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CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The purpose. of this st:udy is to analyze the scope, 

nature, and procedural steps in grievance clauses in law 

enforcement collective oarga,ining agreements in order to 

determine characteristics and relationships between types 

of grievance procedures and law enforcement union and 

department characteristics. 'l'he study is both descriptive 

and exploratory and is intended to develop basic propositions 

about the nature of law enforcement collective bargaining 

agreement grievance procedures and to systematically des-

cribe the contents and cha~acteristics of the grievance and 

arbitration clauses in collective bargaining agreements. 

Need --, -

One of the major issues in law enforcement and police 

management today concerns the increasing unionization of 'law 

enforcement officers and the demand for formal labor contracts 

or memorandums of understanding developed through collective 

bargaining by members of police unions or associations and 

public management. Unionization and organization of police 

officers follows a trend that is evident throughout the 

public sector.' As of ,October, 19.76, more than 4,353,000 

public sector state and local employees were members of 

25,242 employee bargaining units (Bureau of Census, 1978). 
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At the sta·t.e government level 51.8 percent of all full-time 

employees and 54.7 percent of local government police employees 

were members of em~1oyee organizations (Bureau of the Census, 

1978). 

The increase in pol~ce labor organizations results 

from a number of factors. Population growth, continuing 

urbanization, advancing technology, and an overall increase 

in the complexity of society contribute to changing demands 

for more and better police services. Police officers are 

required to perform more services oani.id changing concepts of 

the police role in our society (Goldstein, 1977). The police 

are increas.ingly demanding compensation conunensurate with the 

complexity of their jobs and comparable with those private 

sector wages and salaries so often reported in the media. 

Rampant inflation and simultaneous tax relief demands have 

caught public officials in a budgetary squeeze that tends 

to result in lower salary increases for municipal and state 

employees. Reliance on antiquated wage scales and antiquated 

wage increase procedures that are often slow, cumbersome and 

provide for little or no input from workers acervate the 

problem (Stanley, 1972). 

Concomitant with the problems of inadequate compen

sation procedures in the public sectOr is a highly visible 

series of gains made in the private sector by labor unions. 

Society in general has been more accepting of militancy, 

not only in labor movements, but in the area of civil rights, 
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teachers, students, and in Texas, state senators~ Militant 

action, often of questionable legality, has achieved results 

where less controversial and more conventional means have 

failed. 

All trends discussed above have, to varying degrees, 

contributed to police organizationai activlty directed toward 

improving wage and salary schedules, work conditions, and 

grievance procedures. These trends will increase the competi-

tion for manpower between the private and public sectors 

even as t.he demands for change in the focus of police work 

increase. Police employees will be armed with the weapons 
. 

of collective bargaining and negotiation and will increasingly 

demand their share of benefits. 

. As a result, the' ·most bas1."c h"l p 1. osophies of police 

management will require review and adjustment. Personnel 

policies and practices of all types will increasingly become 

topics for bargaining and for grievances. Police employees 

are demanding, and getting, more specific and detailed 

procedures for handling grievances and more areas of the work 

conditions are subject of grievance procedures (Helsby & 

Joyner, 197~1. 

At the very heart of any labor contract or memorandUm 

of understanding is the grievance clause which delineates the 

nature, scope, and resolution procedures for employee 

grievances. Grievance clauses in labor contracts provide 

the mechanism for on-going conflict resolution during the 

administration of the contract. Private sector management 
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and unions have long recognized the importance of grievance 

. proced,ures while 'f.:he public sector contracts have often 

opted for inclusion of existing civil services or merit system 

procedures (U~ited states Department of Labor, 1974bY. 

The National Advisory Commission of Criminal Justice 

Standards and Goa1:s (NACl recommended that every police chief 

establish procedures to process employee grievance: 

Every police chief executive should immediately 
acknowledge his responsiblity to maintain effective 
employee. relations and should develop policies and 
procedures to fulfill this responsibility •.. Every 
police chief executive should provide a grievance 
procedure for all police employees. (NAC, 1973, 
p. 447). 

The Commission's recommendations for employee 

grievance procedures recognize the value of appropriate 

procedures as a management tool. 

A system that allows police employees to resolve 
their grievances fairly and expeditiously can 
function within current police organizations; 
structures without the need for an e.mployee 
org-anization. The lack of a grievance system 
wiil he one of the first issues raj;sed by any 
employee organization. . 

A grievance system may be viewed as a tool for 
maintaining or increasing employee morale and as 
eLnother channel of internal communication. Through an effective grievance system, the chief executive 
may receive valuable feedhack which can be used to 
pinpoint organizational problems. (NAC, 1973, p. 450). 

The public sector, and particularly police manage-

m~nt, nas had relatively little experience in labor 

n'egotiations and may make unnecessary and costly concessions 

.'to the more experienced labor negotiators, particularly in 

those cases where the labor organization is able to call upon 

I. ="'-'''':'r-'--.--?=?i~"0-'::::~-~::::''~~-:~~~-.-7-' '.'~~"~'~''''';''::-:~;~~'7,.;..._;,..~r~=-~~,~~'':::: ·"~':',"v::-:,.c." ~ , .. ~.,.,: ..... ,:.--:-:--:~ 'It 
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the services of experienced negotiators from national or 

state organizations." 

Grievance procedures and clauses are potentially both' 

the weapons of labor and the II sa l v?tiop" of management. Labor 

may use poorly defined grievance clauses and procedures to 

"second-guess" almost every conceivable managerial action 

or decision. Management may use poorly defined grievance 

clauses to avoid resc;>lution for damaging conflict inherent in 

the grievance clause and procedures. 

Little research has been directed to the subject. 

. Gilroy and Sincropi point out: 

The dramatic growth in collective bargaining for public 
employees has escaped neither public nor sCholarly 
atten.tion. However, both laymen and scholars have 
focused their interest primarily on battles for 
representation, bargaining impasses, and other visible 
aspects of a developing bargaining relationship. The 
less obvious parts of public sector union-management 
relati9ns, such as arrangements for handling grievances, 
largely have been"ignored. (1972, p. 323) 

Ulman and Begin (1970) noted that a complete survey of the 

literature through 1969 revealed only 12 articles on grievance 

resolution in the public sector. Gilroy and Sincropi (1972) 

found an additional 15 articles through July, 1971. Through 

1976, an additional 19 articles have been devoted to public 

sector grievance procedures (United states Civil Service 

Commission, 1977). Andrews C1976} found only six (6) 

articles dealing with police grievance, only blO (2) of 

which focused directly on grievance procedures as the central 

theme. 
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The problem and need for research in the area of 

grievance in the puBlic sector has Deen stated oy Gilroy and 

Sincropi: 

The "state-of-the-art" regarding the fi~ld of dispute 
settlement procedures in public employment is one 
typical of any newly developing.area. There are more 

. questions than answers, more estlmates than clear-cut 
data more speculations than analyse~, more sources 
than'useful·information ~. 2) .•• (T)here is still a 
dearth of empirical research •..• What has commanded 
the attention of most writers is categorized by some 
as theoretical but perhaps the bulk of these writings 
may be more appropriately labeled as speculative or 
merely opinion. (p. 55, 1972). 

Analysis of grievance procedures is difficult . 
because of a lack of commonalities in such procedures. Many 

laDor contracts combine elements of pre-contract procedures, 

newly negotiated procedures, and various forms of review and 

action steps. Negotiated grievance procedures are intended, 

at least in the private sector, to be used only for the 

:rescilution. of grievance.s that arise from either the 

application or the interpretation of the actual labor 

contract (Trotta, 19.76). In police contracts, negotiated 

grievance procedures often are intermingled with agency 

grievance procedures and adverse personnel action appeals. 

Adverse action procedures or appeals are used when 

an employee is fired, suspended, placed on furlough without 

pay, reduced in rank, reduced in pay, or otherwise adversely 

affected by a personnel action of the employing agency 

(Bureau of National Affairs, 1978). Agency grievance' 

" ..; ~. 
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procedures are intended to cover any form of 0mployee 

dissatisfaction that can be resolved by the management of the 

agency. Both adverse action appeals and agency grievance 

procedures often require theapplication.of series of steps 

leading to a final decision within the agency (Bureau of 

National Affairs, 1978). Negotiated grievance procedures 

may include provisions for arbitration as a final step. 

Arbitration may be voluntary, requiring the agreement of 

both parties, .or mandatory, invoked by either party (United 

States Department of Labor, 1974). 

Perhaps due to the relatively immature status of 

police labor bargainin$;police contracts all too often con-

tain mixtures of adverse action procedures, agency grievance 

and negotiated grievance procedures. A.s would be expected, 

SUCD. mixture:s of procedures are subject to a great deal of 

criticism. Major complaints center about the overlap in the 

procedures, the multiplicity of procedures, and the narrowness 

of scope of the issues subject to the grievance procedure. 

The most serious obstacles yet to be overcome appear 
to be the duplicat~ve procedures which are the rem
nants of agency practices antedated the negotiated 
procedures. While the former procedures will no 
doubt be replaced by those which are negotiated, their 
traditional entrenchment presents a formidable 
challenge to collective bargaining (~ilroy & Sincropi, 
1972, p. 65). 

Problems of voluntary versus mandatory arbitration 

are compounded by legal restrictions on arbitration in many 

states (United States Department of Labor, 1976). The 

11 
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Twentieth century Fund Task Force on Labor Disputes recommends 

tha t th'e parties to collectiye bargaining be encouraged to 

adopt a formal grievance process including advisory or, 

where legally permissible, binding arbitration (1970). 

Further recognition of the problems of grievance 

resolution is found in the Police Task Force report of the 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 

and Goals. 

Standard 18.3.6 Every police chief excecutive should 
recognize that in the collecti~e hegotiation process 
the problems of unit determination, areawide nego
tiation, and impasse ':erocedures are largely unresolved 
and that little guidance is currently available in 
these essential areas. [Emphasis added] (NAC, 1973, 
p. 458). 

Justification for the Study 

It can be clearly demonstrated that there is a 

lack of knowledge and concensus concerning the issues of 

grievance procedure~ and arbitration in major law enforcement 

collective bargaining agreements~ While there has been 

considerable research and attention devoted to the various 

issues involved in the collective bargaining process within 

law enforcement, little of that research and attention has 

he en directed toward the critical area involving grievance 

procedures and arbitration. This study will describe 

systematically the types and characteristics of the grievance 

mechanism in law enforcement collective bargaining 

agreements and help to fill the void in knowledge that 

'i, 
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current.ly hinders both management and labor alike in the area 

of law enforcement labor negotiations. 

Definition of Terms 

The field of lahor relations and collective bargaining 

utilizes terminology with unique meanings and applications. 

The public sector has' adopted the terminology from the pri

vate sector despite some di£ferences in labor relations in 

'the two sectors. In order to establish a frame of reference 

and to provide for common understanding of the terminology, 

the following terms are defined. Th~ terms and definitions 

~re excerpted from the United States Department of Labor 1977 

publication, Essentials of Collective Bargaining Negotiations. 

Adverse action: A personnel action considered unfavorable to 
an employee. -Includes discharges, suspension, furloughs 
without pay, and reductions in rank or compensation taken by 
agencies against their employees. ' 

Agency: Any department or independent establishment of a 
political jurisdiction, including a government-owned or
controlled corporation. 

~rb'itrati<?n: A.dispute se.ttlement procedure whereby parties 
~nvolved ~n an ~mpasse mutually agree to submit their 
differences to a third party for a final and binding decision. 
This procedure is also utilized in settling grievances which 
the parties cannot themselves resolve. The costs are usually 
equally shared by the parties. 

Arbitration, advisory: A dispute settlement procedure whereby 
a neutral third pa~ty renders a decision that is intended to 
De final, hut is subject to-formal acceptance by the parties 
particularly th~ government. Designed largely to avoid the ' 
"sovereignty proBlem" of government, it closely resembles fact
finding with recommendations, but is somewhat stronger. 

II 
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A o·t t' compelled by order of 
Arbi tration, compullsog : .. oU~S~d~aa~~~cy or, in rate instances, 
a judicial body~ aw, or " ,< 1 Dor-manage
agreed to by prlor agreement of the parties ln a a 
ment dispute. 

The formally designated organization, 
Bargaining .al:~~·~ union, which. represents employees 
generallY_~having a collective bargaining agree~ent by 
seeking or rights and obligations are deflned 
Ccontractl. I'ts 
various federal, st~te, and local laws. 

, " '. The group of employees,' usually defined 
Bargalnlngi~~~I'Laoor Relations Board or similar f~deral, 
by the Nat 1 encies after a hearing and electl0n, 
s~~te, or ~ocase:is to represent as bargaining agent on 
WblCh a unlon • ". 

