomlng, 

California, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico. 

North Central: North riakota, South Dakota, 
Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan, Nebraska, Iowa, Kansas, 
Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio. 

Northeast: 
l-1assachusetts, 
Pennsylvania. 

Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, New York, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Jersey, 

South: Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, 
West Virgnina, Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, North 
Carolina, Texas, Arkansas, Lo~isiana, Alabama, Georgia, 
Florida, South Carolina, North Carolina~ 
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a population of 27,442 and the largest being 7,481,600. 

This wide range characteristic of the variables wou~d 

seem to give strength to the study since the explanation 

of variance in the dependent variable via variance in 

the independent variables is the primary focus of this 

research effort. 

Table 4 indicates that the ~ajority (59%) of ~he 

cities have the city manager form of government, followed 

by mayor (35%) and commission (6%). This would tend to 

indicate that' cities do indeed, as mentioned in Chapter 

III, seem to be favoring the city manager form of govern

ment in these times of fiscal auster~ty. All four census 

regions (Table 4) are well represented in the study, as 

t that between 21 pe rcent and 31 perindicated by the fac 

cent of the cities fell into each One of the four cate

gories. The distribution of cities within the LEAA 

regions (Table 4) is mor.e varied with four regions each 

containing greater tha~ 10 percent of the cities (Region 

4, 14%; Region 5, 20%; Region 6, 11%; and Region 9, 19%). 

The remaining six regions each contain less than 10 per

cent of the cities as follows: Regions 1, 2 and 3, 9 

percent; Region 7, 6 percent; Region 8, 2 percent; Region 

10, 1 percent. As noted in Chapter III, 65 percent (166) 

of the police agenc.ies are unionized and 35 percent are 

non-union (Table 4). 
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~othesis Testin~ 

follows: 

The hypothesis being tested by this study , 
IS as 

Hypothesis: Unionized municipal polic~ depart

ments will exhibit higher salaries than non-unionized 

municipal police departments. 

108 

The three dependent variables chosen to test this 

hypothesis are·. ml'n" . 
Iffium, maXImum and average patrolman 

le.vel salaries. The st d t' t t 
u en s . est was performed on 

each dependent variable to determine if there was a 

statistically significant difference between the union 

and non-union salarl'es. Th It f 
' e resu s 0 the analysis are 

presented in Table 5. 

The mean minimum union salary is $14,067.87 and 

for the non-union agencies it is $11,659.30 with a mean 

difference of $2,408.56. The analysis reveals that 

there is a statistically significant difference between 

the union and non-union minimum salaries (Table 5, 

t=8.43, r~.=.ooOlO). B d 
ase on these figures the minimum 

salary for unionized police departments is 20.6 percent 

higher than the minimum salary .for non-union police 

departments. 

The mean maximum salary for unionized police 

departments is $17,913.10 and for non-union agencies it 

is $15,473.43 with a mean difference of $2,439.68. 
The 

analysis reveals a s~atistically significant difference 
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TABLE 5 

Hypothesis Testing 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE N MEAN 
.1'1..., 
\.§ 

Minimum Salary 
Union 165 $14,067.87 
Non-union 89 $11;659.30 

Maximum Salary . Union 165 $17,913.10 
Non-Union 89 $15,473.43 

Average Salary Union 165 $15,979.49 
Non-Union 89 $13,583.61 

o 

/ 
o 

o 

o 

Q 

-: 
.... 

. 
Of. 

fr I 

MEAN DIFFERENCES t PROBABILITY 

$2,408.56 8.43 .000 

$2,439.68 6.77 .000 

$2,395.88 8.03 .• 000 
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between the two (Table 5, t=6.77, p=.OOO) with the 

unionized departments exhibiting salaries that are 15.8 

percent higher than non-union departments. The results 

of the mean average salaries analysis are similar with 

the mean average salary for union departments being 

$15,979.49 and $13,583.61 for non-union police agencies. 

The mean difference of $2,395.88 was found to be statis-

t ically signif icant (Table 5, t=8. 03, p=. 000)" with the 

unionized departments exhibiting average Balaries that 

are 17.6 percent higher than non-union police agencies. 

The aforementioned results would tend to indi-

cate that police unions do indeed have a significant 

impact on salaries. However, when a regression analysis 

is performed that includes the previously mentioned 

(Chapter III) independent variables, the resu+ts are 

not as conclusive. Table 6 illustrates the correlation 

matrix that.was utilized to perform the regression 

analysis. A review of the table indicates that the 

union variable is indeed significantly correlated with 

the wage var iables' (p=. 000), but that eight of the other 

independent variables are also correlated with one or 

more of the wage variables at the same level of signifi

cance. It should be noted that even though government 

type, census region and LEAA region are subdivided into 
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TABL13 6-·--Continued 

Correlation Matrix 
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seventeen-dichotomous variables, for the purposes of 

this discussion they will be referred to as only thrGe 

independent variables. The eight variables most highly 

correlated with one or more of the aependent wage var-

iables are popUlation density, crime rate, monopsony, 

income inequality, average annual production wage, form 

of government (manager), census region (West and South) 

and LEAA region (Regions 3, 4, 6 and 9) • 

There are several aspects of the correlation 

mattix that bear disc~ssion. The negative correlations 

between the monopsony variable and all salary variables 

was anticipated and lends ~upport to the contention 

that those cities that exercise monopsony power are 

able to pay lower salaries than the other cities. The 

posit.ive correlations between popuJ:iition, popUlation 
I • 

density, crime rate, income inequaJ;.:Lty, police per 

1,000 popUlation and average produc(I:ion wage were all 

anticipated. However, the negativ~ correlations between 

the dependent wage var iables and tlH~ number of retail, 

113 

service and wholesale establishments per 1,000 popUlation 

are contrary to expectations. Any'explanations for this 

result would be based purely on conj'ecture and since 

none of the correlations are highly signific~nt no 

explanations will be attempted. 

The highly significant positive correlations 

between the dependent wage variables and the city manager 

:, 
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form of government is ~apable of securing higher salaries 

f'or police officers~ The negative correla·tions for both 

the commission and mayor forms of government lend support 

to this argument. with reference to the census region 

correlations the highly signifi.cant positiye correlations 

for the west and the highly significant negative CQrre

lations for the South would tend to indicate that the 

highest salaries would be paid in the West with the lowest 

salaries being paid in the South. One interesting point 

should be made regarding the negativecorr~lations for 

the Northeast census'region. Even tbough the union var-

iable is highly correlated in a positive direction with 

the variables, the fifty-four cities in the Northeast 

census regio~ are all unionized (see Table 14) and yet 

the correlations with wages for this census region are 

all negative. This may indicat~ that geographic region 

is a more important· wage deter.rninant than is unionization. 

The positive wage correlations for western LEAA regions 

and negative correlations for the southern and north-

eastern LEAA regions lend support to this argument. 

In an effort to further explore the wage deter-

minat ion impact of union.ism, r~gression analyses were 

performed to determine the amount of variance in the 

oependent variable that could be explained by the 

independent variables. Tables 7, 8, and 9 illustrate 

the results of the stepwise regression analysis using 
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TABLE 7 

stepwise Regression - Minimu~ Salary 

INDEPENDENT 
R2 VARIABLE t 

LEAA Region 9 • 3263 

Union .4408 

Income Inequality .4878 

Population Density .5331 

LEAA Region 5 .5637 

2 2 
Rt=Total R 
Pf=F test level of significance 
r2=r2for each variable 

~. 

F Pf 

J, 0 3,.,'161 .oqo 
83.572 .000 

66.982 .000 

59.955 .000 

54. 00 2 .. DOD 

r2 

.3263 

.1146 

.0470 

.0453 

.0305 

P=Level of significance for each R2 as it is entered into the equation. 

'" " 

.: 

P 

.000 .. 

.000 

.• 000 

.000 

.000 
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TABLE 8 

stepwise Regression - Maximum Salary 

INDEPENDENT 
R2 VARIABLE F' Pf t 

,'" LEAA Region 9 .4133 150.04 .000 It' 

Income Inequality .5212 115.39' .000 

LEAA Region 5 .5723 94.11 .000 

population Densj,ty .6071 81.12 .000 

Crime Rate .6328 72.02 .000 

Union .6435 62.58 .000 

Monopsony .6541 55.91 .000 

west .6628 50.61 .000 

C1 • 

o 

" o 

~. . 

7 I 
. - , *' 

r2 

.4133 

.1079 

.0511 

.03"48 

.0257 

.0108 

.0105 

.0087 

P 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 
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TABLE. 9 

stepwise Regression - Average Salary 

INDEPENDENT R2 F P
f 

2 P r /\ VARIABLE t \:~ 

LEAA Region. 9 .4168 152.23 .000 .4168 .000 

LEAA Region 5 .5175 '113.67 .000 .1006 .000 
Population Density .5808 97.44 .000 .0633 .000 

Income Inegual i ty .6311 89.82 .000 .0503 .000 
Union .6544 79.16 .000 .0233 .000 
Crime Rate .6708 70.64 .000 .0164 .00 1 J I 

/I j 

Monopsony .6785 62.40 .000 .0077 • 027 i 
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1 '1 \nl'th reference to Table 7 all indepenl (! nt var lab es. "; 

, ) f' f the inde(minimum lev .. ! 1 patrolman salar les, lve 0 

118 

pendent var Llbles remained in the. equation and were 

fbund to conlribrite significantly (p=.OOO) to the 

explanation of the variance in the dependent variable. 

The total 'amount of variance explained was 56.37 percent 

h t · t a\ for the most The variable t a accoun e 

var iance, ,was LEAA Region 9 with an r
2

.of .3263 or 32.63 

perce.nt~ Th~ unionization variable remained in the 

46 . t f the var iance. equation and accounted for 11. percen 0 

Inc'orne ineq~a1.ity, population density and LEA'A Region 5. 

each contriqu~ed less than 5 percent to the explanation 

'1 ' Therefore,. it appears of the depend~nt varlab e var~ance. 

, 9 ~s the pr~mary variable that accounts that LEAA Regl..on... .... 

for the variance in minimum level patrolman wage deter-

mination. 

. le'Tel patrolmi':1n salar.ies) indi-Table B (maximum v 

cates that 66_28 percent (R~=.6628) o~ the depend~nt 

variable variance is accounted for by eight 6f th~ inde-

''--1. Once again, LEAA Region 9 eXF:'ains pendent varla~. es. 

't " w;th an r2 of .4133 :41.33%). the major 1. y 0.£ the var ~ance ... . .., 

Income inequal.. ity (r 2=.1079) and LEAA Region 5 (r-=. 0511) 

combined aCCOUInt for 15. 9 perc~nt of the vaL iance: with 

the remaining :.:five var iables (population density, cr ime 

rate, union, monopsony, census region West) each -:::ontr:i

buting less t.hi:an 4 percent. Por th is dependent v:=.r iable, 
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unionization (r 2=.0108) accounts for only 1.08 percent 

of the total variance. While the contribution of the 

unionization variable is statistically significant, its 

, , 1 2 d t b f mlnlma roes not appear 0 e? any real practical 

119. 

significance. LEAA Region 9 continues to be the variable 

contributing the most to the explanation of the variance 

in the dependent variable. 

The results of the stepwise regression analysis 

for the average salary of patrolmen (Table 9) I indicate 

that seven of the iD.dependent variables contribute 

significantly to the explanation of variance for this 

dependent variable with an R~=.6785 .(67.85%). LEAA 

Region 9 is the major contributor to this explanation 
2 . 

with r =.4168 (41.68%). Once again the explanatory 

power of the other variables dimin'ishes r.apidly following 

the Region 9 contribution (LEAA Region 5, 10.6%; popu-

lation density, 6.33%; income inequality, 5.03%; unioni

zation, 2.33%; crime rate, 1.64%; monopsony, .77%). As 

with the previous dependent variable, the unionization 

contribution is of little practical significance. 

Since the primary purpose of this study is to 

examine the impact of unionization on wage determination, 

further analyses were performed to determine the unique 

contribution of unionization to the explanation of wage 

determination. In all probability, unionization shares 

some variance with the other variables included in the 
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stepwise regression analysis and therefore it is diffi

cult to determine from. the aforementioned results the 

amount of variance explained that is unique to unioni-
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zation. In an effort to get at this unique contribution, 

additional regression analyses were performed using the 

forced entry metho~ of ent~ring the variables into the 

equations. This two step procedure involves first 

entering those variables ,into the equation that were 

included in the stepwise regression analysis except the 

unionization variable. Following the calculations using 

these variables, the unionization variable was then entered 

into the equation. This method of analysis is designe'd 

to eliminate the shared ~ar~ance in the first calculation 

and thus the unique variance will be revealed in the 

second calculation. Tables 10, 11 and 12 illustrate the . . 
results of these calculations for all three dependent 

var iables. , 

For each of the three tables, the'first R~ 
'2 represents the total R for the 1 isted i!,.dependent 

variables excluding the 
, 2 

represents the total R 

to the equation. The r2 

union var ia ble. 2 The second Rt 

after the union variable is added 

associated with the union variable 

represents the unique r2 for the union variable. 'There-

fore, the amount of dependent variable variance accounted 

foz: by th~' union variable alone is 4.01 percent (p=.OOO} 

for minimum salaries, 1.lS percent (p=.OOS) for maximum 
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. TABLE 11 

Maximum Salary - Regression Analysis - Forced Entry Method 

INDEPENDENT R2 
VARIABLES t 

LEAA Region 9 .6510 
LEAA Region 5 
Population Density 
Crime Rate 
Income Inequality 
West 

Union .6628 

',' 

F P f 
r2 

55.159 .000 .6510 

50.61 .000 .0118 
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TABLE 12 

Average Salary - Regression Analysis - Forced Entry Method 

INDEPENDENT R2 F' P f 
2 r VARIABLE t 

LEAA Region 9 .6546 65.704 .OOQ .6546 Crime Rate 
LEA A Region 5 
Income Inequality 
Population Density 
Monop~ony 

Union .67,8,5 62.404 . .000 .0239 
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salaries and 2.39 percent (p=.OOO) for average salaries. 