'fiours and wor¥ang condl tlons. wages,.. , 

Co
llective bargai?ing: The performance of the m~tual 

~~~~:::;:..:-:::-:::-=~==-t:;:h;-:;:; blic employer and the excluSl ve 
obligations,of t e~~~t at reasonable times, to confer a~d 
representatlve to f ~th nd to execute a written agreement 
negotiate in good . al fi a rs and other terms and conditions 
with respect to wage~'th~~ b~ any such obligation neither 
of employment, excep . d to a ree to a proposal, or be 
party shall be compelle . g This process is regulated by 

. d to make a concesslon. . 0 d 
requLre. b R lations Board federal Executlve r er 
the Natl0nal La or e , 
1.1491, and state and local laws. 

. t .... contract· A formal 
Collective bargainingragr~:~enhO~~S and co~ditions of 
written agreement o~e wa ~en an ~m layer or group of 
employment entered lnto bet~ganizatio~s or unions representing 
employers and one or more 0 
employees of the employers. 

, .' A term used in the public sector 
collective . negotla:lo,n~~ tive bargaining. It i's es~abli~hed 
as a substltute for co ec 1 state and local leglslatlon, 
de facto or de jure by federat~ It differs from collective 
admin~s~ratbiVyen~~d~~~~~tl~~ct~~e~i9ht to strike. 
oargalnlng r. 

b th' d party usually selected by a 
conciliation: Effo::ts ,. Y t~~ard the' accommodation of 
laoor .. Doar~ or <?O~"t\L~s10n i bor dispute so as to effect a 
opPOSl-Ug VLewpoLnt,s Ln a a 
voluntar~ settlement. 

Employee (or public employeel: 
public employer except elect~d 
such other employees as may be 

Any person employe~ by a 
and appointed offlclals and 
excluded from coverage. 
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Employee organization; Any lawful association, labor 
organization, federation, council J brotherhood, or other 
organization of any kind in which employees participate and 
which exists for the primary purpose of dealing with employers 
concerning grievances, laoor disputes, wages, hours, and 
other terms and conditions of employment of employees. 

Fact-findins: . Idenfification of the major issues in a 
p~rticular impasse, review of the positions of the parties 
and resolution of factual differences by one or more 
impart.j.al fact-finders, and the making of recommendations 
for settlement of the impasse. 

Fact-finding boards: Agencie~ appointed, usually by a 
government official, to determine facts and make recommenda
tions in major disputes. 

Grievance: An employee complaint; an allegation by an em
ployee, union, or employer that a collective oargaining 
contract has been violated. 

Grievance committee: Committee designated by a union to 
meet periodically with the management to discuss grievances 
that have accumulated. 

Grievance Procedure: Typically a formal plan, specified in 
a collective agreement, which provides for adjustment of 
grievances through discussions at progressively higher levels 
of authority in management and the employee organization, 
usual~y culminating in arbitration if necessary .. Formal plans 
may also be found in companies and public agencies in which 
there is no organization to represent employees. 

Labor contract: See Collective Bargaining contract. 

Labor dispute: A controversy involving persons in the same 
occupations or having inter~st therein or who work for the 
same employer or employee~ or who are members of the same 
or an affiliated union. 

Labor-manasement relations: A general term that refers to 
the formal and informal dealings and agreements between 
employees or employee organizations and managers. 

<-
'Lapor relations oOQ..rd: Quasi-jUdicial agency set up under 
national or state labor relations acts whose duty it is to 
issue and adjudicate complaints alleging unfair labor 
practices; to require such practices to be stopped; and to 
certify bargaining agents for employees in dealing with 
employers. . 

I 
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Management: The gt.oup directing and controlling employees, 
including supervisors :W,i,th eff~ctive power to hire and fire. 

Mediation: Third-party nonbinding, usually noncompulsory, 
intervention and assistance By a puolic mediation agency to 
facili,tate a reconciliation of an impasse between employers 
and employees, or otherwise to initiate, continue, resume, or 
bring about collective bargaining negotiations between these 
parties. Genera~ly invoked upon request of both ?arties, it 
may be initiat~d by a public mediation agency on ltS own 
motion or authority. Mediation involves interpretation, 
suggestion, or advice on resolving impasses. It differs 
from conciliation in that the mediator makes proposals for 
settlement of the disp,ute that have not Deen made or considered 
by either party. 

Negotiable: Matters of principle, policy, and practice 
relating to wages, hours, and other conditions and terms of 
employment which the parties agree they can discuss and 
about whiCh they can Bargain. 

Nonnegotiable issue or item: A principle, policy, or practice 
wIlicn either party contends cannot be discussed or bargained 
in the course of collective Dargaining negotiations. 

Pact: A union contract. 

Personnel action: The process necessary to appoint, to 
remove, or to make other personnel changes. , 

Probationary employee: A worker on trial basis for s~ecified 
per.:i,.od. 

Probationary period: Trial period which is 'regarded as a 
final and highly significant step in the examining process. 
It provides the final and "indi'sp,ensaole te'st, that of 
actual performance on the job, which no preliminary testing 
methods can approach in validity. It is at this stage that 
the probationary employee may be released without undue 
formality or right to appeal. 

Public employer: irr-:.c President of the United states in the 
case of the Federal Government, the governor in the case of 
a state, the mayor in the case of a city, the county executive 
in the case of counties, the board of education in the case of 
a department of 'education, the board of regents in the case of 
a university, and any individual who represents one of these 
employers or acts in their interest in dealing with public 
employees. 
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Public. member: ~n.a tripartite fact-finding dispute settle
ment, or other slmllar purpose board, it is the member not 
representing either the employees or the employer. ' 

Reassignment: The change of an employee, while serving 
cont;.inuously within the same agency, from one position to 
ano~her without promotion or demotion. 

R7pr~ma~d: A fo~al letter of official censure. It is 
dlsclpllnary actlon less severe than a discharge. 

,Scope of bargaining: The universe of issues included in 
collective bargaining negotiations. 

Sh<?p steward: A person designated by a specific group of 
unlon members to represent them and the union in grievance 
matters and other employment conditions; sometimes called 
a committeeman. 

Supe::vi;sory employee: AllY individual having authority in 
the lnterest of the employe::, to hire, t:ansfer, suspe~d, 
l~y ~ff! redall, promote, dlscharge, asslgn, reward, or 
dlsclpllne ot~er employees, or the responsibility to assign 
work t~ and dlrect them, or to adjust their grievances or 
effectlvel:y to recommend such action, if, in connectio~ wi.th 
the foregolng, the exercise of such authority is not of a , 
~erely routi~e or clerical nature, out requires the use or,: 
lndependent Judgment. 

Suspensir,:m: For disciplinary purpose's, placing an employee 
in a nonpay, nonduty status. 

Research Questions 

This study seeks the answers to two basic research 

questions: 

I} Are ~here significant relationship~ between the 
attr~butes of grievance proceedings in law 
enforcement collective bargaining agreements and 
various characteristics of the law enforcement 
agency? 

2) Are ":here significant relationships between the 
attr~outes of grievance proceedings in law 
enforcement collective oargaining agreements and 
th~ characteristics of the jurisdiction wherein 
that agreement was negotiated? 

'"~~~-'-"'--~(L~-' -----~-.,~ .-' ••. - _,,·'n •. ~, .' _ ~ _ ...... _ . n 
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Overview 

The five chapters following include a review of 

the literature in the ar.ea of law enforcement collective 

hargaining with major emphasis on grievance procedures and 

arbftration in Chapter II. The methodology used in the 

research is discussed in Chapter III. Chapter IV contains 

14 

the qua~titative analyses of the findings and results while 

Chapter V is a descriptive analysis of grievance clause 

contents. .The final chapter briefly summarizes the research, 

discusses the significance of the various findings, and 

includes recommendations for future research. 

......... '" 

-, 

CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Labor Unions 

The development of labor unions is closely tied to 

the history of freedom and democracy in' the Uid ted states. 

Unions developed initially as benevolent societies, 

"primarily to provide members and their families with 

financial assistance in the event of serious illness, debt, 

or death of the wage earneru (United States Department of 

Labor, 1976, p. 1). Public employee unionism began in the 

l830 "s when public employees, in small numbers, joined 

pr.ivate sector labor organizations (Dulles, 1960). Police 

unionism had its roots in police social clubs organized 

primarily for fraternal and benevolent purposes in the 

1840's (Hilligan, 19731. 

Labor unions have evolved from these often humble 

and short lived associatio'ns, benevolent societies and social 

and frat:ernal clubs. Today, "labor union" is a term wi,th 

diverse connotations. Smith (1975) defines labor unions 

as "any or<janization which represents or seeks to represent 

employees for the purpose of discussing with management or 

employers matters relevan.t to wages, hours, working conditions 

and other terms of ~mployment" (p. 24). Davis (1977) points 

out that "a; labor union is an association of employees for 

the primary purpose of influencing their employer's decisions 

about their condit.ions of employment II (po 25). .Both Smi.th 
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and Davis focus on the union as an organization or association 

with the purpose ,directed toward improvements in work 

related issues. In contrast, Bakke (1977;: sees the union 

as "a pressure organization originating in the desire'on the 

part of a group of pe5ple with relatively little power to 

influence the action <:if a group with relatively more power" 

. (p .. 22l. Hoxie (,19:21) suggests that unions must be viewed 

from a "socio-psychological interpretation" (p. 56) involving 

the total environment- economic, political, social, and 

traditional - in which unions arise. He'adds that the 

"subjective factor" (P. 66l involving temperament, 

attitudes, ideals, and values must also be evaluated. For 

ffoxie, a labor union is a complex organization made up of 

individuals whidi form a "group psychology" and seek 

"group action" (P. 67>-. 

, All of these de,fini.tions and discussions anout 

laBor unions involve group or organizational goals, 

intention~ and purposes. The central concept of a purpose 

for a labor" union or employee. organization is all too often 

stated in purely economical terms (Perlman, 1937). The 

motivations of the many individuals that make up a labor 

o:rganization 'go far beyond the question of dollars. 

Bakke (19451 surrunarized several years of research, 

conducted at Yale University, that sought the answer to the 
" ;\':' 

questio~i; of' why workers join, or do not join, unions? He 

suggests that "tne goals of workers do not differ in' type 

from those motivating other groups in society" (p. 3) 

r;;::::;-~----... ~ f 1=' '~':--.--"-'--~""~-::~'-'-~~'=~=:, == , %'~'~"~,~".-.,;;.-:,'$5:"..."~,,...,~~~..,,~-:, -,.,'""- "'-it 
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17 
and delineates the following goals for . Joining unions: 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

The society and respect of other people. 

The d7gree of creature comforts and economic 
secur~ty possessed by the most favored of h' 
customary associ~tes. 1S 

Independence in and control over his own 
affairs. ' 

Understanding of the forces and factors at 
in his world. work 

'E. Integrity. (pp. 3-4) 

This research indicates that economical factors are only 

partial exp.1ainers of union membership. 

Davis (1977) argues that workers join unions in 

order to have economic, social, and psychological needs 

fulfilled, an argument that basically is in agreement with 

Bakke's earlier works. 

Public sector unions differ somewhat from private 

sector unions in terms of types of organizational structure 

and purpose although there are far more similarities than 

differences . 

Evolution of Punlic Sector Unionism 

Unionism in the public' sector was first evidenced 

in the United States in the 1830's h W en individual workers 

employed by public agencies joined their counterparts in the' 

private sector (Du1,les, 1960).. The combination of a 

severely depressed economy. and waves of immigrants, willing 

to work cheaply, created labor market conditions too severe 

for unions to survive from 1837 to 1850 (Sloane & Whitney, 
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1977). The economic recovery of 1850 gave impetus to the 

overall labor union movement and union membership began a 

period of growth that was almost unchecked until the 1960's 

(Sloane & Whitney, 19'77). 

Public sector unions in the areas of sanitation, 

fire, teachers, and police followed the private sector craft 

union models. In 1902 the first union of street cleaners 

and garbage collectors was organized in New York City 

(O'Neill, 1971). In that same year" the Chicago Teachers 

Federation turned its attention to salary and conditions of 

work and began Ito function,more as a union than a professi?na1 

association. Firefighters began to organize benevolent and 

fraternal clubs and societies as early as the 1880's and in 

1903 Pittsburgh firemen became the first such group to join 

the·American Federation of Labor (AFL) (O'Neill, 1971). 

However, little real growth occured in the public sector 

until th~ 1930' s when the American Federation of Sta\re, 

County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCMEl was organized. 

By 1945 AFSCME had some 61,000 members. In the ten years 

from 1959 to 1969, AFSCME's membership jumped from 180,000 

to 425,000 {Cayer, 19751. 

The decade of the 1960 f S hac;l a political environment 

that was most favorable to joint public employee action. 

In 1969 the International Association of Firefighters had 

l31,000 members and the American Federation of Teachers 

counted 175,000 members. Thousands of other public sector 

employees were members of employee organizations or unions 

in 1969. (Cayer, 1975}. 
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John H. Burpo (1974) states that the demand for 

more productivity from public sector employees led to an 

understanding by public administratdrs that an optimally 

productive public service could only be achievep if the 

public sector competed actively with the private sector for 

high quality employees. Tne necessity for such competitive 

employment practices provided incentives for increased 

benefits and improved working conditions. The growth of 

publi~ sector unionism was, perhaps, inevit~ble under such 

competitive conditions. Even as public sector unionism 

evolved, law enforcement unionism was developing. 

Parallels in taw Enformcent Unionism 

Hilligan {1973} describes the history of law 

enforcement unionism as that of four basic periods: pre-

1919, 1919, 1919-1960 and 1960 to the present. Police labor 

condi~ions prior to 1919 were similar to conditions 

prevalent in unskilled occupations. Work-weeks ranged up 

to as much as 98 hours and working conditions in station 

houses often were untolerable (O'Neill, 1971). Prior to 

1919, police benevolent and fraternal organizations served 

as the focal point for police labor demands although'in 

no way could such organi~&bions be deemed labor unions 
:">" Ii;" ~ 

(Ui11igan,1973). 
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As early as 1897, the Cleveland, Ohio Police 

Associabion petition~d the American Federation of Labor 

(AFL) for a local union charter. However, no formal police 

union was recognized until 1919. In refusing the 1897 

Cleveland application, the AFL Executive Committee stated, 

"It is not within the province of the trade union movement 

to especially organize policemen, no more than to organize 

militiamen, as both police and militiamen are often 

controlled by forces inimical to the labor movement" 

(O'Neill, 1971). 

However, the AFL granted'police union charters in 

1919 for the first timea One of those first charters went 

to the Boston Social Club, a police oenevolent association. 

In September, 1919, over 1100 Boston policemen went on 

strike over issues of higher wages and better working 

conditions (International Association of Chiefs of Police, 

1958). The strike was br~ken by the militia and the striking 

officers were fired fQr participating in the strike. The 

Boston Police strike has lasting effects on police unionism. 

Public opinion was almost totally negative toward the strike. 

Influential public leaders condemned the police 

officers and the strike in no uncertain terms. 

Woodrow Wilson summarized the general concern: 

.-' 
. . , 

President 
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11 -. ~ strike of policemen of a great city, leaving : 
l that C~ i:y at the mercy of an army of thugs, is a 
I crime aga·inst civilization. In my judgement the 

obligation of a policeman is as sacred and direct 

n 
II 
1 

I~ 
Ij 

! !1 

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. He has no 
right to prefer any private advantage to the public 
safety. (Ziskind, 1940, p. 47). 

The public response to the Boston Police strike 

caused an almost total halt to police unionism for nea.rly 

twenty years (Hilligan, 1973). The police union movement 

began a slow recovery in the 1940's but little was 

accomplished until .the 1960's. Several police unions were 

formed during the 1919-1960 period but few survived and 

little or not action or results could be directly attributed 

to union activities (Smith, 1975). 

Hilligan (1973) points out bhat 1960 has no 

particular significance as a milepost in police unionism. 

except that it marked the beginning of ~ decade of increasing 

militancy throughout society. During the decade of the 1960's 

police turned more toward trade union tactics instead of 

relying on improvement of their status without recourse to 

unionization. Such union tactics as work slowdowns, strikes, 

ano. other job actions were increasingly employed by police 

(Ray, 1977). According to Juris and Feuille (1973), police 

unions began to embrace traditional labor union tactics and 

goals. Police are the largest single group of local public 

employees (Het"itt, 1977) and law enforcement is a labor 

intensive field (Odoni, 1977). 
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The proliferation of laDor unions and associations 

in law enforcement is a well-esiablished and growing trend 

that is likely to be permanent (Morgan & Korstad, 1976). 
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If pubiic management is to cope with the impact of 

collective bargaining, the unique aspects of law enforcement 

collective barg1:dni:ng must be understood. 

Unique Aspects of Law Enforcement Collective Bargaining 

There are far more similarities between private 

and public sector unionism and between law enforcement and 

other public sector unions than differences (Halpern, 1974). 

However, police officers are exposed to unique stress 

producing factors that may be reflected in their collective 

bargaining demands and negotiations. Law enforcement officers 

who are told they are, or should be, professionals demand . 
a say in what duties are performed and how they are per

formed (Halpern, 1974). 

Eisenberg (19751' lists six stress producing sources 

within the lawen orcemen occup . f t atl·on· He includes the 

characteristics and practices tnat are intraorganizational, 

interorganizational, criminal justice system, and public. 

Intraorganizational characteristics include phenomenon such 

as poor supervision, inadequ~te promotion 9r rewards, poor 

and offensive policies, poor and inadequate equipment. 

i-nterorganizational characteristics that are stress 

producing include such factors as judicial isolation, lack 

,---" 
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. of career development opportunities·, and lack of lateral 

movement. The preoccupation with street crime, poor 

judicial management, unpopular judicial decisions, and 

ineffectiveness of corrections are stress producers arising 

from th~ characteristics of the criminal justice system. 

Public attitudes, opinions, and low 'regard for police are 

among the characteristics of the public that produce stress 

in law enforcement work. 

Eisenberg (l9731 also points out the stress inherent 

. in police work itself: The danger, adverse work schedules, 

isolation, and sense of uselessness. F:tnally, Eisenberg 

(1973) discusses·· the police officer as cringing stress 

producing factors into the equation. .A.ll of these factors 

cause problems in lacor-management relations and are likely 

to be reflected in collective ;.b.argai1)i.ng demands, although 

the actual underlying stress factor or factors may not be 

identified along with the demand • 

'Police unions are, faced with a number of problems 

when they engage in collective bargaining and negotiations. 

Public officials must attempt to balance decisions base,d on 

taxes, services, wages and employment with the realities of 

a poiitical system which operates largely as a function of 

the extent to whQch voters and taxpayers are satisfied with 

the performance of the officials (Victor, 1977). Neither the 

public nor many public officials fully grasp the complexities 
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of the police role and officials are fairly ignorant of the 

'pub1ic employee's lot (Hewitt, 1977). Apathetic and 

unenlightened public officials fail to recognize the need 
<'~ 

for basic baJF~aining strategies and fail to appropriately 

utilize available resources in negotiations (Olmos, 1975). 

Juris (1971) notes that police unioni~m is "first 

and foremost an organization of salaried employees in a 

large bureaucracy" (p. 231). The police union is concerned 

with the economic well-oeing, security, and safety of its 

members and is equally concerned with responding to 

management's insistence on efficiency of operations and 

retention of authority. Police unionism provides a forum, 

simil~r to any professional organization, that allows its 

members to express opinions about the nature of law 

enforcement in society (Juris, 1971). 

Grievance Procedures 

Writing for the Court in 1960, Supreme Court Jus

tice William o. pouglas identified the grievance clause as 

Ita part of the continuous collective bargaining process" and 

as "a vehicle by which meaning and intent are given to the 

collective bargaining agreement" [United steelworkers of 

i' 

America v. Warrior and Gulf Navigation, 363 U.s. 574, 

(1960}]. 
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The grievance procedure serves a number of diverse 

purposes in a collective bargaining relationsnip (Dunlop & 

Healy, 1955). The major purpose of a grievance procedure 

is to provide a means of resolving conflicts over the appli

cation and the interpretation of the collective bargaining 

agreement. 

Problems .•• are handled and settled through the 
grievance procedure of the labor contract. The 
grievance procedure provides an orderly system 
whereby the employer and the union can determine 
whether or not the contract has, in effect, been 
violated. Only a comparatively small number of 
violations involve willful disregard of the terms 
of the collective bargaining agreement. More 
frequently, employers or unions pursue a course 
of conduct, alleged to be a violation of the collec
tive bargaining ag~eement, that the party honestly 
believes to conform with its terms. In any event, 
the grievance procedure provides the mechanism 
whereby the t~uth of the matter will be 
revealed. Through it, the parties have an 
opportunity to determine whether or not the con
tract pas actually neen violated. Such a 
peaceful procedure; of course, is infinitely 
superior to a system that would permit the 
enforcement of the contract through the harsh 
arbitrant of the, strike or lockout (Sloane & 
Witney, 1977, pp. 218-219). 

Dunlop and Healy (1955) discuss the grievance 

procedure as a "channel of communication" and as "a 

device by which information is channeled both ways between 

the top and the bottom of the hierarchy" (p. 79). They 

also note that the grievance procedure may be used to. 

identify problems anp difficulties that arise in labor and 

management relations. 
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The grievance procedure provides a mechanism whereby 

every employee may receive rapid and ~air consideration of 

their complaints. Small problems can be resolved and 

settled before they become major problems. v Serious problems 

can be identified and: resolved and, the rights of empl~~xrs, 
/' 

employees, and unions assured through the proper u~~' of\ the 
, \ 

grievance procedure (Sloane & Whitney, 1977, pp. 223-224).\ 
\\ 

Gri.evance and discipline are often interrelated irill 

collective' bargaining agreements. Public secto,t·, grievance 

procedures have begun to supplant civil service-'procedures 

and the trend is clearly away from agency and civil service 

commission appeals to those negotiated and delineated in the 

collective bargaining agreement (Stanley, 1972). Despite the 

increase in the use of negotiated grievance procedures, Begin 

(1969) finds that such procedures tend to be narrower than 

in the private sector, although he does find some exceptions. 

Begin (1969} notes that public sector grievances were 

fewer than in the private sector~ He speculates that some of 

the reasons might include: 

. -' 

1) limitations on the scope of collective bargaining 
in the public sector; 

21 limitations on the definition of a grievance in 
public sector collective bargaining agreements; 

3} limitations on ~he negotiated grievance procedure; 

41 a generally lower level of conflict in the 
public sector than in the private; 
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5) the presence of alternative appeals channels 
such as civil service or merit service commissions-, 

)) 

6) the r-:lati:re immaturifY' of ~'the labor-management 
rela~10nsh1p under collect1ve bargaining in the 
publJ.c sector; and, 

7} inexperienced and untrained local union officials 
(pp. 24-28, '230, 236-237). 

The possible reasons suggested by Begin may be related to 

the overall complexities of the collective bargaining process. 

The United Stal!;es Department of Labor discusses the 

affects of collective bargaining on the overall gr.ievance 

process in terms of fo'ur reli~ed features that are added to 

the basic grievance concept by the collective negotiations and 

bargaining involved in labor relations. 

First, the collective bargaining contract while 
it drastically limits the area of legitim~te com
plaints oy establishing the basic conditions of 
employment and rules for day-to-day administration 
d 7emed to b~ fair oy mutual agreement, at the same 
t1me may cre~te a .. so,:r<?,e of grievances and disagree
ments through ambJ.guJ.t1es of language and omissions 
as do changing circumstances and violations. Second 
the union is ~,recognized and accepted as the spokesma~ 
for the aggr~evea wo~ke:, and an inability to agree 
on a res~lut~onof the J.ssue becomes a)dispute be
tween un10n and.~anagement~ Third, because an un
resolved'~rievance becomes a union-management dispute, 
a ,way ultJ.mate~y must De found to reach settlements 
sfio:t of a ~trJ.ke or lockout or substitutes for such 
aC~J.Q~.s-•. F1na1 and Binding arbitration is the 
pr-:-ncJ.I?a1 mec:ns to, this end. Fourth, the process of 
adJ~st1n~ gr1evancesand grievance disputes is itself 
defJ.ned J.n the agreement, and , along with other 
,:spects.of collective bargaining, tends to become 
1ncreasl-ngly formal (196'4, p. I}. 
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l'-dministrators of public agencies are beginning to 

realize the value of the grievance procedure as a means of 

an.d forestalling laDor difficulties. reducing problems A 

make the observation that proper attention number of writ.ers 

'd d in labor-management relations. to grievances pay,s divi en s 

Along with the call for more Fttention to grievances, 

writers in the field point out the growing trend in the public 

sector in the use of ~~ ~ ar~;trat;'on as a final step in grievance 

. processing and reso u lon .: 1 t · tcf Ayres, 1977,· Burp, 0, 1976; 
. . 

Giovannini & Moynahan, 1976; Gordon, 1975; Ingleburger & 

Angell, 1971; Leggat, ~9.76; Mielke, 1973; and Pedersen, 1976). 

Arbitration 

Most private sector collective bargaining agreements 

provide for arnitration as the terminal step in,grievance 

procedures. Use of arbltration is becoming more prevalent 

in the public sector as well (Ullman & Begin, 1970). The 

I 974 ). has noted several benefits U.s. Department of Labor (1. a. 

of the use of arbitration: 

First, arbitration is much more expeditio~s th~n 
resort to the courts {p. 2) •.. Second, arrn tratlon 
is less expensive thq,n resort to the cour::s (p = 
3) ••. Tliird,· experience has shown,that arblt:r;atlon 
by experts in the field resultsl~ mor~ e~ultable 
resolution of disputes than decislons bY,J~dges .•. 
(p. 3} •.• Fourth, in contrast to the t~adltlon~l . 
availability of appeals to.Civil ~~rvlc7 COrnml.S~lOnS 
and state Boards of Educatlon, arDltra::lon provldes 
for final decisions by individuals deslgnated by 
the joint action of the parties, rather t~an 
decisions made solely by the employe~ or lts, 
designees [p. 3) •.•.• Fifth, arbitratl<?n permlts the 
continuation of ,work by employees durlng normal 
processing of the disPufe. (p. 3). 
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Nichols (1972} notes that the use of formalized 

grieVance procedures and arbitration has significantly 

reduced the possiblity of police strikes. He suggests that 

major strikes will be unlikely since arbitration serves as an 

alternative to the' strike. Fisher and Stapek (1978) state 

that a combination of mediation and a:r:bitration has been 

generally accepted by both labor and management in Canada. 

Arbitration is not without its disadvantages and 

limitations. Arbitration can be costly and it can be abused 

by either labor or-management as a tool of harassment. 

Either side may push issues that could be resolved through 

to axbitration solely as harassment. In order for the process 

of arbitration to be completely effective, management and 

labor must accept the concept of arbitration as worthwhile. 

Arbitration requires arbitrators with proven skills and 

capabilities (Fisher & Stapek~ 1978}. A limitation of 

arbitration is its insularity from legitimate political 

pressures. Because arbitration is essentially a private 

preceeding, the decision-making process is removed from the 

elected representatives of the people (U.S. Department of 

Labor,19.74q.),. 

A major limitation of arbitration is found in the 

tendency to increasingly "legalize lt ',:he proceedings: 
! 
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[T]here has been a tendency toward excessive legalism 
,to the detriment of the informality and speed of 
private sector ar5itration; this may be an even greater 
handicap in the pu5lic sector when the new collective 
5argaining atmospnere i's :geared toward heavy reliance 
on" procedure and may lead to routine use of lawyers, 
transcripts, and post-hearing briefs. This inevit:ab1.y 
means a slower, less effective and more expensive 
procedure of dispute: :reso.1:ut'i'on (U. S; Department of 
LaDor, 1974a, p. 3). 

Arbitration can be used excessively and is most 
,"" 

effective when used sparingly (Davey, i~r35}. To insure the 

proper use of arbitration requires a conscious effort on 

the part of both laDor and management to resolve grievances 

Defore reaching arbitration and to avoid "the political 

or face-saving type of grievance" (Davey, 1955, p. 89J,. 

A final point should De noted about arbitration. 

Even though arbitration is said to be final and binding under 

many collective bargaining agreements, the arbitrator's 

decision may not be fully accepted by either side. One or 

both of the parties may press their demands in the face of an 

arDitration decision. The strike of the police in Montreal 

in 1969 was in defiance of a final and binding arbitration 

award (U.S. Department of Labor, 1974b). 

cedures 

Chapter 

The literature on law enforcement grievance pro

arbitration is extremely sparce, as noted in and 

1. The only work done to date is the National 

Management Survey of almost 100 jurisdictions produced by 

the Police Executive. Research Forum (PERF) in 1978. In that 

study by Rynecki, Cairns and Cairns, grievance clauses were 

categorized as "narrow, limited, broad, and not defined" 
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(1978, ~. l5l.Grievance procedures categorized as narrow 

were. those wherein grievances were definE7d "in such a manner 

as ·to limit them to a relatively narrow set of circumstances" 

(p. 15}. Rynecki, et al found that I' about 9 percent" of the 

agreements they studied were defined as "narrow" in scope. 

The PERF study indicates that "aDout 60 percent of the 

contracts defined a grievance in limited terms" and "about 

25 percent of the agreements defined a grievance in broad or 

general terms" {po 161 ~ The authors note that a "broad 

definition includes noncontract matters" (p. 16). An 

additional five percent of the contracts ~nalyzed in the 

PERF study did not define grievances. 

In addition to grievance definition, Rynecki and his 

associates reviewed grievance time limits (po 17), steps in 

th.e grievance procedure (p. 18), processing grievances on 

employer. time (p. 181, and the "final step" in the grievance 

procedure (pp. 18-2l1. They noted, that almost 84 percent of 

the agreements called for the ori~i,nal f~ling of a grievance 

within a specified time period (p. 17). About five percent 

required that all grievance processing be done on the em

ployee(s personal time (p. 18). The remainder permit at 

least some of the processing to be done on employer time 

(p. 181. The study found that almost. "94 percent of the 

grievance procedures studied provided for an oral first 

stepll (p. 18} and that the number of steps in grievance 

proc~dures "varies froI'(\'a high of six to a low of two" (p. 18). 
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l'he PERF study reports that "more than 75 percent of 

the police contracts studied provide" for bin~ing arbitration 

by a neutral third party,1! (p. 19). ABout four percent 

utilize advisory arbitration (p. 19}. The authcrs note that 

either the police chief or the city manager is the final 

authority in about 10 percent of the contracts in their 

study (p. 19). 

'A major study of grievance procedures in the private 

sector was made by the united States Department of Labor in 

1963-1964 and included, analysis of 1,717 major collective 

bargaining agreements collected from employers with 1,000 

or more employees (U.S. Department of Labor, 1964). That 

research, while not directly related to either the public 

sector or law enforcement, serves as the model for Chapter V 

of this study. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The Sample 

The data for this study were collected by the stnff 
. 

of the Criminal Justice Human Resources Planning Pr~ject 

at the Institute of Contemporary Corrections and 'the 

Behavioral Sciences at Sam Houston State University; The 

, project involves the collection of data of several types, 

organization, of the data, and development of an on-line 

computer system for criminal justice human resources 
.' 

planning and management •. Requests for copies of current 

collective bargaining agreements were mailed to 677 law 

enforcement agencies. All of the law enforcement agencies, 

state, county, and municipal, with 100 or more employees as 

listed in the Crime in the United States (Kelley, 1977) were 

included in the survey population. The cutoff number of 100 

employees was arbitrarily selected to limit the survey to 

those agencies of "significant" size. 

Variables Used in the Study 

The first variable for this 'study is the type of 

grievance procedure specified in the'individua1 collective 

bargaining agreement. A typology of grievance procedures is 

developed to depict the variance in this part of the grievance 

process. The typology is designed in such a way as to create 

exclusive categories based on the routing of the grievance and 

33 

. ' 

1-1 
1 ' 

1 
< 

I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
i 
j , 
I 

I 
\ 
i 

! 
1 
) 
1 

I 

1 
j 

\\ 
I . 

i 
\ I 

i 

I !-o 

,\ 



'I I 

34 

the final disposition of the grievance. 

A second variable is the presence (or absence) of 

arbitration and the type of arbitration provided for in the 

law enforcement collective bargaining agreement. This 

variable is classified as to the requirement for arbitration 

in the grievance procedure and then further classified by the 

type of arbitration specified--voluntary or mandatory. 

Voluntary arbitration is operatiorially defined as "requiring 

the agreement,of either of the parties to submit a grievance 

to a neutral arbitrator for a final decision." Mandatory 

arbitration is operationally defined as "a requirement that 

final step resolution by t:,.'third party is compulsory." 

The neutral's findings may be final and binding or may be 

merely advisory. 

The third variable is the scope of grievance topics. . 
A typology is developed that provides for all the possible 

permutations of negotiated procedures, agency administrative 

procedures, and 'adverse actions previously discussed in 

Chapter I. Mutually exclusive and inclusive categories will 

be defined for the variable of grievance scope. 

The additional variables enumerated below were selec-

ted on the basis of their face contribution to the grievance 

procedure process. The paucity of prior research in this area 

precludes selection and inclusion of variables previously 

validated and similarly precludes theoretically based variables. 
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Since collective bargaining is relatively new and 

recent in law'enforcement labor relations, it is expected 

that grievance p'rocedures will differ among state police 

agencies (~here state laws may shape procedures), county 

sheriff·s departments (where county ordinances and the 

presence of a corrections component may affect selection of 

procedures), and city or municipal police departments '(where 

city ordinances, type of city government, and relationships 

with county agencies may cause variations in the procedqres). 

Thus" the type of law enforcement agency is expected to 

account for some of the variance lin procedures used for griev-

ance processing and is included as a variable. 

A number of different labor organizations, some 

local, some statewide, and some national, represent law 

enforcement personnel • These organizations bring to the 

negotiating table varying degrees of expertise and experience 

in collective bargaining a,nd may have differing expecta tions 

for the outcome of bargaining. It is expected that there will 

be differences in the type of grievance procedures in the 

collect~ve' bargaining agreements negotiated by such differing 

organizations. Therefore, type of labor organization is a 

variable included. 
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Since it is felt that law enforcement agencies 

in geographically similar locations may ieflect similnrities 

in the grievance process, U.S. Bureau of the CenSUS regions 

and the,La~ Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 

regions are included as study variables. 

Estimates of the popull~t;ion as of 1975 provided by 
if 

U.S. Bureau of the Census are used to classify jurisdictions 

of sim~lar sizes. The CensUs Bureau population groupings are 

used in the study (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972). 

The larger the. law enforcement agency, the more 
1/ 

complex the administration of that agency. It is exp~cted . 'r 
that the larger law enJ:orcement agencies win,have 10re 

, 

detailed ,grievance procedures. _,J~ased ~p~n th~s expe\tatl.on, 

agency size, in numbers of pol\ce employees, is incluped as 

" Data for this 'variable are extracted from 
a study variable. . 
the Uniform Crime Reports. 

A final variable is the type of government. Since 

~ 
varied forms of city, county, and stace goverru,nents are 

found throughout the United states, it is believed that the 

differences in government type may be related to the 

grievance process adopted through collective bargaining. 

U.S. Census data are the source for this &ariable. Figure 1 

presents a compilation of the variables included in the study 

and the levels of each variable. 

• _ v , . 
, . 

f / .. -
,; 

,. , 

TypeS of Grievance Procedure 

Internal Agen9Y Only 
Internal and Voluntary A,rbitration 
Tnterna1 and External Only 

. ' , 