Based on these figures, it appears that unionization has 

only a minimal impact on wage determination. Uqing the 

same lists of independent variables to calculate partial 

80rrelations (which is a different technigue to examine 

the unique relationship between unionization and the 

dependent variables) produced results that tend to support 

this line of reasoning. The squared partial correlations 

between the union variable and minimum, maximum and 

average salar ies were respectively as 'follows: .042, 

.. 019 and,.034. 

since the aforementioned discussion of the ~esults 

of the various analyses tend to indicate that the union 

variable does not contribute significantly (in a practi

cal sense) to the explanation of ~age determinatio~ and 

that the union variable possibly shares some variance 

with the other independent variables (as evidenced by 
2 

different r values for the stepwise and forced entry 

methods of regression analysis), a separate regression 

analysis was performed ~sing the union variable as the 

dependent variable. This analysis was performed in an 

effort to produce some descriptive information (in a 

predictive sense) on unionization. 
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~scriptive Information 

, , 

Tables 13 and 14 provide descriptive information 

on all independent variables as they relate to tne union

i za tion var iable., For the cont inuous var iabies (Table 13) 

the St uden t 's t· was calcula ted to de termine if a s ig n if i

cant difference exists between the union and non-union 

cities on each variable. with the exception of the number 

of establishments over 1,000 population, the values for 

unionized citi~s are consistently higher than for non-. 

unionized, cities. However, the differences are statis

tically s~gnificant at the .05 level for only three of 

the six variables: population density, income inequality 

and average annual pro,duction wage. Therefore, it would 

appear that, these variables may be of predictive value. 

In reference ,to the categorical variables (Table 

14), the union/non-union N sizes, percentages, mean 

salar;es, x2 ,s, d t 
~ an e a statistics are reported. Tbe 

2 
4' values reported for three independent variables 

(government type, census region and LEAA region) all 

exce'ed the critical value at the .05 level of signifi

cance and therefore the null hypothesis (the classifi

cati6ns are indepen~ent) must be rejected. Since the 

results i~dicate that unionization and the three indepen-
, , 

dent variables are depende~t classifi~ations, these 

variables may also be of predictive value. The x2 value 
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TABLE 13 

Descriptive Information - Continuous Variables 
I 
I 

- , 
.• _~ mr.;.:;. 

1 I 
; .1 

MEAN I 
VARIABLE N MEAN DIFFERENCE t PROBAB ILITY 

\ 
I 

j"" 

Population Union 154: 201,343.96 ' ! 
"I 25030 .39 .697 ·1 

Non-Uni~n 89 176,313.05 i 

I 
Population Union 154 5,184.67 I 

1934.20 4.94 .000 : 1 
Density Non-Union 89 3,250.47 I , 

Union 150 7,719.46 II 
Crime Rate 384.43 1. 22 .233 d Non-Union 88 7,335.03 , 

I 
~ 1 

Income Union 154 23.57% q 
3.85 3.04 .003 :1 

Inequality Non-Union 89 19.71% • :l .. 
:1 

Police per 1000 Union ,153 2.'40 .377 1.32 
:1 

Popu'lation Non-Union 88 2.02 .187 :1 -, 
.J 

i 

Average Annual Union 139 8,107.86 I 

$963.76 4.70 ! 
Production Nage Non-union 81 7,144.10 .000 ;! ('~ ". 
Retail, Service, Union 154 20.50 '1 I, 

-2.07 =1.61 .110 i\ 
and Nho1esa1e Non-Union 89 22.57 H 
Establishments 

11 
~ I 

per 1000 11 
if 

Population lj 
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TABLE 14 

~escriptive Information Dichotomous Variables 

% MEAN SALARIES 
. 2. p eta 2 

VARIABLE N X 

Government 11. 988 .002 
Type 

Manager Total 143 Minimum $13,533.60 Union .2259 
Union 85 59% Union $14,903.36 Government Type .0378 
Non-Union 58 41% Non-Union $11,549.81 Combined' .3087 

Maximum' $17,792.04 Union .1458 
Union $19,291.·15 Government Type .0875 
Non-union $l5,595.07 Combined .2873 
Average $15,660.47 Union .1974. 
Union $17,083.98 Government Type .0677 
Non-Union $13,'598.85 Combined .3173 

comrniss ion Total 15 Minimum $11; 532. 67: 
Union 5 33% Union $),2,649.00' 
Non-Union 10 67% Non-Union $10,974.50 

Maximum $14,791.67-
'. Union $15,278.60 . 

Non-Union $14,548.20' .. 
. Average $13,161. 00 .. .. 

Union $13,960.00 
Non-Union $12,761.50 

l'1ayor Total 85 .·Minimum $13,054.28 
Union 64 ·75% Union $13,305.78 

.. 

Non-Union 21 25% Non-Union $12,287.81 
Maximum $16,230.40 
Union $16,444.45 \ 

Non-Union $15£578.05 . 
A't .lge $14,6~2.42 

Unlon $14,875.20 
Non-Union $13,933.00 
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TABLE l4--Continued . 

Descriptive Information - Dichotomous Variables 

VARIABLE N % .MEAN SALARIES x2 p eta 2 

" Census ,102.392 .000 
Reqion -
west Tot.a1 56 Minimum $15,629.35 Union .2131 

Union 46 82% Union $16,183.64 Census Region .3892 
Non-Union 10 18% Non-Union $13,135.00 Combined .4541 

, Maximum $20,614.95 Union .1410 
Union $21,136.80 Census Region .4556 
Non-Union $18,214.40' Combined .5010 . Average $18,141.04 - Union .1845 
Union $18,655'.78' Census R~gion .4750 

" Non-Union $15,82'4.70 . Combined .5340 
North - Total 67 ' , Minimum $13,511.33 

union - $13',795.69 Central 49 73% Union 
Non-Union 18 27% ' Non-Union $12,737.'22 

Maximum $17,345.06 
Union $17,801.10 

(:' , 
Non-Union $16 103.61 
Average $15,428.19 
Union $,15,798.47 

, , 

- Non-Union $14,420.22 
North-

, , Total . 54 Minimum $13,196.33 
east Union 54 100% Union $13,196.33 . 

Non-Union 0 0% Non-Union ---
Maximum $16,088.26 
Union $16,088.26 

\ 

Non-Union ---
Average $14,642.13 
Union $14,642.13 

I Non-Union ---

o 
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VARIABLE 

South 

LEAA Region 
Region 1 ., 

Region :2 

. 

TABLE 14--Continued 

Descriptive Information - Dichotomous Variables . 

N % MEAN SALARIES X2 P eta 

Total 78 Minimum $11,300.10 
Union 17 22% Union - $12,020 .17 
Non-Union 61 7a, Non-Union $11,099.31 

Maximum $14,940.87 
Union $15,309.53 
Non-Union $14 ,838 .13 
Average $1~, 120! 97 
Union $13',6,65.06 
Non-Union $12,969.34 

100.685 .000 
Total 22 Minimum $13,038.41 union 
Union 22 100% Union. $13,0:38.41 LEAA Region 
Non-Union 0 0% Non-Union --- Combined' 

Maximum $15,206.55, Union 
Union $15,206.55 

" 
LEM Region 

Non-Union --- Combined 
Average $14,122.73 'Union 
Union $14,122.73 LEAA Region 
Non-Union --- Combined 

Total ' 24 Minimum $13,287.33 
Union 24 100% Union . $13,287.33 
Non-Union 0 0% Non-Union --- . 

Maximum $16,828.83 
Union $16,828.83 
Non-Union ---

I Average $15,057.46 
Union $15,057.46 
Non-Union ---

'~ 

: .... . ;tt 

:2 

.2131 

.4702 

.5324 

.1410 
'.5529 
.5908 
.1894 
.5674 
.6181 
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Region 3 

Region 4 

(: . Region 5 
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TABLE l4--Cpntinued 

Descriptive Information - Dichotomous variables 

N 
Total 
Union 
Non-Union 

Total 
Union 
Non-Union 

Total 
union 
Non-Union 

24 
10 
14 

35 
8 

27 

51 
41 
10 

.:.t. . 
,# 

% 

42% 
58% 

23% 
77% 

80% 
20% 

ME.~ SALARIES x2 p 

Minimum $11,530.50 . 
union $13,017.20 
Non-union $10,468.57 

,Maximum $15,40;1--.46 ' 
union $15,871.10 
Non-Union $15,066.00 . 
Average. $13,466.08 
Union $14,444.20 
Non-Union $12,·767.43 
Minimum $11,306.91 
Union ' $13,021.13 
Non-union $10,79~.00 
Maximum $14,711.63 
Union $16,711. 38 
Non":Union $14,119.11 
Average $13,010.34 
Union $14,866.50 
Non-Union $12,460.37 
Minimum $13,906.00 
Union $14,097.20 
Non-Union $13,122.10 

, 

Maximum $17,948.43 
Union $18,287;22 
Non-Union $16,559.40 
Average $15,927.20 
Union $16,192.27 
Non-Union $14,840.40 
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VARIABLE 

Region 6 

Region 7 

Region 8 

---~~----------------

(I 

TABLE 14--Continued 

Descriptive Information - Dichotomous Variables 

N ,% MEAN SALARIES Xl P 

Total 27 Minimum $11,534.96 
Union 7 26% Union $10,980,'43 
Non-Union 20 74% Non-Union $11,1729.05 

Maximum $15,146.07 
, Union $14,027.14 
Non-Union $15 f 537.70 
Average $13,396.15 
union $12,504.00 
Noh-Union $13,708.40 

Total 15 Minimum $12,041.40 
Union 8 53% Union $12,250.50 
Non-Union 7 47% Non-Union $11 802.42 

Maximum $15,207.53 
. 

Union $15,309.75 
Non-Union $15L 090.71 
Average $13,624.,53 

. Union $13,780.25 
Non-Union $13'446.57 

Total 6 Minimum $12,,578.00 
Union 1 17% Union $11,760.00 
Non-Union 5 83% Non-Union $12L 741.60 

Maximum $16,842.00 
Union $17,256.00 
Non-Union $16,759.20 
Average $14,710.00 
Union $14,508.00 
Non-Union $14,750.40 
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TABLE l4--Continued 

Descriptive Information - Dichotomous Variables 

I I 
2 ' 2 

VARIABLE N % MEAN SALARIES x P eta 

Region 9 Total 49 Minimum $16,169.42 
Union 43 88% Union $16,397.95 
Non-Union 6 12% Non-Union $14,S69.67 

Maximum $21,144.06 
Union $21,321.93 
Non-union $19;869:33 

. ' 

Average $18,652.65 
Union $18,857.38 
Non-union $17 219.50 

Region 10 Total 2 Minimum $13,895.00 
Union 2 100% Union $13,895.00 
Non-Union 0 ' 0% Non-Union ,---

Maximum $19',097.00 
Union $19,097.00 

Ii 
\i 
j 
I, 

Non-Union ---
Average $16,496,.00 

'i 

~ 
Union $16,496.00 
Non-Union --'-

it 

, , 

h 
;1 
11 

~ .I 
It 

II 
11 .\ 

I-' 
!f 

LV II 
N 'I \ 

I 

Monopsony, 1.518 .218 

Total 82 Minimum $12,301.67 Union .2131 
Union 49 60% Union $13,329.55' Honopsony .0654 
Non-Union 33 40% Non-Union $10,775.42 Combine'd .2633 

Maximum . $15,674.61 Union .1410 
Union $16,604.55 Monopsony .095], 
Non-Union $14',293.79 Combined .2195 
Average $13,988.02 Union .1394 
Union $14,966.78 Monopsony .0917 
Non-Union $12, .5'34.73 Combined .2632 
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TABLE 14--Continued 

Deser ipt iv,e Information - D iehotomous' Var'iables 

% ~AN SALARI,ES 2- p eta 2 x 

" 

172 Minimum $13,663.60 
116 67% ' Union $14,379.74 

56 33% Non-Union $12,'180.16 
Maximum $17,719.03 
Union '$lP 461.13 
Non-Union $16,168.57 
Average $15,689.18 

, Union $16,407.28 
, Non-Union $14,201. 70 
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134 . 

for the monopsony variable does not exceed the critical 

value and therefore unionization and monopsony are con-. 

sidered to be independent classifications. The 

descriptive information for gover.nment type indicates 

that those cities with the city manager form of govern

ment pay higher salaries than the other forms of govern

ment. In addition, for all three types of government, 

the salaries for unionized departments is higher than 

for non-unionized departments. 2 1 'd' t' The eta va ues ln lca e 

that the unionization variable is more highly associated 

with wages than is government type. 

The descriptive information for. the census 

region variable (Table 14) indicates that the census 

region West pays the highest salaries with the South 

paying the lowest sala~ie5. Excluding the Northeast, . 
which is'lOO percent unionized, the salaries for unionized 

agencies exceeds those for non-unionized agencies .in all 

regions. The eta statistic indicates that census. region 

is more highly associated with wages than is unioni

zation. The LEAA information reveals that Region 9 pays 

the highest salaries with Region 4 paying ~he lowest. 

with the exception of LEAA Region 6, the salaries for 

unionized departments is consistently higher than for 

non-unionized departments .c' The eta statistic indicates 

that LEAA region is more highly associated \'Vith wages 

than is unionization. 
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Regression Ana~~_~~_for Unionization 

Table 15 illustrates the results of the stepwise 

regression analysis for unionization using all the inde-. 

pendent variables. The four variables remaining in the 

equation (census regions South and Northeast; LEAA 

Regions 7 and 8) account for 45.89 percent (R~=.4589) of 

the variance in the dependent variable. Three of the 

four variables (census region South, LE~A Regions 7 and 

8) are negatively correlated (Table 6) with .unionization 

while.the Northeast census region is positively corre

lated. Therefore, despite the fact that three of the 

contInuous variables show significant union/non-union 

differences, .geographic region seems to be the only .var

iable type of any significant predictive value. 