~~~:~~:i-~~I;rnal and Voluntary Arbitration 

Internal and Mandatory Arbitration 
~~!~~~~~g-e~;e~~oa~ andfMandatory Arbitration 

R 
' ~ce 0 Procedures 

ev~ew Board 
None Specified 

Type of Grievance Scope Topics 

Negotiated Topics Only 
Agenc¥ Administrative Topics Only 
Negot~a ted Topics and Age Adm'" ". 
Negotiated Topics and Adv~~~e A tl.~~strat~ve' Topics 
Admi itt" c ~ons n,s ra l.ve Topics and Adverse A t" Negot~ated Admin" t' c ~ons 
Not specified ~s rat~ve, and Adverse Actions 

Ii 

Type of Law Enforcement Agency 

State Police 
;ou~tr Sheriff Departmen't 
\<1un~c~pal Police Department 

Type of Labor Organization 

Local Association 
Teamsters Union 
Fraternal Order of Police 
Policemen's Benevolent and P • American Federation of St t rotect~ve Association 
. Employers (}\FL/CIO) a e, County and Muilicipal 
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State Em~loyees Organization 
Internat~onal Union of 0 ' . 
Police Benevolent AssociPate:atl.ng Engl.neers (AFL/CIO) 
Itt' ~on n erna ~onal Union'of Police Off' ' ~cers (AFL/CIO) 

Figure 1. Variables and L 1 tb,,is Study. eve s of Variables Included in 

I 
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Type of I.abor Organization (continued) 

Office and Professional ~mployees Union (AF~/rIO) 
National Association of Government Employees 
Internatiohal Federation of Professional and 

Technical Engineers [AFL/CIOJ. . 
International Brotherhood of Po11ce Off1cers 
Service Employees International U~ion (AFL/~~O) d 
Transportation, Technical WarenouseIndustr1al an 

Service Employees un~lon (AFL/CIO) 

LEAA Region 

Regions 1.- 10 

U.S. Census Regions 

Northeast Region 
North Central Region 
South Region 
West Region 

Census Population Group U.S. 

38 

from 20,000 to 1,000,000 or more Seven population groups 

Department or Agency Size 

Fourteen groups from 100 to 20,000 or more 

Type of Government 

State Government = 
County Government 
Council - Manager 
Mayor - Council 
commission 
Other 

Figure 1. (continued) Variables and' Levels of Variables 
Included in this Study. 
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Type of Arbitration 

Voluntary Binding 
Mandatory Binding 
Advisory Only 
None 

Figure 1. (continued). . Variables and Levels of Variables 
Included in this Study. 

Research Questions 

The research questions to be answered in this study 

are as follows: 

1) 

2) 

Are there significant",,~elationships between the 
attributes of grieva~ric~~~roceedings in law 
enforcement collective bargaining agreements and 
the characteristics of the law enforcement agency? 

.Are there significant relationships between the 
attributes of grievance proceedings in law 
enforcement collective b~rgaining agreements and 
the characteristics of the jurisdiction? 

Several levels of analysis are performed to test for 

the presence of relationships and the strength of the 

relationships. 

Analysis of the Data 

Factor analysis will he used to identify relationships 

among the variahles in order to aid in identifying new 

v'ariables for future studies. Factor analysis is most 

appropriate for the level of analysis in this exploratory 

study • 
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The single most distinctive characteristic of 
factor analysis is its datc;-r~ductic:n.capabilitY. 
Given an array of correlatl0n cc:eftlcle~ts for a 
set of variables, factor analY~lc technlques allow 
us to see whether some underlYlng ~attern of 
rela'tionships exist such that the data may be 
"rearranged" or "reduced" to a smaller set of 
factors or components that may be take~ as source 
variables accounting for the observed ln~errela
tions in the data. (Author's emphasis, Klm, 1975, 
p. 469). 
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Kim (1975) also notes that factor analysis permits 

th exploration and reduction of "exploratory uses - e 

bl wl'th a view to the discovery of new patterning of varia es 

concepts and.a possible reduction of data" (p. 469). He 

d " goes on to note that factor analysis may be use as a 

_ the construction of indices to be used measuring device 

as new variables in later analyses" (po 469). 

. Kerlinger discusses factor analysis in these 

also pOl" n-l-s out that" a factor is a construct 8 Ker'l.il?ger -
, 

a hypothetical entity that is ass~ed to underlie tests and 

testperformancefl (1964, 'po 650) and lOa large portion of 

r II' 1 _ 
1 II 41 .. 1\ 
I, 'I scientific research effort has been devoted to cwhat might be 1\ 

1 .r- 1 1, C~lled c~struct Investigation or construct validation. This ~ 
it requires factor analysis" C196'4, p. 68l}. '" I t In ·la ter wr i tings, Ker linger and Pedha zur s ta te : 1,1",. 

i Factor analysis' bas'ic purpose is to discover " 
L unities or factors among many variaBles and thus i 
t'f":,l!,' to reduce many variables, usually wi tfiout independent II 
~ , and dependent variaBle structure, by showing their . 

basic structure, how they are similar, how tney are, Ii, 
I":',, different~ In addition, the factor analyst almost fj 
I always seeks to name the components of the structure, t"'J 
j, theunderiying unities or factors. ,This is a deep Ii 

, 

\

"',,1. and imp9rtant scientifi.c purpose. The anlys't can \.l!,', 
1 literally discover categories, unities, and variables. 

I 
(19 73 , p. 364 L ,;1 It 

((1/\ i 1 

'" ~;l If(. : t\ :',1,;(':!'{, 
The analysis in this study will be R-type fact9~ ; 

, )1 

analysis, based on correlations oetween variables, The 

Ii 

(/ 

factor comparisons are oased on rotated orthogonal factor 

ma tr ix n'tethods. The Basic principle bere is to rotate the 

combination of the variables in such a way as to determine 

tne combination of the variables that load the highest on 

one factor and. load the least (ideally near zero) on all 

other factors., Harmon (1967, pp. 86-87), shows that each. 

variaBle in the coefficient matrix is treated, in turn, as 

a dependent variable and the coefficient of determination 

(R2) is calculated between this variable and all other 

variables in the matrix as independent variables. 

process is repeated and all of the reSUlting R2 or 

This 

"squared multiple correlations" are then put in the equation 

before fa,ctoring. This. rotation of variaBles provides the 

"oest;, possilHe estimates" (Gu·tt'!nan, 19561. 
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Inter.'pretation 'ofthe Re'sult;:; 

Factors derived from the analysis are examined 

critically and named for future use. A correlation matrix 

is provided along with the rotated factor matrix. 

ta~les and narrative are presented in Chapter IV. , Appropriate lJ 
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CHAPTgR tv 

FINDINGS AND RESULTS 

The findings and results presented in this chapter 
I' 
'~\ , 

are drawn from an analysis of 289 law enforcement collE.~ctlve 

barg~ining agreements .• The agreements analyzed inci~ded 

those from state police agencies, county sheriff departments, 
, . 

and municipal police departments. Appendix A lists the 
:r" 

titles of the collective bargaining agreements used in this 

study. 

Characteristics of the Respondents 

All state police agencies in the United States, 169 

of the county sheriff departments, and 459 mnnicipal police 

depa~tments were included in the sample. As reflected in 

Table i, the overall return rate was 73.6 percent. Of the 

responding agencies, 65.1 percent currently have a collective 

bargaining agreement in force. 