In. the following chapter, some possible e~pla

'nations, insights and inferences will be given based 

upon the results reported in this chapter. 
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TABLE 15 

Stepwise Regre~sion - Dependent Variable - Unionization 

INDEPENDENT R2 F Pf 
r2 p 

VARIABLE t 

I .... 

'Xl South ( -) .3637 121.748 .00 O. .3637 .000 

LEAA Region 8 (- ) .4126 74.444 .000 .0489 .000 

LEAA Region 7 (- ) .4439 56.136 .000 .0313 .001 

Northeast .4589 44.519 .000 .0150 .017 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The re~ults of this study indicate that the wage 

differential between union and non-union police agencies 

is indeed significant. Whereas previous pUBlic sector 

wage studies have indicated that public sector unions 

increase salaries on an average of 5 percent (Ehrenberg 

and Goldstein, 1977), this study indicates that unfonized 

po~ice department~ pay salaries that are 20.6 percent 

higher for minimum salaries, 15.8 percent higher for 

maximum salaries and 17.6 percent higher for average 

salaries. Previous wage studies involving police unions 

have indicated either an inverse relationship between 

wages and police unions (Lewin and Keith, 1976 ) or that 

police unions have a minimal impact on salaries (H
9

11 and 

Vanderporten, 1977). The fact that Lewin and Keith (1976) 

did not differentiate between employee organizations 

that collectively bargain for wages and those that do not 

may partially contribute to their inverse findings. Hall 

and Vanderporten (1977) made this distinction and dis-

covered that the presence of collective bargaining did 

make a d~fference. 

f 

Both of thesa previous studies utilized salary 

data for the early, 1970's. The passnge of time may 

account for the differences between their findings and 

those of this study. During the past few years police' 

unions have had the opportunity to mature and gain 

138 

strength in numbers. 'In addition, the economic situation 

of local and state gove~nments has deteriorated ~t a time 

when the cost' of living is cQntinuing to rise at a rapid 

rate and the general public is pushing for cutbacks in 

government spending. Therefore, it seems logical to 

assume that those police officers who are represented by 

an. organized ~~ice would be more successful at obtaining 

salary increases when limited government funds are avail-

able than would unorganized police officers. 

Looking specifically at the three levels of 

salary ('minimum, maximum and average), police unions 

appear to be more successful at obtaining increased salaries 

at the minimum level. On the surface, this finding appears 

to be contrary to what one would expect. Since police 

unions are composed of incumbent police officers, one 

would assume that union efforts would be directed pri

marily at assisting in-service police officers rather 

than inc~ming officers. Therefore,. it seems that the 

union imp~ct would be· grea~er at the maximum level than 

at the minimum level. However, this assumed contradictio~ 

may be occurring due to the spil~over effect that was 

, 
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discussed in (Ihl'lpter III. ,Non-union police l'lgcncicS 

may be more· cOl1cerned with keeping in-service police 

officers than with attracting incoming police officers. 

Therefore, S(JlI\I~ non-union departments may adj ust' their 
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maximum level nalaries on the basis of wage settlements 

negot iated by Imionized police officer s. If this is the' 

case, the union impact at the maximum level salary may 

be obscured. 

While the results of the r~gression analyses 

indicate than the unionization variable contributes to 

the explanation of the v,ar iance of t·he dependent var iable 

at a statisticolly significant level, it is LEAA Region 9 

(Arizona, Calirornia, Hawaii, Nevada) that consistently 

cont'r ibutes the most to the explanation of var iance. 

l~en all LEAA Regions are compared on tbe basis of the 

other indepenaent variables {excluding other geographic 

variables} thnt remained in the stepwise regression 

equations (see Table 16), an explanation for this 

phenomenon can be attempted.", Table 16 indicates that the 

mean values for Region 9 are higher (with the exception 

of monopsony) than the total mean values fot' each var iable. 

None of the other LEAA regions display this character-

istic. Therefore, ~t appears that it is this unique 

combination of independent variable values that accounts 

for the significant contribution of Region 9. 
It should 

be noted that the income inequality value (percentage of 
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famIlIes wIth annua Income _ ~ ". 1 ' 1'n exc""ss of $15,000) for 

Region 9 is higher than for all other regions. It was 

originally hypothesized that this income inequality 

tigure was possibly associ~ted in a positive direction 

with'crime r~te and thus the demand for police services 

wou 1ncrc~se as Income Id " , I'nequall'ty' ~nd the crime rate 

increased. IIowever, income inequality and cri~e rate 

are negatively correlated (see Table 6, Cha~ter IV). 

Therefore, it is'more likely that the income inequality 

141 ' 

variable is a measure of the abl I y 0 P • . 'l't t ay If this is 

the case, there may be more money availabl~ to pay police 

increased salaries in Region 9. In,~ddition, a higher 

income inequality figure may lead to an increased demand 

for police service, which may in turn lead to a greater ~ , 

willingness to pay increased salar H~s: 

Another interesting characteristic of Region 9 

1 for th e monopsony varis that it h.as the lowest va ue 

iable. As noted i~ Chapter IV, those cities that 

exe=cise mo~opsony pow~r are capable of paying lower 

sal~ries since they do not have to compete in the labor 

r.=.r:<:-et with cities of simI ar SIze. 'I ' Sl'nce Region 9 has 

:::.::..;: _O\'lest ~:::rcen age ~ ., t of cI'tl'es that are capable of 

~xe=cisins t:.his monopsonistic power, the cities within 

Even ~=:~~n 9 a~~arently have to be more competitive. 

~c·..:!::ll otc.-e!:' LEAA regions have mean values that are 

':::::';:::'..::=r for: :::"~e popillation dens ity I cr ime rate, and 

----------
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unionization v~riables,only LEAA Region 9 Possesses 

values for all five var,iables that are above the total 

mean values. Therefore, there is no one variable that 

can account for the large contribution of Region 9, but 

rather this effect is created due to the excessive 

values for all variables in the region. 

In reference to the population density and crime 

rate variables and their contribution to the variance 

of the dependent variable, it was hypothesized that 

populat~on density and crime rate would be associated 

142 

,and therefore the demand for police services would increase 

causing salaries to be higher. However, population density 

and crime rate are not ,highly correlated, and yet both 

variables are 'highly cor'related with wages and both 

remained in the stepw~se regression equation. Since both 

variables were· included as a measure of the negative 

aspects of the policeman I s work environment' that would 

affect both the supply of and demand for police services, 

it may be that these variables do not represent measure-

ments of the same concept. PopUlation denSity contri-

butes more to the explanation of the variance than does 

the crime rate variable in bOth the maximum and avel:age 

lev~l salaries. The crime rate variable did not remain 

in the stepwise reg't:ession equation for minimum salar ies 

whereas population density did. Since crime rate 

figures are not necessarily reliable as an indicator of 
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the extent of the crime problem, it may be that popu-

lation density is a moxe valid measure of the negative 

aspects and the complexity of the policeman's work 

environment. The fact that population density is more 

highly correlated with the union variable than is crime 

rate would seem to lend support to this argument. 