A total of 289 collective bargaining agreements, 

including formal contracts and memorandums of understanding, 

were included in the analyses in this study. Thirty-five 

of the returns were not used. Of the 35, 27 agencies were 

renegotiating contracts and agreements and operating without 
,r-e 

'J 
,:~~.,I J 

a current agreement although copies of the expired agreement 

were obtained. Eight agencies who reported operating under 

a collective bargaining agreement either failed to provide a 
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copy or. provided illegible or incomplete copies. Thus the 

t d 89.0 Percent of the agencies final sample used represen e 

reporting collective bargaining agreements in force. 

TABLE 1 

Return. Rate 

Type Agency Number Returns (% ) Collective 
Bp.rgaining 

(%) (1) Agreements 

State Police 49 (2) 45 (91.8) 14 (31.1) 

County Sheriff 
Departments 169 105 (62.1) 65 (61.9) 

Municip~l Police 
Departments 459 348 (,75.8) 245. (70.4) 

Total 677 498 (73.6) 324 (65.1) 

. 
(1) Percentage of respondents with collective bargaining 

agreements in force~ 

(21 Hawaii does not have a state police agency. 

The distribution of the 289 collective bargaining 

by type of law enforcement agency is depicted in agreements 

Table 2. 

,:; 
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TABLE 2 

Distribution of Respondents By Type of 
Law Enforcement Agency 

Type of Agency Number Percentage 

State Police 14 4.8 

County Sheriff 55 23.9 

Municipal Police .220 73.1 

TO.tal 289 100.0 

When compared to the number of agencies of each 

type in the original sample, the state police agencies are 

slightly underrepresented (4.8 percent of the contracts 

analyzed and 7.0% of the original sample) and municipal 

police departments are slightly overrepresented (73~1 

percent of the agreements used in the study and only 68.0 

percent of the original sample). Sheriff Departments are 

representative (23.9 percent and 25 percent). 

The states of California, New Jersey, Florida, 

Michigan, and Connecticut account for nearly one-half 

(45.0 percent) of all of the collective bargaining agreements 

studied with the States of California (20.8 percent) and New 
A • 

Je:r:sey (10.4 percent} accounting for nearly a third. Of 

the fifty states, 39. are represented in the sample with at 

least one or more agreement. Table 3 provides data on the 

distribution of the agreements by state • 

. . 
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TABLE 3 

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Agreements by State 

Number 

1 

1 

60 

1 

14 

2 

17 

3 

7 

3 

8 

2 

2 

2. 

1 

4 

II' 

26 

5 

1 

Percentage 

.3 

.3 

20.8 

.3 

4.8 

.7 

5.9 

LO 
2.4 

1.0 

2.8 

.7 

• 7 

.7 

.3 

1.4 

3.8 

9.0 

1.7 

.3 

; . 

.~ 

~. 
' .. 

, It, 

State Number 

Nebraska 1 

Nevada 3 

New Hampshire 1 

New Jersey 30 

New Mexico 2 

New York 14 

Ohio 11 

Oklahoma 5 

Oregon 4 

Pennsylvania 12 

Rhode Island 5 

Tennessee 2 

Texas 4 

Utah 1 

Vermont 1 

Washington 9 

West Virginia 1 

Wisconsin 11 

Wyoming 1 

.:" j. 

, 

1 
) 

Percentage 

.3 

1.0 

.3 

10.4 

.7 

4.8 

3.8 

1.7 

1.4 

4.2 

1.7 

.7 

1.4 

.3 

.3 

3.1 
\ 

.3 

3.8 

.3 
~ 

en , 
, 
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Table 4 shows the distribution of the collective 

bargaining agreements fly united States Census!Region. The 

Northeast region and' tbe West region provided the majority 

of the cgreements while the South region provided the lea~t. 

These results were expected since the leading regions have 

long exceeded the South' in overall unionization, a fact 

. d l.·n the law enforcement unionization area. that is ml.rrore 

TABLE 4 

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Agreements 
by U.S. Census Region 

Census Region/States Number 

Northeast Region (Connecticut, 
Main~, Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, New Yo~k, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, , 
Vermon~} 

North Central Region (Illinois" 
'Indiana Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, 
North, Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, 
Wisconsin) 

South Region (Alabama, A~kansas, 
Delaware, Florida, Georgl.a, Kentucky, 
Maryland, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, Oklahoma, South 
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
Virginia, West Virginia) 

90 

75 

38 

Percentage 

31.3 

26.0 

13.1 

47 

West Region (Alaska, Arizo~~, 
California, CO¥Brado, Hawal.l., . 
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Me~l.cO, 
Oregon, Utah, Washington, wyoml.ng ) ____ 8_6_, ___________ 2_9_._8 ______ __ 

Total 289 100.0 

'} 

,! 

, , . " 
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Distribution of the collective bargaining agreements 

by L&AA region is shown in Table 5. Regions 5 and 9, encom

paSsing six midwestern states ang four western states, 

provided 44.9 perce~t of the agreements. 

Table 6 reflects the distribution'of the collective 

bargaining agreements by U.S. Census population groups. 

Slightly over one-third of the agreements were from cities 

or counties with populations between 50,000 and 99,999. The 

distribution of the agreements by popUlation group resembles 

the overall distribution of U.S. cities and counties with 

the larger cities, those of 500,000 or more, slightly 

overrepresented. Note that the 14 states included in. this 

study were omitted from the population group analysis to 

more accurately demonstrate the distribution oy popUlation. 

The council manager form of city government w,as the 

most prevalent among the cities studied. Mayor-council 

governments were tbe next most noted form. Table 7 depicts 

th.e breakdown ny. government type. State and county govern

ment type was used Because of the great similarities among 

these jurisdictions in actual government operation. 
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TABLE 5 

Distributi.on of Co1iecti\re 'Barg'aining Agreements by LEAA Region 

Region/states 

1 {Connecticut, Maine, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
Rhode Island, Vermont} 

o 
Number 

35 

2 (New Jersey, New York) 143 

3 (Delaware, *District of 
Columbia, Maryland, Pennsyl-
vania, *Virginia, West Virginia) 18 

4 (*Alabama, Florida, *Georgia, 
Kentucky, *Mississippi, 
*North Carolina, *South 
Carblina, Tennessee) 

5 (Illinois, Indiana, Micfiigan, 
Minnesota, Ohio, WisconsinI 

6 (*Arkansas, Louisiana, New 
Mexico, Oklahoma, Texasl 

7 (Iowa, Kansas, *Missouri, 
Nebraska} 

8 (Colorado, Montana, *North 
Dakota, *South'Dakota, utah, 
Wyoming) 

9 (Arizona, California, Hawaii, 
Nevada) 

10 (Alaska, *Idaho, Oregon, 
Washington) 

Total 

21 

64 

13 

11 

3 

66 

15 

289 

Percentage 

12,2 

14.9 

6.2 

7.3 

22.1 

4.5 

3.8 

1.0 

~2.8 

5,2 

100.0 

*States not represented among the study respondents. 
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I 
TABLE 6 

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Agreements 
by U.S. Census Population Group . I 

I 
Population Group " 

Number Percentage I 
i 

20,000 - 24,999 4 1.5 
25~000 - 49,999 46 16.7 

I 
50,000 - 99,999 96 34.9 
100,000 - 249,999 54 19.6 

~; 250,000 499,999 40 14.5 
500,000 - 999,999 20 7.3 
1,000,000 .or more 10 5.5 

Total 275 100.0 
l 

r 
*Fourteen states omitt d f e rom popu1a'I:ion group analysis. 
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TABLE 7 

Distribution of Respondents by Type of Government 

Type of Government Number Percentage 

State 

county 

Council - Manager 

Commission 

Mayor - Council 

Other* 

Total 

14 

55 

110 

16 

92 

2 

289 

*Other includes town-meeting and representative town 
meeting forms of government • 

• 

4.8 

19.0 

38.1 

5.5 

31 .. 8 

.7 

100.0 

Table 8 provides a breakdown of the distribution of 

the collective oargainlng agreements oy number of law enforce-

ment employees and by type of law enforcement ~gency. The 

modal frequency for each type of agency was 400-499 for state 

police, 100-199 for sheriff departments, and 100-199 for 

municipal police departments. 
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TABLE 8. 

Distribution by Department Size and Type of Law Enforcement Agency 

t 

Type of Law Enforcement Agency 
Department 

Size State County Municipal 

(~umber of Police Sheriff Police 

Efnployees) 
NUmber Percentage Number Per.centage Number. Percentage 

100-199 0 0.0 24 15.4 132 84.6 

200-299 3 7,9 11 28.9 . 24 63.2 
,. 

300-399 1 4.2 3 12.5 20 83.3 

400-499 4 23.5 6 35.3 7 41.2 

500-749 0 0.0 2 16.'7 10 83.3 

750-999 0 0.0 8 44.4 10 55.6 

1,000-1,499 2 22.2 0 0.0 7 77.8 

1,500-1,999 2 33.3 0 0.0 4 66.7 

2,000-2,999 0 0,0 1 33.3 2 66.7 

3,OOO~3,999 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

4,000-4,999 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

5,000-9,999 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 

10,000-19,999 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 

20,000+ 0 0,0 0 0.0 1 100.0 

Total 14 4.8 55 . 19.0 220 76.1 
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Development of the Typologies 

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE TYPOLOGY: 

Grievance procedures we~e categorized into a 

typology based on the routing of the individual grievance 

and the kind of final step in the resolution of the grievance. 

The typology consists of the following categories: 

1) In'ternal agency 'only - The grievance is processed 

from initiation to final resolution solely within the individ-

ual law enforcement, age.ncy. Final resolution results from 

a finding or decision by the head of the agency or his 

designated representative. The grievance does not receive 

any review outside the agency and the decision of the head 

of the-agency i~ final. 

2) Internal and voluntary arbitration - Rou(';:!:,ng of 

the grievance is exactly the same as in the category above 

with, the exception that the final decision by the agency 

head may be submitted ,to arbitration by agreement of the 

parties. 

3) Internal and external onll - Initial stages of 

review of a grievance are within the agency but, at some 

1 I 

point in the process, further review is by an agency or 

officer of an agency outside the law enforcement department. 

The final decision is made outside the police agency and 

is binding. The external agency most often involves city, 

county, or state administrative departments. 
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4) Internal external and voluntary arbitration 

Routing and review of a grievance follows the pattern of 

the previous category, internal review until some point in 

the process where further review comes from outside the 

agency. This category has the added step of voluntary 

arbitration if the final decision is not acceptable. 

51 External only - Initial presentation and all 

revfew of the grievance is outside the police agency. The 

final decision is made outside the law enforcement agency 

and is final. 
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6} Internal and mandatory arbitration - Initial 

presentation and·all review of a grievance takes place within 

the law enforcement agency. However, if the final decision 

is not satisfactory, the grievance must be submitted to 

arbitration where a final and binding decisi0n is issued. 

71 Internal - external and m'andatory arbitra'tion _ 

This category combines the features of internal and external 

review and the requirement for arbitration if either party 

is dissatisfied with the final decision. The mandatory 

arbitration results in a final and binding decision. 

8) Branchin'g or choice of procedures - Grievances 

may be submitted to eli ther of two or more routes, typically 

either internal agency procedures or civil service or merit 

system review procedures. This category includes those 

grievance procedures Which, allow a choice at the initiation 

, 
: ~ 

, 
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of a grievance and those which allow a Branching or choice 

at some step'further into the process. 

9) Review board - This category includes all those 

collective bargaining agre~ments wherein the final decision 

is made by a review board. Typically, review boards have 
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permanent memberships for a specified period of time and most 

often serve as a final decision-making body for all labor

management disputes within a jurisdiction. Such boards often 

include members of labor and management. The use of a review 

board for a final decision differs from arbitration in that. 

a review board is not assumed to be completely neutral as 

is an arbitrator. The makeup of the board may be intended to 

Balance interests to achieve a Uneutral U position, howev~r. 

Civil Ser~ice and Merit System Commissions and personnel 

review groups are included in this category. 

Table 9 presents the distribution of the collective 

oargaining agreements using the typology discussed above. 

l'G total, of 35 of the collective bargaining agreements analyzed 

for this study either had no grievance procedure stated in 

tne written agreement or noted that existing procedures, not 

further explained, would Be used to process grievances arising 

under the collective bargaining agreement. The agreements 

containing no grievance procedures were largely of the 

"memorandum of understanding" type wherein collective bargain-

ing focuses .a1most exclusivelY on renumerative issue;;. 
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TABLE 9 

Distribution of 289 Collective Bargaining Agreements 
by Type of Grievance Procedure 
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Type of Grievance Procedure Number Percentage 

Internal Agency Only 

Internal and Voluntary 
Arbitration 

Internal and External 
Only 

Internal-External and 
Voluntary Arbitration 

External Only 

Internal and Mandatory 
Arbitration 

Internal-External and 
Mandatory Arbitration 

Branching or Choice 

Review Board 

None 

Total 

12 

51 

16 

147 

1 

1 

6 

11 

9 

35 

289 

4.2 

17.6 

5.5 

50.9 

.3 

.3 

2.1 

3.8 

3.1 

12.1 

100.0 
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The Police, Executive Research Forum (PERF) study 

of 19.78 tRynecki, et all notes' that more than 75 percent 

of the police contracts in that study called for binding 

arbitration, and that four percent provided ~or advisory 

arbitration. Of the 289 collective bargaining ~greements 

in this analysis, 225 (74.9 percent) contained provisions 

for binding 'arbitration and 1.7 percent called for advisory 

arbitration. Table 10 lists the types of arbitration and 

their frequencies. 

TABLE lO 

Distribution by Type of Arbitration 

- ------,----~----,------------
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TYPOLOGY OF GRIEVANCE SCOPE TOPICS: 

Six categories of grievance topic scope were 

developed for this research. The typology was built around 

the concepts of negotiated topics, agency administrat~ve 

topics, and adverse personnel actions. The six categories 

in this typology are: 

I} Negotiated topics only:... This category contains 

only those' agreements where grievance t~pics are restricted 

solely to the interpretation or administration of the 
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negotiated collective bargaining agreement. This classifica

tion is the most restrictive in terms of grievance scope. 

2) Agency administrative topics only - Included in 

this category are those agreements whereby the only issues 

that become the subject of a grievance are those resulting 

from an action of the aruninistration in the area of depart

mental rules, regulations, practices, and policies. 

3) Negotiated 'topics and agency adm'inistrative topics _ 

This classification combines the first two categories dis

cussed above. Grievanle topics encompass agency administra

tive actions as well as any issue arising from the interpre

tation and application of the negotiated collective bargaining 

agreement. 

4) Negotiated topics and adverse actions - This 

cate,gory includes issues relating to the interpretation and 

administration of the collective bargaining agreement and all 

personnel actions of an adverse nature, such as demotions, 

suspensions, transfers, fines, and f~rings. 
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5~[ Administrative topi'csand adverse acti"o'ns - In 
1,' 

" 
this claisification, grievable topics include almost every 

.f' 
I, 

cOIlcei'l,i..lble administrative action - rules, regulations I 
f 

practj~ces, policies I and all personnel actions. Only t.hose 

issues previously negotiated in the collective Bargaining 

a~t-ceement are excluded from the grievance process. 
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,.~ . 
(6) 'Negotiated, administrative, and advers'e actions -

This is th~ broadest of the classification categories and 

basically means that any issue or complaint may become the 

subject of a grievance. It encompasses all interpretations 

and applications of the coilective bargaining agreement, all 

administrative actions involving agency rules, regulations, 

practices, and policies, and all agency personnel ~ctions 

that might adversely affect anyone or any group within the 

bargaining unit. 

The distribution of the collective Bargaining agree

ments by scope of gx:-ievance topics is shown in Table 11. 

w~ereas the PERF st~dy tRynecki, et ~l, 1978) used the 
! 

classifications "narrow, limited and inroad", a more definItive 

classification is attempted here. Hdwever, some comparisons 

may De made between the flndings of the two studies. The 
, . 

PERF research found about n~ne percent of the agreements to 

De "narrow" in grievanoe scope. This study finds 50.9 percent 

of the agreements to be restricted to the narrowest of the 

six categories used • 
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TABLE 11 

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Agreements by 
Scope of Grievance Topics 

Scope of Grievance 
Topics 

Negotiated Topics Only 

Agency Administrative 
Topics Only 

Negotiated Topics and 
Agency Administrative 
Topics 

Negotiated Topics and 
Adverse Actions 

Administrative Topics 
and Adverse Actions 

Negotiated,,· Administrative, 
and Adverqe Actions 

S'cope Not Specified 

Total 

Number 

147 

3 

21 

11 

2 

62 

43 

289 

Percentage 

50.9 

1.0 

7.3 

3.8. 

.7 

21.5 

14.8 

100.0 
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In the "limited" category, PERF includes about 60 

percent o:E the contracts. Assuming that all Dut the broadest 

scope defLnition is included in PERF's "limited" category, 

this study finds only 21.8 percent in the corresponding 

categories. PERF's "broad ll category included about 25 

p~rcent of the contracts, while the broadest category in 

the typology contains 21.5 percent of the agreements. 

Nearly 

this study were 

Analysis of Relationships 

), J . 
hal,f (136, 47.1 percent) of the agreements in 

il 
n;~'tiated by local law enforcement associations. 

Only 50 (17.0 percent>. wer.e negotiated by locals of national 

or international unions. Table 12 illustrates the distribution 

by labor organization. 
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TA~LE 12 

Dist:eibution of Collective Bargaining Agreements 
by Labor Organization 

Labor Organization 

Loca I As soc ia tion . 

Teamsters Union 

Fraternal Order of,Police 

Policemen's Benevolent and Protective 
Association 

American Federation of state, County 
and Municipal Employees (AFL/CIO) 

State Employees Organization 

International Union of Operating 
Engineers (AFL/CIO) . 

Police Benevolent Association 
\ 

Internation~l Union of Police 
Officers (AFL/CIO') 

Office and Professional 
Employees Union (AFL/CIO) 

National Association of 
Government Employees 

Number 

136 

9 

61 

3 

18 

2 

5 

37 

3 

I 

I 

Percentage 

47.1 

3.1 

21.1 

1.0 

6.2 

• 7 

1.7 

12.8 

1.0 

.• 3 

.3 
International Federation of 

Professional and Technical 
Engineers (AFL/CIO) 

(,-':::0 1 .3 

It' 

International Brotherhood of 
Police Officers 

Service Employees International 
Union (AFL/CIO) 

Transportation, Tedhnica1 Warehouse 
Industrial and Service Employees 
Union (AFL/CIO) 

Total 

.' ' 

10 3.5 

1 .3 

I .3 

289 100.0 

62 
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Table l3 depicts the distribution of the 289 

collectiv,~ bargaining agreements by type of law enforcement 

agency and by type of laoor organization. A ehi-square test 

of independence was perforined in order to assess whether the 

frequency of type o:f labor organization was, in fact, 

dependent upon the type o'f law enforcement agency. The 

result', (x2 = 79.018, df = 30, P < .001) was significant. 

In addition to'the chi-square test for significance, Cramer's 

V was calculated in order to assess the strength of the 

association between law ~nforcement agency type and labor 

, organization type. The result tv = .3701 indicates the 

association is moderately strong and therefore significant. 

Compution of asymmetric'lambda indicates the association is 

entirely in the direction of type 'of labor organization depen

dent upon type of law enforcement agency. Thus, the type of 

labor organization is selected differently by the different 

types of law enforcement agencies. All three types of, law 

enforcement agencies are most frequently represented by local 

associations. Police Benevolent associations are the second 

most frequent organization of choice for state police agencies 

while the Teamsters Union is the second most frequent repre-

sentative of sheriff departments. The Fraternal Order of 

Police is seoond among the groups and organizations representing 

the muni~ipal police departments. The American Federation of 

sta'te,' County, and ~unicipal Employees, AFL/CIO is the most 

common national labor union among the responding agencies. 
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Labor 
Organization 

TABLE 13 

Distribution o"f Collective- Bargaining- Agreements by Type of 
Law En"forcement Agency and by Labor Organization 

Type of Law Enforcement Agency 

St.ate County Municipal 
Police Sheriff Police 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Local Associa-
tion 7 2.4 

Teamsters Union 0 0.0 

Fraternal Order 
of Police 2 .7 

Policemen's 
Benevolent 
and Protective 
Association 0 0.0 

American Federa-
tion of State, 
County and 
Municipal 
Employees 
(AFL/CIO) 1 .3 

State Employee 
Association 1 .3 

International 
Union of , 

Operating 
Engineers 
(AFL/CIO) 0 o ."{) 

. /' ' 
tt· 

",\. 

: .. .: 

........ 

24 

6 

5 

1 

5 

0 

3 

/ . . ~ . ~i] . 

8.3 

2.1 

1.7 

.3 

1.7 

0.0 

1.0 

. i.~ ,~ 
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105 36.3 

3 1.0 

54 18.7 

2 • 7 

12 4.2 

1 .3 

2 .7 
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Number 

Police 
Benevolent 
Association 3 

International 
Union of 
Police Offi,cers 
(AFL/CIO) 0 

Office and 
Professional 
Employees 
Union 

, , (AFL/CIO) 0 

National 
Association 
of Government 
Employees 0 

International 
Federation 
of Professional 
and Technical 
Engineers 
(AFL/CIO) . 0 
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TABLE 13 (Continued) 

. 

Type of Law Enforcement Agency . ' . 

State County 'Municipal 
Police Sheriff Police 

Percentage Number Percentage Number 'p.erc,en tage 

1.0 6 2.1 28 9.7 

0.0 1 .3 2 .7 

0.0 1 .3 0 0.0 

. 
0.0 1 .3 0 0.0 

0.0 1 .3 0 0.0 
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TABLE 13 (Continued) 

Type of Law Enforcement Agency 

Labor 
Organization State County 

Police Sherif'f 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

International . 
Brotherhood 
of Police 
Officers 0 0.0 0 0,0 

Service Employees 
Interna tion,al 
Union 
(AFL/CIO) 0 0,0 0 0.0 

Transportation, 
lI'echnical 
Warehouse 
Industrial 
and Service 
Employees 
Union 
(AFL/CIO} 0 0.0 

, 
1 .. 3 

Total 14 4.8 55 19,0 

CHI-SQUARE = 79.013 pc(.OOl df = 30 Cramer's v-= .370 

Asymetriq Lambda = .145 (Type of labor organization) . 
Asymetric Lambda = .000 (Type of Law Enforcement Agency) .. 

," J 1 

"';., 

: .... ' 

Municipal 
Police 

Number 

10 

1 

0 

2.20 

,~' 

Percentage 

3.5 

.3 

. 0.0 

76.1 
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A chi-square test 6£ independence was' performed to 

determine if toe type. of grievance procedure was dependent 

upon the U.s. census region with significant results 

Cx2 = 83.282, df = 27, P ~ .0011. 'Cramerts V was also cal-

culated to test the strength of the association with a 

finding of V = .310. The asymmetric lambda test indicated 

the association to be primarily one-way with the Census 

region determining the type. of grievance procedure selected. 

To further test the relationship between type of 

67 

grievance procedure and geographical location, a chi~square 

test was performed to test the independence between the type 

of grievance procedure and LEAA region. The results were 

significant with x 2 = 171.241, df = 81, p.~ .,001. Cramer's 

V computations yielded a value of V = .257 and asymmetric 
,If 

lambda analysis reflected a one-way relationship with the 

type of procedure dependent upon LEAA region. 

Table 14 illustrates the distribution of collective 

bargaining agreements By type of grievance procedure and by 

U.s. Census region. This table indicates that there are 

some differential patterns in types of grievance procedures 

by U.S. Census region. The West accounts for almost all of 

the collective oargaining agreements without specified 

grievance procedures. The Northeast and North Central regions 

rely on internal-external and voluntary arbitration procedures 

more than the other two regions. Mandato~y arbitration is 

most conunan in the North Central region. 
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TABLE 14 

Distribution by Type of Grievance Procedure and U,S. Census Region 

u.s. Census Region 
Type of ----
Grievance Northeast North ",Central South West 
Procedure 

NumPe:r Percentage Number Percentage NtmU':er Percentage Number Percentage 
~ , 

Interna,l Agency . 
Only 3 1.0 4 1.4 2 .7 3 1.0 

Internal and 
Voluntary 
Arbitration 18 6.2 15 5.2 8 2.8 10 3.5 

Internal and Ex-
ternal Only 3 \\ 1.0 3 1.0 0 0.0 10 3.5 

Internal-External 
and Voluntary 
Arbitration 58 20.1 40 13.8 24 8.3 25 8.7' . 

External Only 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3 

Internal and Manda- -, 

tory Arbitration 0 0.0 1 .3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Internal-External 

and Mandatory 
Arbitration 1 .3 3 1.0 1 .3 1 .3 

Review Board 1 .3 3 1.0 2 ,.7 ,3 1.0 
Branching or Choice 3 1.0 4 1,.4 0 0.0 4 1.4 
None 3 1,.0 2 .7 1 .3 29 10.0 

Total 90 31. 3 75 26.0 38 13.1 86 29.8 
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It is interesting that the pattern of grievance 

procedures used in the least unionized area, the .South, 

most closely 'resemI>les the pat'tern in the West. Whether this 

pattern will prevail as the, South region law enfprcemen;t 

agencies move into more widespread unionization cannot be 

predicted at this time. 

Table 15 illustrates the distribution of the 0011ec-

tive bargaining agreements by type,of grievance procedure and 

by scope of grievance topics _, A chi-square test of indeperiderH::e 

was performed to as:sess whether the frequency of grievance 

procedure type and type of grievance scope was dependent. 

The result (x2 = 279.664, df = 54, p ~ .001) was significant. 

Cramer's V was calculated to test the strength of the 

association between t_ne two variables and the result 

(y = .4021 was also 'significant. Asymmetric lambda indicates 

i·"~\tle. relationship is two-way, that is, when type of grievance 

~roced~re is the dependent variable, 1amnda = .227; when the 

scope of grievance topics is dependent, lambda = .241. These 

,findings indicate that type of grievance procedure is related 
::; 

to the scope of the grievance topics and vice versa'. The more 

limited the scope of grievable topics, the more likely that 

arbitration is included in the grievance procedures. The 

- !J. t' d '1 d' th 'th t bOt t' r~~tr~c ~ve prace ures, ~nc u ~ng ase w~ 'ou ar ~ ra ~on, 

are found where wider definitions of grievab1e topics are 

permitted. 
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'l'ype of 
Grievance 
Procedure 

l<egotia ted 
Only 

h;errcy 1.anini.t::ra-
ti'l.'t! Chly 

~~t.i.ltcd and 
J.;~C'I ~'-:\inis-
trati\'c 

:I:~tiatcd and 
.i.::!vcrse ;;ctionc 

l.c::dnistra tive 
anj M.'Crse 
;.ctions 

!:cgoti a tt:!d, 
;c-.i. ~stra tiva 
ar.c ;.c-.-e.rse 
ktions 

~ 
Spoclfied 

.~ 

chi-square D 279.664 
P ~ .001 

cit', • 54 
Cr~r'a V - .402 

. . , 

Internal. 
Chly 

t \ 

4 2.7 

1 33.3 

2 9.5 

a 0.0 

a 0.0 

3 4.8 

2 4.8 

TABLE 15 

Distribution of Collective Bzrqainin~ Agreements 
By Type of Grievance Procedure and by Scope of 

Grievanoe Topics 

Scope of Grievance Topics 

Internal- Internal- Internal- E:-:tcrna1 Intet"M1 Inwrnal-
Voluntary external ExtcrMl Only , Mandatory ExtCrMl 
Arbitration Only & Voluntilry Arbitration & Manda tory 

Arbitration Jlrbi tra tion 

., , , \ , , , , , , ~ , 
-

34 23.1 6 4.1 88 59.9 a 0.0 0 0.0 .; 2.7 

a 0.0 1 33.3 a 0.0 a 0.0 a 0.0 0 0.0 

5 23,8 3 14.3 10 47.6 0 0.0 a 0.0 a 0.0 

3 ! 27.3 0 0.0 8 72.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 a 0.0 

-
'1 50.0 a 0.0 a 0.0 a 0.0 a 0.0 0 0.0 

8 12.9 6 9.7 38 61.3 0 0.0 1 1.6 2 3.2 

0 0.0 0 0.0 3 7.1 1 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
.. 

~ ~t, , 
./<I, ,'"' .,:, , ",' 

It '4, 
\\4 

$f 
.J! ' .. 

',* f)a 

-: 
~'t; I) 

:. , 

>l: I 

: .. "1. 

BoIlX'd of Branching None 
Jel'View or Specified 

Oloioc 

, , F \ I , 
6 4.1 4 2.7 1 .7 

0 0.0 1 33.3, 0 0.0 

a 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 

a 0.0 a 0.0 a 0.0 

1 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1 1.6 3 4.9 a 0.0 

1 2.4 2 4.8 33 78.G 

. ' 

~ 

• 
147 

3 

21 

11 

2 

62 

42 

f 
\ 

, 
51.0 

1.0 

7.3 

3.8 

.'1 

21.5 

14.6 
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The distribution of th~ agreements by type of law 

enforcement agency and' b.y scope of grievance topics" is 

depicted in Table 16. A 'chi-square test of independence 

71 

(x2 =, 23.078, df = 12, P ( .. OS) was significant. CramertsV 

was Gpmputed for these variables with\'\a result of V = .200, 

suggeiting only a limifed association of the variables. 

Although the association is rather limited, Table 16 reflects 
~, 

more/,,tlse of negotiated topics for grievance scope by coup1'ty 
Jf 

sheriff departments (60%>- and state police (57%) than l1Y 
municipal police (48.2%1., Conversely, municipal police are 

far more likely to have very broad scopes~of grievance topics 

(23.6%) .than county sheriff departments (14. 8%) or state 

police (14.3 % 1 • 

The strongest relationship in the variables was 

oetween t.he type of arbitration and the scope of, grievance 

topics {see Table l71.. The' chi.,..square test of independence 

yieH~~d resultlZ: '(x?= l60 .. 7Ql, df =.l8, p< .. 001) that were 

significant. The Cramerts V test of association had a result 

(V = .432) that indicated a moderately strong association. 

Asyrnmetl;'ic lamBda analysis indicates the relation~hip is 

primarily one-way. When type of arbitr.,ation was useg as the 

dependent variable in the lambda .snalysis," an asymmetr.ic lambda 

value of .415 was obtained. ~1hen the scope of grievance topics 

was the dependent varia151e, the asymmetric value was .171. 
"'--c 

These results indicate that type 6f arbitration is, to a 
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TABLE 16 

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Agreements by Type of 
La.w Enforcement Agency and Scope of Grievance Topics 

Type .of Law Enforc.ernent Agency 

--------

Topics state County Municipal 

Negotiated Only 

Agency 
Admin;i.strati:ve 
Only 

Negotiated and 
Agency 
Administrative 

Negotiated and 
Adverse ~ 

Actions 

Administrative 
, .and Adverse 

Actions 
Negotiated, 

Administrative, 
and Adverse 
Action.s 

None Specified 

, \;1 Total 'j "0:>/ 
I' " 

\~ "1 
CRr~&OUARE = 23.078 

..... 
..... ."-"",, 

~. 

Police 

Number 1 Percentage 

8 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

14 

p < .5 

D 

0> • 

2.8 

0.0 

.7 

.7 

0.0 

.7 

0.0 
. 

4.9 

df = 12 

. / ' 
(, J' ~'f..~ 

. '!t 

.' . 

:, '" 

Sheriff . Po.lic.e 

Number Percentage Number, Per.c.entage 

33 11.5 106 36,8 

2 .7 , .3 ... 

6 2.1 13 4.5 

0 0,0 9 3.1 

1 .3 1 .3 

8 2.8 52 18,1 

4 1.4 38 13.2 

54 18.8 220 76.4 

Cramer's V = .200 

,. 
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.0 
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1 
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Scope of 
Grievance 
'1Opics 

Negotiated Only 

Agency 
Administrative . 
Only 

.I( Negotiated and 
Agency 

,- i M:ninistrative 
II 

Negotiated and 
Adverse Actions 

Administrative and. 
.Adverse Actions 

Negotiated, Mninis-
trative and 
Adverse Actions 

. " N:>ne Specified 

'1Ota1 

CHI-SqUare = 160.701 

Craroor's V = .432 

, / . ' . - .-
() 

,,('1 

.. ~. 
" y . 

1 I .-

) 

TABLE 17 
. 

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Agreements by \Type of Arbitration 
and Scope of Grievance Topics , 

Type of Arbitration 

Voluntary Mandatory Advisory None 

) 

Binding Binding Only Specified 'Ibtal 

'. 

Nunilier Percent 
-

124 

1 

16 

11 

1 

48 

4 

205 

('J 
~ 

:.t 

4·3.~2 

.3 

5.6 

3.8 

.3 

16.7 

1.4 

71.4 

p L... .001 

df = 18 

i't;' ;W. . 
'" 

'.-
, 

. . 
Nt:In1:er Percent Nuni>er Percent NUmber Percent Number 

/ . 
tt.. •. 

:~. 

:Ii 

6 2.1 4 1.4 13 4.5 147 

0 0.0 " 0 0.0 2 .7 3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.7 21 
(I 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0,0 11 
,. 

0 0.0 1 .3 0 0.0 2 

4 1.4 0 0.0 10 3.5 62 

0 0.0 0 0.0 37 12.9 41 
.-

10 3.5 5 ,,1. 7 67 23.3 

.. ' 

Asymnetric Lambda = .415 (Type of arbitration dependent) 

Asymnetric Iaml::rla = .171 (Scope of Grievance Topics dependent) 

o .• . 
,~ 
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Percent 

" ./ 
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considerable extent, dependent on the scope of grievance 

topics. Well over half <,60~i5>' percent of those agreements 

. with voluntary binding arbitration and 60.0 percent of those 

with mandatory binding arbitration limitothe scope of gri~:r"ances 

to negotiated topics only. The more limited the scope of 

grievance topics, the more likely some form of arbitration 

will be i~cludedin the grievance procedure. 

Severa~ other relationships, selected for testing 

after a review of significant correlations in Table 19, were 

.tested using the chi-square test of independence. Chi-square 

was performed in orderlto determine whether the frequency of 

type of arbitration was, in fac.t, dependent upon LEAA region. 

The result (x
2 

= 101~75, df = 18, P <.001) was significant. 

Cramer's V was calculated to test the strength of the apparent 

association with significant results (V = .344). Asymmetric 
If 

lambda suggests a one-waY,dependence. For type of arbitration 

. as the dependent,variable, larr!15da = .244 while LEAA region 

as the dependent variable yielded an asyfumetric lambda value 

of ,.148. LEAA re.gions 1 and 2, in the Northecistern United 

States rely heavily upon the use of arbitration. Of the 35 

collect~ve bargaining agreements an,alyzed &rom R~ffion 1, 

every agreement included provisions for arbitration (34' 

with voluntary binding and one with mandatory binding arbitra

tion). Region 2, with 43 agreements, inclUded voluntary 

binding arbitration in 86 percent of the agreements. Regions 

5 and 7 (in the Midwestern United States) also utilize 

arbitration extensively. In LEAA Region 4 (the' southeastern 

"f I 

:' .' 

. 8 

() 

.. ;" .. 

75 

a~eas of the United States) arbitration is included in all 

of the 21 agreements. Conversely, in th~ far western portion 

of the country (LEM Regions 9 and 10), only 37 of 79 

(46.8 percent) of the agreements call for any form of 

arbitration. A similar relationship exists between the fre-

qepcy of type of arbitration and U.S. Census Region 

(x
2 

= 68.780, df = 9, P < .001). The association is not 

as 'strong as that between type of arbitration and LEAA 

region ('V = .283). The asymetric lambda test reflects 

a one-way association with type of arbitration dependent 

upon Census region. The West regio~ is much less likely to 

use any form of arbitration in collecti*e bargaining ,agree

ments than the other three regions. 

A chi-square test of independence was calculated to 

assess the dependency between t~e variables of type of labor 

organization and LEM region. The results w~re again 

significarit (x
2 = 474,339, df = 135, P < .001). Cramer's , 

V indicated a moderately strong association between the 

two v'ariab1es (V = .427) and asymmetric lambda reflects a 

two-Way dependency. This relationship suggests that labor 

organizations are influential in geographically bound areas, 

although such areas need not necessarily be contirtgent. 
"'" 

The If!'raternal Order of Police (FOP) is proportionately strong

est inLEAA Regions 3, 4, and 5, an area generally encompassing 

the AtUtntic coastal region, the southeastern states and the 

cent,ral midwest. The FOP is represented by only one agree

ment west of the Mississippi River among the 289 inclUded in 
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the analysis. Police Benevolent Associations are st~ong 

only in region .2 (New Jersey and New York) and the south-

eastern s1:ates in Region, 4. ,The American Federation of 

State, County, and Mry,nicipal Employees (AFSCME) is most 

influential in the northeast and central 'midwest. Table 18 

illustrates the distriBution of the four most predominant 

labor organizations by LEAA region. The remainder, other 

than the four shown below represent too few agencies to 

provide meaningful distributions. 