In reference to the regression analyses with 

unionization as the dependent var~able, it was noted in 

c~aptei IV that geographic variables are the only 
In 'an effort 

variaples that remain in the equation~ 
to determine what may be causing this phe,nom

enon
, each 

geographic yariable was examined using all other indepen

dent var,iables as the basis for compar ison {see Tables 

17 'and 18}. Looking first at those variables that are 

correlated negatively with unionization (census region 

. South; LEAA Regions 7 'and 8) it should be noted that 

census region south accounts for most of the total var-

iance (see Chapter IV,' Table \5). As indicated in Table 

17, the South has the lowest mean values for population, 

population density, ,income inequality,' and average 

product~on ",age. 'The south. has the highest number of 

retail, service and wholesale establishments per 1,000 

population and predominantly utilize? tpe manager form 

of government. LEAA.Regions 7 and 8 have mean values 

that are below the total mean values for population, 

population density and income inequality. The south and 
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TABLE 17--Continued , 
·1 

! 

Descriptive Information for Census Regions I . r 

I , I 
i 
I 

VARIABLE WEST NORTH CENTRAL NORTHEAST SOUTH 
:1 

MEAN 
:1 
'I 

Government 11 
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Vi\RIADLE ReQion 1 Reqion 2 

Population 78,688.16 540,645 .• 94 
Cl-:ean) . 

Population 
Dcn~ity 5246.21 10204.76' 
C~!<::!iln) 

Cr irne Rate 
6193.06 6919.94 

(l·:ean) -z.tonopsony 36.4\ 12.5% 
( Percent) 
Incooo 
Inequality 2l.70~ 23~8" 
n-!ean) 
police per 
100e popu-

2021 4.5 lcltian 
C:'!c un) 
/werage . 
Production 7464.97 7359.71 
Hage JJ'eart 
Establish-
r:~nts' pcr 
1000 pop-

18.92 22.13 ulatian 
r:-Ieun) 
GO'/C'rnment 

• Ty):'t' 
. , l-Iclnilger 

22 •. 7\ 20.8% 
C~:can) 

Cor:uniss ion . ~ 

( :-:canl 0\ 4.2\ 
I 

Hayor I (Hean) 6).6\ 45.8\ 
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TABLE 18 

Descriptive Information for LEAA Regions 

Region 3 Region 4 

175,592.39 127,669.97 

4848.30 

6467.52 

20.8% 

16.06~ 

2.oi 

7122.60 

. 
19.45 

58.3\ 

4.2\ 

33.3\ 

3166.23 

8216.00 

45.7% 

17.241 

2.39 

'6557.59 

.. ~. 
}4' 

24.9.5 

68,6\ 

14.3\ 

17.1\ 

. 

.~ 

I 

Region 5 

175,345.54 

4409.52 

7536.65 

45.1\ -
26.05\ 

1.88 

9112.35 

~. 
' . 

19.39 

39.2\ 

- 3.9\ 

54.9,_ 

....... 

Region 6 Region 7 Region B 

174,750.ll 188,257.20 168,403.67 

2216.74 2663.60 4214.67 

6B81.96 7815.67 7398.50 

51.9,% 40% 33.3% 

16.82% 19.71% 21. 78% 

, 
1.89 1.73 

, 
1.83 . 

6814.73 8190.91 8090.15 
I 

21.68 20.49 22.59 

I 

63\ 53.3\ 3'3.3% 
I 

ll.n. 6.7% 33.3\ 

25.9\ 40% 33.3' 
. 
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Reaion 9 Region 10 Mean 

202,443.50 .133,074.50 192,176.26 

4898.63 . 3320.00 4476.26 

8644.86 I 9122.00 7577.32 

8.2% 50% 32.2'i. 

27.97% 20.25i 22.16\ 

2.38 1.39 2.26 

8055.81 8418.43 7753.02 

21. '15 23.32 21. 26 

. 

93.9% 100 \ I S1. 61-

0% 01- 1 5.9% 
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LEAA Regions 7 and 8 have mean values below the total 

mean value for the number of po1ice'p.er 1,000 population •. 

witH reference to the Northeast census region, 

which is positively associated with unionization, the 

population, population density and number of police per 

1,000 population variables are higher than for all other 

census regions. The Northeas~ census region utilizes the 

mayor form of government predominantly. 

Therefore, it appears that unionization is 

associated primarily ~ith population size, population 

de ns i ty, income. inequality and the number of police per 

1,000 population. Th~ higher the values are for these 
. 

variables, the more likely the police are to unionize. 

Increased population and population density figures would 

probably have a negative impact on the policeman's working 

conditions which in turn may lead to unionization in an 

effort ~o improve working conditions. The income 

inequality variable m~y be_an indicat~r of the amount of 

money genera~ly avail~ble in the area and an indicator 

of the demand for police services. sinc~ income inequality 

and the average production wage are highly correlated (see 

Chapter IV, Table 6), it may be that those areas which 

have a high income inequality value may t~rn to unioni

zation as a.means of obtaining parity with their private 

'. sector counterparts. Those areas where the income 

inequality values are low may not be confronted with 

, .' 
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th is par i ty. problem since there' b lS pro ably less money 

available and therefore less of an opportunity for wide 

discrepancies to develop between public and private 

sector pay. The fact that the South has the lowest mean 

value for average produ~tion wage may le~d supp~rt to 

this argument. If this variable is also an indicator 

of the demand for police services, those municip~lities 

wi th ,a high ' 1ncome inequality figure may de~and a higher 

standard of performance from the police and thus increase 

the amount of work for the individual police officer. In' 

reference ta the number of police per 1,000 population, 

this variable is pro~ably a function of population size 

and popUlation density since it is highly correlated with 

these two variables and not highly correlated with the 

union variable. Ther f 't e ore, 1 appears to be related 

. indirectly to unionization through its relationship with 

population size and population density. 

The purpose of this st udy was to determine the 

degree of impact that, police unl'ons have on wage deter-

mination. As has been demonstrated, unionized municipal 

police departments dp indeed exhibit higher minimum, 

maximum and average salaries than do . no-un10n municipal 

police departments for the population under study. Bo~

ever, it should be noted that the small union values 
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revealed through the partial correlations and the forced 

entry regression calculations indicate that unionization 

is not a strong predictor of wages. Geographic region 

serves as the strong~st ~redictor ~ue to a unique combi

nation of several independent variables, one of which is 

unionization. Police unions appear to have the largest 

amount of impact at the minimum level salary, but it 

should be remembered ,that the union impact may be obscured 

at the maximum level salary due to the possible spillover 

effect. In these times of fiscal austerity, those police 

officers who are represented by an organized voice and 

reside in certain geographical areas seem to be weathering 

the economic storm better than non-union officers. 

In addition to t'he union variable,' the results 

of the'regression analyses indicate that income inequality, . 
population density, crime rate and monopsony contribute 

significantly to the explanation of the variance in the 

dependent variables. Geographic region also contributes 

significant~y to the explanation of variance, but it is 

believed to do so because of the influence the afore

mentioned variables have within a specific region. LEAA 

Region 9 contributed the mos~ to the explanation of 

var iance ,and, it displayed "IT~an val ues f~r the independent 
, . 

variables that were consistently higher than the total 

mean values for those variables. 

.. , 

,>' , 

I 
• i 

I 
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i 

Those variables that did not contribute signifi-

cantly to the explanation of " . 1 d varIance Inc u e popu1atior 

size, the number of police per 1,000 population, the 

ave~age annual w~ge f?r manufacturing production workers, 

the b f num er 0 retail, service and wholesale establishments 

per 1,000 popu1atIon,and government type. ' It should be 

noted that of these variables, the negative correlations 

between the number of establishments per 1,000,population 

... las contrar~ to what was anticipated. It may ?e that as 

the humber of retail, ;-ervice and wholesale establishments 

increase, the owners of these establ1shments may begin 

using the services qf private security agencies and would 

therefore be reluctant to support salary increases for 

police officers. Since this explanation is based on 

conjecture, additional research in this area is needed. . 
It should also be noted that the annual production wage 

variable and the government type (manager) variable were 

both highly correlated with wages even though they did 

not contribute significantly to the explanation of var

iance. 

The results ~f the regression analysis with 

unionizatiqn as the dependent variable indicated that 

geographic regio~ was tne only variable type that explained 

a significant amount of variance. However, when the four 

geographic variables were compared, it was determined 

that popUlation size, popu1atio'n'density and income 
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inequality presented unique feutures for all four 

'geographic regions. Therefore, it uppears'that unioni~ 

zation is most likely to occur in heavily populated 

areas where the demand for 'police services and the 

ability to pay is the greatest. It should also be noted 

~hat higher salaries are more likely to be found in 

these 'same'areas, but that union salaries will probably 

be higher than non-union salaries within these high 

salary areas. 
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Foo'rNOTES 

lIt should be noted at this point that the data 
for several of the independent variables are for years 
tha~ do not correspond to the years of the dependent var
iables. However, the, data being utilized are the most 
current available for indiviJual cities within the nation. 
It is believed that the inclusion of the variables is 
justified du~ tO,their import~nce to this study. 
Additional justification wil~ be ma~e as each variable is 
discussed. 

2Eveh'thou9h the crime rate data is for the year 
1975 and the wage data is ~br the year 1979, the natlonal 
crime rate data ~re similar for the years 1975 and 1978. 
The national crime rate for 1975 was 5,282 and 5,109 for 
1978. When city size is taken int6 cpnsidSration, the 
da~a.are also similar. Fo~ cities with a population of 
25,000-49,~99, the crime rates for violent crimes for the 
years 1975 and 1978 were 343 and 364 respectively. For 
c~ties with a popuLation of 50,000-99,999 the crime rates 
for violent crimes for 1975 and 1978 were 451 and 486 
respectively; 100,000-249,999: 632 and 627; 250,000 or 
more: 1,'159 and 1,121' (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979). 
"(''lith all the above rates taken into consideration, t'he 
average difference between the 1975 and 1978 data is only 
3.94%. 
3' , 

The use of 1975 P?pulation data should no.t 
present significant problems in this stqdy since the 
aver age annual percentage increase in popul,ation for the 
nine census regions for the years 1970 to 1978 was only 
.8% with a range of -.2% to 2;6% (U.S. B~r~~u of the' 
Census', 1979). Therefore, one would not expect a dramatic 
proportional change in 1979 for either the population or 
popul~tion density figures. 

4 In an effort to update this data, the income 
inequality figures were adjusted.on the basis of changes 
in income reported by the·. U.S. Census. For the years 1970 
to 1977, the mean percentage change of families with income 
in excess of $15,000 ~nnu~lly tor the four census regions 
was as fQllows: Northeast, 0%; North Central, 13.5%; South, 
8.5%~ and West, 12.5%. After the adjusted. income inequality 
figures were computed, the correlatioD between the adjusted 
var iable and the or igina1· 'income inequ'ality variable was 
found to be .95. Therefore, the original income inequality 
variable appears to be a'valid measure and there is no 
need to include the adjusted variable. 
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5 
The change in the b 

population should not var ~um eroof police per 1,000 
-1979 since the avera ,Y ramatlca11y from 1975 to 
o~ficers from 1975 t~el~~~rease2in the number of police, 
wlde basis (U.S. Departm twa~ .9 ~e~cent on a nation-

6 - en 0 JUstlce, 1978). 
Based on Con . 

this data should b sumer Prlce Index (Cpr) figures 
to th h e comparable to 1978 d to' , 

e c ange OVer time U 0 1 a a 1n reference 
CPI figures for 1972 f' ,s :ng 967 as the base the 
difference oi 15.5 ando~o~lf~;~ or SM~A's reveal'a range 
For 1978, the Consumer Pri t~e ~lfference was 13.5. 
dwellers using 1977 b ce Index f,lgures for urban 
to 103.5 for the fOu:s~:ns~~e re:realed a range of 102.2 
~ensus, 1979). Therefore' ho reg10.1S (~.~. Burea.u of the 
for the ~ears in quest~on: moscedast1clty is comparable 

Since the popul to fO 
dramatical'ly dur ing the' ~ l~nt 19ures have not var ied 
that this figure would e as,. en years, it is doubtful 
change. xper1ence a dramatic proportional 

8 
, Note footnote b 

p,Opulatlon figures. num er three regarding changes in 
9 

o 0 A compar ison of a d I ' • ' 

1n thIS study with the d' r~n om,~umb~r o~ clties used 
Almanac and BOok of F' t ata contalned ln The World 
government type from i~7~' t 19i~7' revealed no change in 

10 0 8. 
The levels of si h'f' 

chapter are reported a t~ 1 lcance presented in this 
print-out. ,Since the ~o ey appear~d on the computer 
thre~ decimal places, a ;p~~~r prov1des ~,esults only to 
be h1ghly significant.' ue o£ .000 1S considered to 
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APPENDIX 

Dear Dir ector: 

The Criminal Justlc~ Center at Sam Houston State Univer
sity,uhder a LEAA ~und~d project, is now developing a 
computer ized Manpowe'r ',informat ion/planning system, that 
is designed to give you immediate access to information 
needed for manpower planning in Criminal Justice. This 
project represents the first effort to develop a data base 
des igned spec ifically for use by oper at ional age ncies. It 
will not produce a shelf product which will have limited 
use and accessibility, but rather when completed will be an 
on-going fully developed information and planning system 
which will ~llow you instant access to both published 
documents and comparative ~ata which you need as a police 
planner and ~an~ger. ~or example: 

* Comparative Data such as salary levels, cost 
of living, indices for any given area, popu
lation figures, UCR statistics, number of 
employees, a,nd more than 200 other demograph ic 
records. ' . ' 

* Bibli"0gr'aphic' In'formatton through Which books, 
journal articles, management manuals, govern
ment publications, etc. pertaining, to any 
~esired CJ manpower topic may be readily 
identified. 