A strong relationship is also found Between the U.S. 

Census region and the type of labor organization. 'A chi-

.square test of independence between the two variables 

76 

yielded significant results Cx2 = 196.144, df = 45, P < .OOl)~ 
Wnen Cramerrs V was calculated, a result indicating a 

moderately strong association was found (V = .476). Lambda 

indicates the association to be primarily one-way with type 

of labor organization dependent upon Census region. The 

West region is far more likely to have local associations 

for labor organizations wh.ile the Northeast and North Central 

'regions are more likely to use national police organizations 

and unions. 
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.Region 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

'lbtal 

TABLE 18 

Distribution of Predominant Law Enforcement 
Labor Organizations by LEAA Region 

Local Fraternal 
AssOciation Order of Police 

Number Percentage Number Percentage . 

12 8.8 4 !.' 6.6 

8 5.9 5 8.2 

1 , 0.7 17 27.8 

2 1.4 8 13.1 

30 22.2 20 32.8 

5 3.7 5 8.2 

6 4.4 2 3,3 

1 0.7 0 0.0 

62 45.6 0 0.0 

9 6.6 0 0.0 
. 

136 100.0 61 100.0 

.. 
oJ$< ~J, 

: .... (t 

Police 
Benevolent 

Associations 

N\Inber 

0 

24 

O· 

8 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33 

I ' 
... 1./ . 

Percentage 

0.0 

72.7 

0,0 

24.2 

3.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

100.0 

Americ:an Federation of 
State, county, and 
Municipal Einployees 

Numbelr 

11 

:3 

'0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1-

18 

1\ I,,' 

Percentage 

61.1 

16.7 

0,0 

0.0 

16.7 

0'.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

5.5 

100.0 
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In order to assess the dependency between scope of 

grievance topics and U. S .. Census region, a chi-square test 

of independence was performed with significant results 

(xZ = 62.796, df = 18, p < .0011. Cramer's V was computed 

and was also significant tv = .27Q1. The asymmetric lambda 

test identified the association as totally one-way with 

the scope of grievance topics being dependent upon u.s. 

Census region (.l67). These findings indicate that'the 

scope of grievance topics is determined to a relatively 

slight extent by the geographical area of the law enforcement 

agency. Scope of grievance topics tend to De more restrictive 

• 
in the South and the North Central regions and less 

restrictive in the other two regions. This finding is not 

surprising since the previous discussion has indicated that 

the other attributes of collective bargaining agreements 

are geographically significant. 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 

Factor analysis was performed on the data in order 

to identify relationships among the variables to aid in data 

reduction and in identifying new variables for future research 

and analysis. The analysis method usea is R-type factor 

analysis, based on correlations between variables. The 

factor comparisons are based on rotated o:r'thogonal factor 

matrix methods. The basic principle used is that of rotating 

the variables in such a way as to determine the combination 

of variables that load the highest on a single factor while 

:i?ading the least on the other factors. 
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i TABLE 19 

Correlation Matrix 
I:' 

(Correlation/Significance) 

vI v2 v3 v4 v5 

vI. Type of 
Grievance 1. 000 -.392 .054 .053 -.157 
Procedure .000 .187 .193 .005 

v2. Type of -.392 LOOO .005 -.149 .409 
Arbitration .000 .467 .007 .000 

0 v3. Type of Law 
Enforcement .054 .005 1. 000 -.036 -.100 
Agency .187 .467 .275 .049 

v4. Type of Labor .053 -.149 -.036 1.000 -.352 
Organization .193 .007 .275 .000 

V?, LEAA -.157 .409 -.100 -.352 1. 000 
Region .005 .000 .049 .000 

v6. U.S. Census - .169 . .405 -.096 -.299 .917 
,Regions .003 .000 .0.56 .000 .000 

v7. U.S. Census 
Population -.035 -.050 -.587 -.115- .190 
Group ,281 . .207 .000 .029 .001 

tol' 
v8. Department .009 -.088 -.039 -.017 .106· 

Size .442 .073 .262 .039 .041 , 

v9. Type of .036 -.104 .787 .106 -.276 
''Government .277 .044 .000 .394 .000 

\ --

v10 • Scope of . ' . 
Grievance -:236 .409 .147 -.043 .116 . : Topics .000 .000 .008 .239 .028 

'" 

" 
o 

, ........ 

. 0 

: .. 
I ' .. / 

:~'1 J 
:; I 

. ' . 

v6 v7 

-.169 .035 
.003 .281 

.• 405 -.050 
.000 .207 

.... 096 -.587 
.056 .000 

-.299 -.115 
.OCO .029 

.917 .190 

.000 .001 

1.000 .200 
,000 

.200 1.000 

.000 

.167 .683 

.003 .000 

-.290 -.402 
.000 .000 

.137 -.199 

.012 .000 

, .. 

v8 

.009 
Q442 

-.088 
.073 

-.039 
.262 

-.107 
.039 

.106 

.041 

.167 

.003 

.683 
,DOD 

1.000 

.070 

.123 

-.164 
.003 

v9 

.036 

.277 

-.105 
.044 

.787 

.000 

.Oi6 

.394 

-.276 
.000 

-.290 
.000 

-.402 
.000 

.070 

.123 

1.000 

.049 

.208 

.... \. .. 

---, 
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1 
1 
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v10 ! t 

I t 
-.236 U .000 

.409 
1/ .000 
} I II 

.147 !/ 

.008 \! 
-.043 Il .. 239 

.116 

.028 
! 

,137 

~ _ .012 /I' 

! -.199 1 

.000 
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.003 

.049 
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Analysis proceeds through three basic steps. The 

initial step is to produce a correlation matrix (see Table 

19) and to calculate the correlation between each pair of 

variables. The second step in factor analysis is to con

struct a new set of variables on the basis of the relation

ships exhibited in the correlation matrix produced in the 

first step. The third and final step involves a rotation 

of the various ,variables in order to seek the most parsimon

ious relationships ~s factors. Orthogonally rotated factors 

are used to achieve more meaningful results. Orthogonal 

factors must account for the proportion of the total 

variance not accounted for by the first fadtor in a pair. 

That is, the second factor must account for the proportion 

of the total variance not accounted for by the first. This 

process maximizes th~ variance and provides the best factor 

loads. 

80 

TaO:Le 20 pre,sents the factor score coefficient matrix 

for the ten variables used in this study. An examination of 

the matrix indicates' that four factors may be po~tulated. 

Note that each of the variables loads most heavily on only 

one of the four factors. The factorial complexity of each 

is 1. If a variable loads heavily on more than one factor, 

the complexity is more than 1 and suggests the variable 

measures more than one d~ension of the subject under study. 

; . 

I , 
,oJ / 

.f,I· , 

TABLE 20 

Factor Score Coefficient Matrix 

Variable 

Type of Grievance 
Procedure 

Type of Arbitration 

Type of Law Enforcement 
Agency 

T'ype of Labor 
Organization 

LEAA Region 

U.S. Census Region 

Population Group 

Department Size 

Type of Government 

Scope of Grievance 
Topics 

Percent of Variance 

Cumulative Percentage 

1 

.186 

.058 

.110 

.337 

.438 

.417 

-.046 

-.002 

-.019 

-.073 

28.63 

of Variance 28.63 

Factor 

2 3 

.013 .545 

-.014 .405 

.471 

-.129 .137 

-.OlB -.052 

-.014 -.026 

.141 .035 

g 184 .039 

.477 .030 

,041 .422 

21.97 14.70 

50.60 65.29 

Q 
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4 

.189 

-.027 

,002 

-.025 

-.069 

-.036 

.461 

.614 

.160 

-. 05~ 

11.11 

76.41 
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Table 20 also provides the percentage o~ total 

variance accounted for By the variables. The four factors 

account for 76.41 percent of the total variance in the ten 

variables. The factors are presented in the order of the 

amount of variance accounted for with factor 1 responsible' 

for 28.63 percent of the overall variance. 

The four factors have face validity as well as 

statistical validity. Factor 1 contains three variables -

types of laDor organization! LEAA region and U.S. Census 

region. The relationship of the latter two variables is 

evident. This analysis suggests that the most significant 

determinant of type of labor organization within law enforce

ment is the geogra~hical area. 

Factor I, geographical considerations, is the most 

important of the four factors in terms of explaining the 

variance among the ten variables identified and utilized in 

this study. By accounting for nearly 29 percent of the 

variance, factor 1 points out the I?-ecessity for inclusion 

of geographi'cal considerations in all future studies of law 

enforcement labor relations. 

The second factor reflects tpe relationship between 

type of law enforcement agency and type of government. This 

factor accounts for 21.97 percent of the total variance and 

suggests that a significant portion of the variance in law 

enforcement. collective bargaining agreements is derived from 

this factor. 

<. > 

~ 

~ 

Factor 3 includes the variables of type,of.arbitra

tion, type of grievance procedure,' and scope of grievance 

topics. All of these variables are collective barga:ining 

i agreement attributes and, collectively, account for 14.7 

percent of the overall variance. The factor of collecii;,ive 

bargaining attributes indicates the possibility, for f9 ture 

studies, of developing a refined typology encompassing' 

all thr«:e of these variables. Such a typology or clasBifi

cation could provide a single variable that best accounted 

for much of the variance. 

The final factor, factor 4, includes the variables 

of U.S. Census population group and law enforcement depart

ment size. The relationship is fairly evident as one would 

expect larger departments in larger popUlation groups. 

Those la.rger departn;1e,nts are so closely related. to size of 
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the jurisdiction that th~s factor and its loading suggests 

that depax"tnlent size alone may be sufficient to analyze these 

data or data of future research studies. 

TaBle 20 also permits analysis of the exact 'amount 

of the variance in each. variable accounted for by the factor. 

The vari.ance. i,s computed o¥ squaring the factor load. Thus 

tIie' 'amount of -variance in tne variable "type of labor 

organization" in factor 1 is computed by (.337)2 with a result 

of 11. O. Therefore the factor accounts for 11 percent of the 

variance in the variable "type of ' laD or organization" • 

Similarly, 19.18 percent of the variance in the variable L~AA 

region and 17.0 percent of the variance in the variable U.S. 
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Census region is accounted for by factor 1. 

Factor 2 accolUnts for 22.0 percent of the variance in 

type of law enforcement agency and 23.0 percent in type of 

government. Factor 3 accounts for 30.0 percent of the vari

ance in type of grievance procedure, 16.0 percent in type 

of arbi t.'$;'ation, and 18.0 percent in scope of ,grievance 

topics. The fourth factor accounts for 38.0 percent of the 

variance in department size and 21.0 percent in population 

group. 

In order to assess the validity of the findings of 

four independent factors,'a split sample technique was used. 

The sample of 289 collective bargaining agreements was split 

into odd (145 cases) and even (14.4 cases) samples and the 

same factor analysis technique was performed on the two 

samples. This technique is a preferred method of checking 

the validity of findings in factor analysis (Gorsuch, 1974). 

The results of the split sample analysis were vir

tually identical to the ;t"esults derived from the entire sample. 

Each of the half samples identified the same factors composed 

of exactly the same variables. The complexity of each 

variable was 1 in each of the split samples. Table 21 

ref~ects the amount of variance resulting from each of the 

three factor analyses. The amount of variance accounted 

for by each factor does not differ significantiy between the 

three samples. 
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TABLE 21 

Comparative Samples in Factor A 
nalysis 

:: 

Percentage of 
Total Variance 

Split Sample 1 

Split Sample 2 

Total Sample 

·1 

27.84 

30.83 

28.63 

2 

23.41 

21.67 

21.97 

: 

Factor 

'3 

14.59 

14.30 

14.70 

4 

11. 60 

10.45 

11.11 

Total 

'77.43 

77.26 

76.41 

It should b~ stressed that analysl'S 
and interper-. 

tations of th f 
ese actors is post _hoc and th t 

a such ~ 
hoc an.alyses can~ot be regarded 

as final but only as a 
lead for future research~ 

Factor interpretations have no 
real meaning in and nf themselv'es 

Y but merely serve as 
hypot:heses for further studies. 

The most basic task of 

scientific inquiry is to establish empirical points of 

reference for abstract concepts related to 
an area of study. 

Until sueh points f f 
o re erence are established, science 

cannot proceed. Fa t' 1 
c ·or ana ysis provides one tool for 

establishing() the referant points. 
By summarizing inter-

relationships among the variables l'n 
a concise manner, 

factor analysis provides a ba,sis for 
conceptualization of 

aOsi:racts. 
The conceptualized factors then become the 

stal:ting points for empirical investigation of theoretical 

areas of research. 
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CHAP'rER v 

Descriptive Analysis 

The descriptions and data presented in this chapter 

are drawn from an analysis of 289 law enforcement collective 

. bargaining agreemen s, t including agreements negotiated by 

state police agencies, county sheriff departments, and 

municipal police de~~rtments. Throughout this chapter, 

clauses and portions of clauses are excerpted from various 

collective bargaining agreements for illustrative purposes. 

Such excerpts are used to il·lustrate the variety and the 

many differences in law enforcement collective bargaining 

agreements and are not intended as model or typical clauses. 

The exeerpts will be identified only by type of labor 

d no va lue J' udgement is intended or implied. organizations an 

Names and identifiers are edited from the excerpts. 

Since any agreement or contract is subject to 

. 'f' t' d interpretations used interpretation, the class~ ~ca ~ons an 

in this study may not necessarily reflect the interpretation, 

intent, or understanding of the parties to the agreement. 

The reader is also cautioned that variations and differences 

in grievance procedures may well be the result of various 

statutory and legal requirements that differ from one 

jurisdiction to another. 
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The Scope of Grievance Procedures 

At the heart of any grievance clause is the 

definition of What consitutes a grievance under the col

lective bargaining agreement. The grievable issues generally 

fall ipto three categories. Adverse actions procedures or 

appeals are used when an employee is fired, suspended, 

placed on furlough without pay, is demoted in rank, reduced 

in pay, or otherwise affected adversely oy a personnel 

action of the employing agency (Bureau of National Affairs, 

1978). Agency administra~ive issues involve the rules, 

regulations, practices, policies j and procedures of the 

agency and may include virtually every managerial decision 

and action (Bureau of National Affairs, 1978). Negotiated 

grievance procedures are intended to be used only for the 

resolution of grievances that arise either from the inter

pretation or application of the terms and conditions 

contained in the collective bargaining agreement (Trotta, 

1976}. 

Slightly over one-half (147, 51.0 percent) of the 

collective bargaining included in this study limited the 

scope of grievances to issues related to the negotiated 

contract or agreement. These agreements generally defined 

grievances as disputes over the application, compliance, 

and interpretation of specific provisions of the negotiated 

agreement. A wide variety 6f wording and terminology was 

used to define limited grievance scope: 



. -, 

o 

A grievance shall oe, defined as an issue raised 
relating to the interpretation, application, or 
violation of any terms or provisions of this 
Agreement. (Teamsters Union!. 

[A grievance is] any and all disputes arising out 
of or concerning the interpretation or application 
of the terms of the contract. (Local Association) • 

A grievance is defined as a claim or dispute between 
'the City and either an employee .or the Union per
taining to the application of or compliance with 
the express provisions of this agreement. (Inter
national Brotherhood of Police Officers)'. 

This category of limited scope definition most closely 

compares to the "narrow" definition used in the PERF study 

(Rynecki, et aI, 19.781.. I'n contrast to the PERF study 

findings of only nine percent of the contracts 'in this 

category, well over lii':~lf (5l percent) of the contracts and 

agreements in this study contained limiting language. 

A total of 62 (2l.5 percent). of the col.lective 

nargaining agreements placed no real limitations on the 
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scope of a grievance, permitting grievances concerning 

negotiated topics, adverse actions, and administrative 

issues. Examples of such unlimited scope statements. include: 

A grievance is a complaint by one or more employees 
concerning the application or interpretation of 
ordinances, rules, policies, practices, or procedures 
affecting employe.rs. (Local Association) • 

[A grievance is] any difference of op1n10n or mis~ 
understanding which may arise between the City and 
the Association. (Local Association) • 

A grievance shall mean any dispute, controversy, or 
difference between an officer and Management, or the 
Lodge and the City, concerning the meaning, intel~
pretation, or application of any of the terms, provi
sions and clauses of this agreement, or conditions 

~,,, ... ",.~~:::::::;:::::--::-:----:---.. " i.l' 
; .. . -

I 

:~ / 

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

of employment whether included, or not in this 
agree~ent. (Fraternal Order of Police) . 

A grievance is any complaint arising with respect 
to wages, hours of work or other conditions of 
employment •... An employee who has been disciplined 
or discharged may grieve such actions. (Police 
Benevolent Association). 

This category is most c~early related to the category 

defined as "broad" in the PERF study [Rynecki, et aI, 1978). 

Whereas the broad category accounted for about 25 percent 

of the PERF contracts, 21.5 perce:nt of the agreements in 

this study are classified in the broadest classification. 

Examples of grievance scope statements that include 
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various comoinations of negotiated procedures, admi.nistrative 

issues and adverse actions include: 

The term grievance shall mean a complaint by either 
party that there bas' been a violation, misapplica
tion, misinterpretation, or inequitable application. 
of this agreement or of the Rules and Regulations 
of the Police Department. (Local Association). 

[A grievance is defined as] 1) Improper application 
of City or Department Rules and Regulations directly 
affecting an employee's work schedule, fringe benefits, 
holidays, vacation, sick leave, performance rating, 
retirement, cnange in classifications or salary. 
2} Unfair treatment, including coercion, restraint, or 
reprisal. 3) Promotion procedures implemented un
fairly. 4) Classification of Position. 5} Non
selection for training opportunities. 6) Discrimina
tion. . .• 7} discharge, demotion or suspension with
out pay. (Local Association). 

A grievance is defined as. any dispute or disagreement 
over the terms or conditions of this agreement, or 
any disciplinary action involving the demotion, 
suspension or discharge of a member of the Association. 
(Local Association}. 