" 

*. Legal In'formation is the category under which 
a user will Qe aSle to obtain state and federal 
case precedents and statutes pertaining to man
'power (labor relations decisions, discipline 
cases, EEO decisions, etc.) 

* Extant Agenby Tnforma~ion will pontain a 
myriad. of useful material such as collective 
hargaining agreements, departmental policy/ 
procedure manuals " selected agency reports, 
operational guidelines, training manuals, etc. 

,< 
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When the' system is complete you will be able to obtain 
salary or other co~parative personnel information for 
neighboring depart~ents, departments of similar size, 
or ~epar~men~s ,s~rving communities with .similar popu
latIo~ dIstrIbutIons, characteristics and cost of living. 
You wIll have at your fingertips copies of current labor 
contracts for every city in the country employing 100 or 
~ore.sworn personne~. The potential utility of the system 
1S vlrt~all~ limitless. ~he system will be inexpensive, 
easy to operate, and prOVIde near instantaneous infor-
maEion. ' . 

Because'of the ext~nsive scdpe of our ~fforts, the initial 
focus of. th7 proj~ct will be limit~d to the area of pOlice 
labor relatIons. To this, end, we.are soliciting approxi
mately 650 cOllective bargaining agreements from police 
~genci~s e~ploying 100 or more, 9\vorn !=mployees for 
Inclusl~n.ln the system. Your agency has been selected 
to partICIpate in tpe initial phase of the project. 

In.t~e event your organization engages'in collective bar
gaInlng ~r meet ~ndconfer deliberatiol')s, w.e request that 
you prOVIde us WIth ~ b6EI of YOUf contract, memorandum 
of understanding or other document evidencing your labor 
management ~el~t~onship in terms of ~stab~ishing wages, 
hours and ·condl.tI0ns. of employment. If your organizatipn 
does hot engage in collective bargaining, resulting in a 
contract, memor~ndum of understanding or ~ther document, 
we WOuld appreCIate you completing the enclosed form. . 
I ca~n~t e~phasize strongly enough the f~ct. that your 
pa,rtIc:;patl.on is vi"t'al' to·the success of the project. We 
~pprec:at7 grea~ly t~e time and effort you will expend 
~n ass:stl.Og ~s 'and contributing to the structuring of a 
,truly lnnovatl.ve and useful manpower information system. 
.Wh:n .your . reply is received we ,will place you on our 
ma~ll.ng llst. You can then expect to hear from us 
regularly regarding the progress of this system as it is 
developed. 

Sincerely, 

Charles L. Johnson 
Project Manager 
l-1anpower Plann ing Pr0j ect 

CLJ/pme 
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MANPOWER PLANNING PROJECT 

Labor Re1ati~ns Questionhaire 

AGENCY INFORMATION 

A. Agency Name 
Address 
City 
Telephone Area Code Number -------

Zip 

B. Operational Head of Agency (Include Title) 

LABOR RELATIONS' INFORMATION 
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A. Does your agency periodically ~nter into'a collec
tive barg~ining agreement/contract or memorandum 
of understanding with an employee organization? , 
(If your answer is yes, please include a copy of 
the agreement, contract or memorandum) 

[] Yes [] No 

B. Please identify by title and name the person 
r0sponsible for negotiating the pO.lice collective 
bargaining contract, agreement o~ memorandum of 
agr.uement. 

• .; •••••••••• t \ ••••• , •• 

c. If your agency does hot collectively bargain or 
meet and confer' with employees .•• 

1. Please provide a copy of current pay schedules 
... of all personnel 

and 

2. Provide. the approximate date upon which depart
ment salaries are traditionally reviewed and 
adjusted . I··.·'·· 

••••••• i •• 

D. IS your agency currently operating under a court/ 
consent order entered with respect to the Equal 

.,' 

---- ._--------------

( 

III. 

. ~ 
" . 

, 

.• ,... :::,: '-' -,':-':::::.::::':':'::::::" .. _--, .. ;. ::::.:::.:':.:: ':: ... ::::.:'=:::::::::=:::~:"':::':':...' ~, 
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Opportunity Employment Act? 

[] No [] Yes (Date of Order) 

E. P.1ease provide the name and address of the organi
zation(s) representing employees within your agency 
and the composition of the bargaining unit(s) for 

'each. . 

Name 
Address, 

..... ,. ., \ ... 

City ----~--~~-;~~~--~-----~S~t~a~t-e---------

----------------------------------Zip --------

Composition of Bargaining. Unit 

Name 
Address 
City State ----zip 
Composition of Bargaining unit 

Nume 
Address 
City 

Composition of Bargaining unit 

State 
zip -----

F. Under what authority do you negotiate or meet 
and confer with employee representatives? 

State Law (pro~ide citation) 
County or Municipal Charter 
County or Mun~cipal Ordinance , 
State, County or Municipal Leg~a'l~.O~p~l~·n~io~n---------

SPECIFIC REMUNERATIVE INFORMATION 

A. Does your department offer any of t~~ following 
special pay categories? 

a. Longevity 
b. College'. 
c. Hazarddu-s~d~u~t-y-----------

d. Speciality 
e. Other ' --------------------

B. Does your department provide additional pay for 
the following levels of highe~ education? 

[] 1 year of college 
(] 2 years of college 

\ 
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... ----~ •. --.- .. 

[] 3 years of college 
[] B.o A. or B. S. 
[ ] M. A. or M 0 S. 

c. Uniforms and Leather 

Uniforms .fur:nish:~d by: [] 'Of f icer [] Depar tment 
Leather furnished by: [] Officer [] Department 
Si~earms furnished by:. [l Officer (] Department 

D. Ret irement System' 

Annual contribution to retirement 

______ % by Officer ___ % by City 

E. Minimum Retirement Provisions 

a. years of service 
b. age 
c. benefits 

----------------~--

F. Maximum Retirement Provisions 

G. 

H. 

a. years of service 
b. age 
c. benefits 

?isability Pension - Illness and Injury 

[] Non-service connected 
[] Service connected 

Death Benefits - Pension 

[] Widow 
[] Surviving ch~ldr~n 

-------~----~----------------------------~~-
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Vacation (annual amount of vacation in working 
days, please specify increases with length 
of service) 

'*Under extent of coverage an example would 
be a policY,with $200 deductible, with the 
coverage beIng 80% up to $2,500 and 100% 
~ $2,500, up to a maximum dollar limit 
of $100,000. 

[] Other (~pec ify) ....... . .. ~.~.~.~~~----~~-------

I. Death Benefits other than Pension 
[] Nat'ural death 
[] Line of Duty 

J. General Benefits 

Sick Leave 

Annual da},'s paid sick leave 
] 

Limit of accumulation (days) 
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