, 
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These"i!'exarnples are reflective of the wide variation and wide 
\t 
'\ 

range 'c,f topics that are found wi thin the overall scope of 

grievances in law enforcement collective bargaining 

agreements. It is clear that some scope definitions rather 

strictly limit grievable issues while others have no real 

limits at all. However, some agreements contain explicit 

exclusions from the grievance process. 

Exclusions from the Grievance Process 

Some of the collective nargaining agreements contain 

very ,explicit statements that preclude issues from being 

processed through the grievanc'e system: 

The ,term "grievance," shall not apply to any matter 
as to which a} a method 01:-~' review is prescribed Qr 
provided by law or by any regulation having tlie 
force of law; or bJ the Town is not empowered to 
act. (Local Association} ., 

Any disciplinary action or measure imposed upon an 
employee must be processed as a gri;ll;&an'ge through 
regular Civil Service procedures. d~met\ican 
Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees 
Union} • 

Disputes over proposed modification of or adoption 
of ordinances, rules, policies, practice, procedures,: 
or the terms of any proposed collective bargaining 
agreement ••• are excluded from this [grievance] 
proced~re. (Local Association). 

Excluded from such grievance procedureS are the 
following: (1) Disciplinary actions in~olving 
discharge Qr suspension :(or more than fifteen days; 
(2} Complaints ~Dout merit ratings, promotions and 
salary; and (3)inatters outside the discretion of 
departmental management to change. (International 
Brotherhood of Po!ice Officers). 
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Generally" excl~sion8 from tne grievance procedures 
. 

tend to be much more. clearly defined, strictly l'imited, and 

,~ssue. specific than the statements and definitions used to 

'define 1:he scope of gri:evances. Such wid'e variations in 

sc'ope. of perinittable grievances and in the types of exclusions 

afe i?):ooably reflective of the relative Ltnrnaturity of the 

coll.ective bargain.ing process in the law enforcement field. 

As l?DO~ and management g~in experience and exper~ise in 

,negotiating and admini.stering labor agl'eements I more definitive 

s.cope and eX'clusionary statements are likely to be forthcoming. 

Presentation of Grievances 

,Almost all ~f the lawenforcernent agreements.analyzed 

';t;n tp..i;sstudy permit.ted any emI'loyee or the union to' present 

~,grievance for resolution through the grievance procedure. 

EVery employee' shall have the right to present 
. 'a grievance. (Local Association) • 

" aQwever, in one of the agreements, only the labor organization. 

or the City are permitted to file a grievance: 

~ith~r ~he Association or the City may initiate this 
grievance procedure •. , • {Police Benevolent and 
Protective As'sociat.ionr. 

Pres~ntation of a grievance to an immediate super

visor is the :initial step in,almost all grievance procedures. 

, ·~is' ·ini1;ial presentat:j,on is usually oral, out may be 

,written. 

.~------,----
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The grievance shall be discussed verbally by the 
grieving employee with the employeets immediate 
supervisor. (rraternal Order of Police). 

An employee , •• claiming to have a grievance must 
present the grievance, .',. in writing, to the 
employee's .immediate supervisor. (Local 
Association} • 

Wbile' oral presentations of a grievan:be are almost always 

limited to the initial step, there are exceptions: 

The aggrieved memoer ••• will orally present 
the grievance through the chain of command 
up to and including the Bureau Commander. 
(Frate;rnal Order of Police). 

The grievance shall be in writing and signed by 
th~ aggrieved employee on a form furnished by 
the Department and delivered to the Chief, 
(International Brotherhood of Police Officers) . 

Grievance Representation 

Union or association representatives are. permitted 

to accompany toe aggrieved ~ployee as the grievance is 
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'processed through the various steps required in the grievance 

procedure: 

A member filing a grievance shall be allowed 
Lodge representation .. , at all grievance 
meetings. (Fraternal Order of Police) • 

In some few cases presentation of the grievance is reserved 

by the union or association as the prerogative of the 

orga~ization: 

The president of the Union or his duly authorized 
and designated representative shall Eresent and 
discuss the grievance or gx:ievances lwith Managementl. 
(police Benevolent Association) • 
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The UnioR or association may reserve tne right to 

ass'es:s the validity of a grievance and to end all prcessing 

of a, gr,ievance: 

if' the Grievance Coromittee [of the Union] finds, by 
un,?;1nl:mous vote, that the aggrieved officer does not 
nave ag;rievance" the aggrieved officer may take no 
further action concerning the grievance. (Fraternal 
Order of, PoliceY. 

The Union may take full responsibility for processing the 

gr ievance beyonc;i ,the ini tia I step: 

If the grievance remains unadjusted, it shall 
oe presented' in writing together with ,all pertinent 
materials by the Loage Grievance Committee. 
'(Fraternal 'Order of PoliceI. 

Time Limit,s 

A wide rangeQf time limits for initiating a 
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grievanc.e is }?ermitted in law ,enforcement collective bargain

ing a,greements: 

No grievance shall be valid more than five (5) work 
days prior to the date th'E! grievance was -first filed 
in Step I of'tne grievance procedure • (Fraternal 
Order of Police). 

Employees are expected to present their grievances 
or prob,lems ••• wi thin ninety (90) days from t;he 
incident complained about or from the date the 
incident should have been known to the grievant, or 
t:ne grievance shall De, deemed waived. (Local Association). 

The PERF study (Rynecki, et aI, 1978) noted that 84 percent 

of' the" contracts had time limits on filing a grievance but 

provided no .furthel:,oreakdown on the range of those t.imes. 

The"time requirements for tne initial presentation of a 
I 

grievance in the agreements in this study range from five to 
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Processi'ng' Gr'iev'anc'es 

Perhaps in no other single area of collective 

b~rgaining agreements are there more' variations to be found 

tnan in the' grievance procedural steps. The agreements in 

this study range from a low of two steps to a high of. 

eight steps. The shortest of the procedures· in terms of 

steps requires the presentation of a grievance to the Chief 

of Police within five work days after occurrence and requires 

a response from the Chief within another five work days. The 

second step is arbitration if the Chief's decision is 

unsatisfactory .... 

The most lengthy procedure in terms of number of 

steps specifies six steps through the departmental chain 

of command before the grievance is forwarded to the Mayor 

o~ tne city in the seventh step. Arbitration is the eighth. 

~ndfinal step for an unresolved grievance. 

'Some procedures are unique and some rely upon what 

appears to be local custom or political practices. One 

agreement calls for a grievance to be processed through th~ 

department to the Cliief of Police and then to the City 

Manager. If the City Manager's decis~on is not satisfactory, 

a grievance committee, made up of an appointee by the union, 

one by the City· Manager, and a third 'by agreement of the other 

two., reviews the grievance. This committee has ten days to 

render a deci sion.. The Ci ty Manager ,mus t then approve t;h.~ 
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.. 

r:;:--",~¥C"";;-~' ~go;t:,q:.I=' .'=':""'"~=":-=~~ 

'- .- - y , . ~~.~~+-.~~ .... ::"~",,, .r.",,:~~: . .o"'",-,'=:~, ,~'l 

:' '" 

d'ecision before it become.s final. However, the union has 
, 

the last word: 

If the Cit~ Manager disagrees with the decision 
~he [unio~J may at its discretion cause the ' 
decision .and the Mana9'er "s objections thereto 
to be publisned in a Llocal] newspaper. (Local 
Asspciationl. 

Unsettled Grievance Disputes 

Arni.tration i~ the final s,tep in the grievance 

p'roc~ss for 76.1 percent off, the 289 collective bargaining 

agreements studied. Binding aroi~Fation is called for in 

98 percent of the agreements with an arbitration clause. 

Under binding arbitration the decision of the arbitrator' is 

final and binding on .both parties, 

:rh~. deci,s'ion of the arbitrator shall be binding 
. (Police Benevolent AssociationI. ' 

'l'n~' arbitrator "s decision shall be final and'~' 
. binding on "both parties'. (Local Association) • . '. - . 

Tpe decision 9f the arbitrator shall be fina.l 
and Binding on all parties, including the . 
employee involved. o:.ocaIAssociation). 

The study By Rynecki,and associates (1978) for 

PERF 'found more than 75 percent of the' con tracts contained 

provisions for Binding arBitration. The PERF study also 

9S 

notes that about {our percent called for advisory arbitration. 
,-,-

Only two percent of the agreements in this study contained 

ad~~sory arbitration provisions. 
. . . ] 

Thefl..ndl..ngs of fact and the recommendations 
of the arBitrat.or shall be'transmitted to the 
involved parties and the City Administrator. '. 
The decision of the City Administrator shall be 

! 
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fj,naland binding to the city and the association. 
(.Local Association). 

Some collective bargaining agreements offer the 

gr.ievant a choice of arbj, tration or resort to Ci vi'l Service 

P~o:ced\1res • 
.' 

If a grievant is a permanent employee he may, 
in lieu of arbitration, elect to pursue all 
remedies afforded by the prowl,s ions of the 
civil SerVice Act. (Police Benevolent 
A:'~sociation) • 

'It the grievc;tpce is not satisfactorily adjusted 
the Union may ,appeal to either the Civil Service 
C:ommission.:.9r to arbitration. (State Employee 
Organization). 

. > 
One~'a9reement gives 'the choice 6f a final decision point to 

tne union or the employee: 

I,f the grievance is not satisfactorily adjusted, 
the matte,r may oesubmitted to advisory arbit:t.ation 
or "the rna tter may be taken di,rec~3:y to the City 
Manager for final determination. (Local Association). 
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\ 
-When a grievance is submitted to arbitration, certain 

'l;.imi ts are placed on, the neutral arbitrator I s powers: 

The arbitrator ,shaLl be w,ithout power or authority 
,t.o make any decision which requires the commission 
o~ -an act ~rohibIted by law or which is violati~e 
of the terms of this agreement.clle shall have no ' 
:po'Wer" to aq,d ,to' OF 'suptract from or modify any of 

, " :t,be' tepns, of:the."agreement, nor to establish a wage 
" ,:ate;' nor; shall 11.e in any case have power to rule 

,on any issue .or.d'ispute excepted from the definition 
;' 6fagrievanqe 6r~xcepted £rom this grievance . 

"pr9cedur~ bY'.'any" provision of this agreement. 
, . (Po1ice Benev:ole~t Association) • 

• ,li ',' 

i '. ;,: .. '(. . . 

'It ,is agreed that the arbitrator sha.ll have no powers 
. toad<;fto or subtract from the provisions herein, 
:ah~ that the laws o£ the State shall be controlling 
'a -c.a'll . times. (Local Association).~ 
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A Teamsters Un;i:on contract contains provisions for 
, 

eh~aI?,peal of the arbitrator,I' s ' fin'al and" ?indin~ decision to 

the,~ourts f,jr review of the "merits of the deci,s:ion." 

Grievance' procedures in law enforcement c()llective 

bargaining agreements ~ontain numerous variations.and 

• unigue cha:r'acteristics. Many of the differences clre dictated 

by local or state law and many are apparently merely adapta

tions ~f'either a,gency regulations and procedures ar civil 

,s~rvice procedures. Experience with the various types of 

g,rievance pro?esses is likely to lead to ,modifications 

, a.nd more unif'orm procedures in the future • 
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CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In summarizing the results of this study, three 

'substantive areas are discussed: Typologies developed for 

. the >,s'tudy, the relationsnips I and factors found in the 

anplyses. A brief summary is presented ,of the contributions 

of,the-stu..d¥to the broader body of'knowledge with specific 

rE!sommfmdations for future research. 

This study involved the analysis of 289 law' 

'edfoxcement collective bargaining agreements and the grievance 

process contained in each. The agreements were collected 

via a mail survey of,677 law enforcement agencies with an 

oy~rall return rate of 73.6 p'ercent. A total of 324 of the 

r~esp(:mding agencie.s indicated that their agency participated 

, in,dol;I.ectiveBargaining and 2S9 current collective bargain

in~<;R.greernents were used in the study. Ten variables 

asSQc.iated ~ith the' grievance process were analyzed for' 

significant relationships and pertinent-factors. Typologies 

were developed for two of the variables. 

The typologies were developed to categorize the 

grievance procedure and the scope of grievance topics. 

'';['11e firpt typology includes nine categories of grievance 

prop.edllre's based on the ro:utfng of the grievance and the 

~~nalstep in the, grievance process. operati~:mal definitions' 
c'. • II. 

ar~J.)1c.luded 1~ Chapter IV l.n order that jure studl.es may 

replicate the typological classification ~chema 5 , 
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Grievance scope was divided into six categories built 

around the concepts of negotiated issues, administrative' 

actions, and adverse personnel actions. Slightly over one

half of 1;.he grievance procedures studied limit grievances to 

negotiated ~ssues while nearly one-fourth permit almost any 

issuE~ to De the sUDject of a ,formal grievance. 

Two research questions were posed at the start of 

this project: 

11 Are tne~e significant relationships Between the 
attributes of grievance proceedings in law 
enforcement collective bargaining agreements 
and the characteristics of the law enforcement 
agency?' 

2} Are the,re significant relationships oetween the 
attribut~s of grievance proceedings in law 
enforcement collective ,bargaining agreements 
and the characteristics of the jurisdiction 
wherein tnat agreement was negotiated? 

The :r~esu:lts and findings of the research p'rovide a positive 

anSWEtr to Doth of thes,a questions. The significa'nce of the 

re,lationsliips is discussed in detail below. 

Relati'dnsl'iips and The'ir Significance 

The relationship between the variables reported in 

Chapter IV can De discussed in several Droad areas. Diagrams 

and figures are included to depict the relationsfiips wherever 

practical. 
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.Tt is evident that the. various attributes of the 

grievance process are related closely to one another. Type 

of grievance procedure, type of aroitration, and scope of 

grievance topics are all interdependent to varying degrees.' 

Th:~tnree figures tnat follow attempt to depict the mO,st 

freguently occuring relationships oetween the attriDutel) 

of the grievance ,;process. 

Figure 2 contains a theoretical illustration of the~ 

re,la,tionship of type of grievance procedure and scopE(of 

grievance topics. The type of grievance procedure is 
'I t . . 

deJ??cted along a -'continuum ranging from t~e most limited t,y'pe 

of 'rev:te~ procedure [internal agency review only) to the most 

general ctnternal, external, and arBitratio?). Similarly, 

tne.variaole of scope. of grievance topics is shown on a 

continuum from the narrowest scope (negotiated issues only) 

to tne broadest possible scope (negotiated, administrative 

, and, ,adverse actio,nsl. 

The relationships are shown with arrows indicating 

tne~ajQr direction of the association. Thus, in Figure 2, 

the most limited type of review is most frequently associated 

with' the proadest scop'e of grievance topics. The narrowest 

of, scope topics is most freguently associated with the more 

,'general grievance procedures. 
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Type of 
Grievance 
Procedure 

Scope of 
Grievance 
Topics 

rnternal 
Review 
Only 

Negotiated 
Issues 
Only 

---------

Internal, External 
Review and Arbitration 
(Voluntary or Mandatory) 

Negotiated, Administrative 
and Adverse Personnel 
Actions 

Figure 2. Theoretical Relationships of Type of Grievance Procedure and Scope of 
Grievance Topics 
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Figure 3 illustrates the 

of grievain~e topics, distributed 
J 

relationships between scope 

on the same cont'in?~:~ used 
1';/ 

in Figure 2, and type of arbitratt~on. Type arbitration 'is 

d~picted on the continuum from none to binding arbitration 

and ~elationebips are shown with directional arrows. The 

most limited scope of,grievance toprcs is most frequently 

associated with the use of binding arbitration, whereas 

the mqre broadly defiried grievance 

without arbitration. 

The relationships in Figures 2 and 3 are combined 

in' Figure 4 to illustrate thE:! overall relationships between 

the'three attributes of the grievance process. These 

relq,tionsI1iplS propably reflect attempts on the part of 

labor and management to balance the overall grievance 
. 

p+c>qess by limiting the procedural steps to within the 
\j 

agency where there are V€'f2Y broad grievance topics and 

wid:enjn,~ the procedures, to include the use of arbitration, 

where the scope of grievance topics is limited. 

It is important to note that these relationships, 

as pictured above, are not absolute, but rather a theoretical 

model of the most frequently occurring patterns in this 

research. ,Since the patterns shown are the most frequent, 

it is considered l!,kely th.9;t.\~£h.ese patterns will continue 
-,,:;;:.3"::'-

to be the pre'ferred ones and that future collective bargaining 

agree~ents will likely mainta~n these relationships. This 
" 

trend,i£ it holds truer can be explained by the nature of 
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Only 
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Theoretical Relationships of Type of Arbitration and Scope of Grievance 
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third party arbitration, wherein a neutral arbitrator con

siders both sides of the dispute and issues a ruling that is 

, usua,lly binding and final. Management is much" less likely 

to agree "t70 such a procedure whenadministrat:::Lve;· issues' and 

, adverse personnelC:lctions are included within the scope of 

grievances " On the other hand, both parties are likely to 

favor the use of arbitration when the scope of a grievance 

is liniited to ·those issues agreed upon at the collective 

b~rgaining table. 

In addition to the relationship,9 between the three 

variables encompassing the attributes of the grievance 

process, all three are closely related to the variables of 

geographical location, LEAA region and u.s. Census region. 
" 

There ar~ many possible explanations for the link between 

geographical location and the grievance process. There may 

be other,variables intervening that are not included in 

the resea:rch and which have not been identified., It is 

possible 'that the rela tionship rE{~lects a pattern of '" 

adoption of successful practices from other agencies 

. rl. This practicing collective barga~rr~ng in the same area. 
. " 

explanatio,n is based upon, the o.ssumption that existing' 

collective bargaining agreements from other agencies in 
. 

the saIne general area are used 'as "models" for the agencies 

just beginning collective negotiations. 
C) 

r" 

Another possible explanation is the extent and 
" 

knowledge ofpriJ~tesectorgrievance procedures that pre-
\;\. , 

vails in a given ,area. If the area' has a long history of 

; !j 

priv,ate sector unionism, public sector employees may have 

knowledge of the grievance procedures 'in use within the 

private sector and strive to have similar procedures 

incorporated into their labor agreements. 

The findings also reflect a relationship between the 

typ'e of law enforcement agency, state, county, or municipal, 

arid .the"type,!;?! labor' organization. Type of labor' organi-

zation js aljo ~elated to geographical considerations. It 

is likely that these two relationships may best be explained 
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oythe concept of a "halp effectll. Law enforcement personnel, 

seeking an appropriate form of organization, to enter into 

collective bargaining, may tend to select one that, has 

demonstrated tangiBle results and benefits for age~cies of 

the same type within the same general geographical area~ 

, These relationships may al~o reflect selective organizational. 

efforts on the part of labor organizations within geographically 

restricted areas. 

The various r~lationships and associations discussed 

above provide some basis for better understanding the process 

of grievance in collective bargaining agreemeiits. In an 

attempt to reduce the number of variables and to reach' more 

understandable links between the variaples, factor analysis 

WaS performed on the data. ',\ 
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Factors and Their Significance 

Factor analysis was chosen as the most appropriate 

statistical method to analyze the data collected for this 
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exploratory research. Because there i~ little or no previous' 

research on the topic of grievance p:t::oceedings in law 

enforcem~nt collective oargaining agreements, it was neces,sary 

to p~'0ceed with the data collection and analysis using 

intu;!.tively valid variables. Given a reasonable theory and 

previously validated variables, the study could have 

utilized other statistical tests and could have attempted 

to validate research hypotheses. 
\\ Instead, lithe problem be-

came one of seeking preliminary answers to two broadly 

stated research questions: Some of the answers were provided 

by the analysis of the relationships between the variables 

discussed above. others x'emain. 

Factor analysis provides a statistical methodology 

wherein a numoer of variables may be ga'thered into "factors" 

or clusters of variables that, to a large degree, measure about 

the same thing or things. By calculating all of the corre-

lations, or relationships, between the variables and seeking 

the conunon elements, 'it is possible to reduce the data down 

to a iimited number of fa,ctors. The process can be illustrated 

as shown in Figure 5. The variables are situated in two

dimensional space. 'The problem then becomes one ~f recogniz

ing that the closer the variables are, the more closely they 

are related to each oth,er and tIle more the variables are 

.. ' 

, 

'. 

I 
I 
j 
1 

1 

likely to be measuring the same thing or different aspects 

,of the same thing. 

Figure 5 reflects four factors, each factor com

,po,sed. of unique variables, Since each variable is a part 

of only one factor, the variables are said to have a com-

plexity of 1. The four factors identified in this analysis 

provide a basis for the formulation of new variables 'for 

future research. 

The first factor, geographical considerations, 

reinforces the findings and the anlysis of the relation-

ships discus,sed above in that geographical considerations 

are of maj or importance in explor'ing and explaining the 

variance in the grievance process in law enforcement 

collective bargaining agreements. This factor specifically 

point'£) out that labor organizations tend to proliferate 

within geographically bound spheres of influence. 
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The second factor relates the type of law enforce

ment ag~ncy to the type of government of the jurisdiction. 

The findings ~uggest that some significant portion of ~he 

total variance in gri~vance procedures is accounted for by 

the type of jurisdiction. Since different jurisdictions 

have a variety of legal requirements and prohibitions 

concerning collective bargaining and arbitration, it is 

likely that the factor is reflecting, to some, extent, those 

differing legal requirements. 
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Figure 5. Illustrative distribution of study variables in 

two-dimensional space. Factors are identified 
by oval markings, 

LEGEND: 
. : 

VI = 

V2 -
V3 = 
V4 = 

V5 = 

Type of Grievance 
Procedure 
Type of Arbitration'-' 

Type of Agency 

Type of Labor 
Organization 

LEAA Region 

V6 = U.S. Census Region 

V7 = Population Group 

va = Department Size· 

V9 = Type of Government 

VlO = Scope of Grievance 
Topics 
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Factor 3, collective bargaining grievance attributes, 

provides the basis for the future development of a single 

var iable \-Thich could encompass type of arbi tra tion, type of 

grievance procedure, and scope of grievance topics. The 

. three variables are related in such a manner (see Figures 

2-4) that a single typology or classification system could 

be devised for use in following research. Since the essence 

of' scientific inquiry is parsimony, the promise of such a 

development is ~ncouraging. 

The final factor points out the relationship of 

law enforcement agency size to the population group served 

by the agency. Alt.hough this relationship is not perfect and 

some larger agencies are found in smaller population groups 

and vice versa, it is likely that results from studies which 

include only agency size as a variable .will not differ signifi

c~ntly from studies including both variables. Again the 

principle of parsimony is served. 

Collectively, the four factors account for slightly 

over three-fourthsof the total variance among the ten 

variables. The task for future researchers will be to 

account for the remaining variance and to identify other 

factors. 
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Contributions' of the St'udy 

Fair, equitable, and expedient grievance proces3ing 

is absolu1:ely essential to the operatIonal producti vi ty of 

a law enforcement agency, and hence to the public safety. 

Asi~w enforcement moves into the area of collective 

bargaining and negotiations, it is necessary that both 

labor and management be knowledgeable of the effects of 

inappropriate grievance procedures on the morale and moti-

vation of police officers. If the morale and motivation 

of the law enforcement officers collapse, the public safety 

iS',in immediate peril. 

III 

It is not enough that negotiators work out conditions 

of employment and remunerative issues at the bargaining 

table. A 'means of providing for the resolution of conflicts 

and disputes must be included in the collective bargaining 

agreement. The'means of resolution include a well thought 

out; expedient, and equitable grievance procedure. By 

illustrating some of th~ extremes of existing procedures, 

and by identifying pertinent relationships between those 

procedures and the characteristics of the agencies and the 

jurisdicti.ons, this study contributes to the overall body 

of knowledge and serves the law enfocement field as well 

as the public. 

The research is apparently the only ,study of :i,.ts 

type that has been' attemp'ced to date in the growing field 

of study related to collective bargaining and law enio17cement. 
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In order to develop a body of knowledge and expertise in any 

field, it is necessary to survey the fl.'eld, to identify basic 

concepts, and to offer guidelines and suggestions for future 

research. The major contribution of this research has been 

its attempt to do these p I' , , . . re l.ml.nary and essential steps. 

The typologies created in this stll~y are preliminary 

but provide a useful tool for categorizing and visualizing 

some of the complex concepts and constructs within the study 

area. Since no typology is exact, further' refinement 

, undsmbtedly be needed, but that refinement could only 
-- ~-

place after the preliminary work 'has been completed. 

conceptual framework ,.is now avaiable to guide other 

rf,!search and other researchers. 

,will 

take 

The 

The factors identified also serve a heuristic purpose, 

It i~ clear that there are significant relationships between 

the variable's and that some of the variables can be reduced 

and consolidated. The re h 'd searc provl. es a model·for the 

construction of new and'more comprehensive variables., 

The findings that related several of the variab~es 

to geogr~phically bound areclS of influence are useful in 

understa~ding how labor orga.nizations, types of grievance 

procedureS t types of arbitration, and scope of grievance 

topics are adopted w,i thin la,'l enforcement. While not exact 

enough at this time to make precise predictions, the basis 

is laid for constl':uction of predictive models. These findings 

should suggest additional variables and new study areas to 

other researchers. 
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ReCOmme~s\tions for Future Rese.arch 

The field Of~) enforcement collective bargaining 

is relatively new and is diverse, complex, and ,evolving'. 

As in any evolving field of study, research must continue 

in order to discove~ a~l of the relationships and to build 

theories that predict and explain the complexities. 

Additional research. is clearly needed before definitive 

d ' t· models, and useful theories can.be statements, pre 1C 1ve 

developed. 
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Longitudinal res,earch will be desirabl·e to identify 

merging patterns and trends within the collective b.arga.ining 

agreement grievance process" Such research should include as' 

much of the'history of labor relations within each agency and 

jurisdiction as possible. 

The effects of the various types of grievance 

d h t of arbitration on the operational procedures an t e ypes 

effectiveness of the law 'enforcement agency is another 

h t shoul'd0 y~eld uaeful results and findings. study area t a . .r.. 

best way of handling grievances and resolving If there is one 

h to ~dentify the components and the disputes, researc • 

'attributes of that best way is needed. 
.l 

Much 'of the discussion of the significance of the 

variables and factors centers around the concept of the 

i.nfluence of other agencies and e,,<is'cing agreements in the 

sele,ction of components of a grievance system. Further 

;,-, 

w , 

I " 
~/ 

~:s-' " • 

researdh is needed 'to identify the extent of that influence 

'on the selection process~ A nmlber of additonal variables 

should be investigated to determine their relationship, 

if any, to the grievance process. 
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The agency-specific labor relations history and the 

nature of the previous negotiations between the jurisdiction 

and the law enforcement labor organization could explain many 

of the variations in the grievance procedures. The history 

of la~or and management in the private sector within a 

given jurisdiction could also help to explai,n some of the 

varia~ce. Many other variables could be tested for signifi

cant relationships and such testing remains to be done. 

Perhaps the single area where research is most needed 

centers around the geographically bound phenomena that 

repeatedly surfaced as a significant va~iable and factor. 

Geo~raphy is an extremely broad variable and is obviously 

made up of many different effects. Research is needed to 

break down the factor of geographical considerations into 

its compon~nts in order to identify and measure the operant 

variables within the geographical factor. Costs of living, 

climate, type of manufacturing and agriculture, types of 

businesses and industries, population densities, soil and 

topography, population characteristics, and many other 

variables are probably involved in the geographical factor. 

Research in this area could provide meaningful results useful 

across a wide spectrum of research problems and topics. 
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OVerall, this research study serves as a baseline, 

pO,inting out more research problems and areas of needed 

inqutry than providing definitive answers. It should be 
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considered as a starting point, a first step, toward gaining 

a better understandlng of the complex and intriguing topic' 

of grievance proce$sing'within law enforcement collective 

bargaining. 
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APPENDIX A 

Alaska 

Alaska Department of Public Safety 

Arizona 

Phoenix Police Department 

California 

Alameda County Sheriff Department 
Alameda Police Department 
Alhambra Polfce Department 
Anaheim Police Department 
Bakersfield Police Department 
Berkeley Police Department 
Buena ParR Police Department 
Burbank Police Depa·rtment 
Chula Vista Police Department 
Compton Police Department 
Concorn Police Department 
Contra Costa County Sheriff Department 
Downey Police Department 
EI Monte Police Department 
Fresno County Sheri'ff Department 
Fremont Police. Department 
Fullerton Police Department 
Garden Grove Police Department 
Glendale Police Department 
Hayward Police Department 
Hilo Police Department 
Huntington Beach Police Department 
Inglewood Police Department 
Long Beach Police Department 
Los Angeles Pol.,tce Department 
Marin County Sheriff Department 
Nodesto Police Department 
Montebello Police .Department 
Monterrey County Sheriff Department 
Oakland Police Department 
Oceanside Police Department 
Orange County Police Department 
Palm Springs Police Department 
Palo Alto PoliCe Department 
Pasadena Police Department 
Placer County Sheriff Department 
Redono Beach Police Department 
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Cal if o'r Iii a (continuedl: 

Richmond Police, Department 
Sacremento County Sheriff Department 
San Bernadtno County Sheriff Department 
San Bernadtno Police Department 
San Diego County Sheriff Department 
San Diego Police Police Department 
San Joaquin County Sheriff Department 
San Jose Police Department 
San Mateo County Sneriff Department 
San Ma·teo Police Department 
Santa Ana Police Department 
Santa Barbara Police Department 
Santa Clara County Sheriff Department 
Santa Clara Police Department 
Sonoma County Sheriff Department 
Stanislaus County Sheriff Department 
Stockton Police Department 
.Torrance Police Department 
Vallejo Police Department 
Ventura County Sheriff Department 
West Covina ~olice Department 
Whittier Police Department 

Colorado 

Boulder Police Department 

Connecticut 

Bristol Police Department 
Connecticut State Police 
Danoury Police Department 
East Hartford Police Department 
Fairfield Police Department 
Greenwich Police Department 
Hartford Police Department 
Meriden Police Department 
New Britain Police Department 
New Haven Police Department 
Norwalk Police Department 
Stratford·Police Department 
Waterbury Police Department 
West Haven Police Department 
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D~laware 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Delaware State Police 
Wilmington Police Department 

Alachua County Sheriff Department 
Boca Raton Police Department 
Clearwater Police Department 
Coral Gables Police Department 
Florida Department of Public Safety 
Hialeah Police Department 
Hollywooa Police Department 
Jacksonville Police Department 
Melbourne Police Department 
Miami Police Department 
Orlando Police Department 
Pompano Police Department 
Sarasota Police Department 
St. Petersburg Police Department 
Tallahassee Police Department 
Tampa Police Department 
Volusa County Sheriff Depar-:"'nent 

Hila Police Department 
Honolulu Police Department 
fl1aui Police Depa.'r.'tment 

Arlington Heights Police Department 
Elgin Police Department 
EVanston Police Department 
Madison County Sheriff Department 
ROlckford Police Department 
ROlck Island Police Department 
Wi;ll County Sheriff Department 

Evansville Police Department 
Fort Wayne Police Department 
Muncie Police Department 

126 

, 



, I, 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Cedar Rapids Police Department 
council Bluffs police DepartmeI1-t 
Davenport Police Department 
Des Moines police Department 
Iowa Departihent of Public Safe'cy 
PolR. County Sheriff Department 
Sioux City Police Department 
Water~oo Police Department 

Kansas City Police 'Department 
Wi~hita Police Department 

Kentucky 
,;\\ 

covington Police. Department 
Louisville police Department 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Alexandria police Department 
Monroe police Department 

Maine State police 

Maryland 

Anne Arundel County Gheriff Department '! 

Hagerstown police Department 
Harford County Sheriff Department 
Montgomer.y County Sneriff Department 
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Massac'husetts 

Michigan 

Cambridge. Police. Department 
Chicopee Police Oepartment 
Ftolyoke Police Department 
Lawrence Police Department 
I,ynn Police Department 
Massachusetts State Police 
Medford Police Department 
Quincy Police Department; 
Waltham Police Department 
Worchester County Sheriff Department 
Worchester Police Department 

Ann Arbor Police, Department 
~ Battle CreeR Police 'Department 

Bay City Police Department 
Dearborn Police Department 
Dearoorn Heignts Police Department 
Flint Police Department 
Genesee County Sneriff" Department 
Jackson Police Department 
Kalamazoo County Sheriff Department 
Kalamazoo Police Department 
Kent County Slieriff Department, 
Lansing Police Department 
Macomb County Sheriff Department 
Monroe County Sneriff Department 
Pontiac Police Department 
Redford Townsnip Police Department 
Roseville Police Department 
Royal Oak Police Department 
Saginaw County Sheriff Department 
Saginaw Police Department 
Southfield Police Department 
St. Clair Snores Police Department 
Sterling H'e:i:ghts Police Department 
TJ::"OY Police Department 
Warren Police Department 
Wyoming Police Department 

Minnesota 

Duluth Police Department 
Minneapolis Police Department 
Minnesota State Patrol 
Ramsey County Sheriff Department 
Rochester Police Department 
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Montana 

Billings Police Department 

Nebraska' 

Las Vegas Police Department 
North Las Vegas Police Department 
Reno Police Department 

New 'Hampshire 

. New Hampsh.ire State Police 

"New Jersey 

. ' . 

Atlantic County Sheriff p~partment 
Atlantic City Police Department 
Bayonne Police Department 
Cherry Hill Police Department 
East Orange Police Department 
Edison·Police Department 
Essex County Sner i~f Department,_-:
Hudson County Sner~ff Departmen'b::-,J 
Irvington Police Department 
Jersey City Poli'ce Department 
Kearney ,Police Department 
Linden Police Department 
Monmouth County Sheriff Department 
Morris County Sheriff Department 
Newark police Department 
New Brunswick Police Department 
New Jersey State Police 
Old Bridge. Police Department 
Orange Police Department 
Paramus Police Department 
Passaic Police Dep~rtment 
Paterson Police Department 
Pennsauken Police Department 
Plainfield Police Department 
Teaneck Police Department 
Union City Police Department 
Union Police Department 
Vineland Police Department 
Wayne Tm1Ilsliip Police Department 
West Orange Police Department 
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New Mexico 

Albuquerque Police Depart~ent 
Bernalillo County Sheriff Department 

New York 

Ohio 

Albany County Sheriff Department 
Albany Police Department 
Amherst Police Department 
Binghamton Police Department 
Erie County Sheriff Department 
Monroe County Sheriff Department 
Newburgh Police Department 
New York State Police 
Onondaga County Sheriff Department 
Poughkeepsie Police Department 
Rochester Police Department 
Suffolk County Sheriff Department 
Tonawanda Police Department 
Yonkers Police Department 

Akron Police Department 
Cleveland Police Depar~ent 
Columbus Police DepartIF\~nt 
Dayton Police ,Department 
Lima Police Department 
~ucas County Sheriff Department 
l-iansfield Police Department 
Springfield Police Department 
Toledo Police Department 
Warren Police Department 
Youngstown Police Department 

Oklahoma 

Lawton Police Department 
Oklahoma City Police Department 
Muskogee Police Department 
Norman Police Department 
Tulsa Police Department 
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Eugene Police Department 
I.ane County Sheriff Department. 
Multnomah County Sheriff Depa;r.tmeqt 
Portland P:~Jice Department 

,--'" 0 

Pennsylvania 

Abington Police Department 
Allegheny :County " Sheriff Department 
Allentown Police Dep:artment 
Bethlehem 1',olice Department 
Chester Police Department 
Harrisburg PQiice Department 
Lancaster po11ce Department 
Pennsylvania State Police 
PhlladelpFJ~apolice Department 
Reading.police· Department 
Scranton Police Department 
York Police,Department 

Rhode Island iI, 

<?(S" 

crans'ton Police Department 
East Providence Police Department 
Pawtucket Police Department 
Warwick Police Department. 
Woonsocket Police Department 

Tennes~~~ 

Texas 

Utah --,-

Memphis Police Department 
Shelby County Sheriff Department 

,'.~ ::; 

Beaumont Police Department 
Brownsville Police Department 
El Paso Police Department 
San Antonio Police Department 

Salt Lake City Police Department 
,"'-
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Vermont 

Vermont Department of Public Safety 

Washington 

Clark County Sheriff Department 
Everett COunty Sheriff Dap3rtment 
Everett Police Department 
Pierce County Sneriff Department' 
Seattle Police Department 
Spokanepounty Sheriff Department 
Tacoma Po~ice Department 
Yakima Police Department 

West Virginia 

Huntington Police Department 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Beloit -Police Department 
Green Bay Police Department 
Kenosha Police Department 
Madison Police Department 
Milwaukee County Sheriff Department 
Racine County Sheriff Department . 
Racine Police Department 
She bog an Police Department 
Waukesha County Sheriff Department 
t\Taukesha Police Department 
Wiscpnsin State Patrol 

Billings Police Department 
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