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5 CHAPTER I

. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The purpose.of this study is to analyze the scope,
nature, and procedural steps in grievance clauses in law
‘enfo;cement collective bargaining agreements in order to
determine characteristics and relationships between types
of gr%evance procedures and law enforcement union and
depaftment characteristics.‘ The study is both descripti&e
and exploratory and is intended to develop basic éropositions
about the nature of law enforcement collective bargaining
agreement grievance procedures and to systematically des-
cribe the contents and cha;acéeristics of’the grievance and

arbitration clauses in collective bargaining agreements
Need

One of the méjor 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‘pnderstanding,developed through collective
bargaining by members of police unions or associations and
public management. Unionization and organization of pblice
officers follows a trend that is evident throughout the
public sector.: As of October, 1976, more than 4,353,000
public sector state and local employees were members of

25,242 employee bargaining units (Bureau of Census, 1978).

1

R

poy
e

‘
i
A
i

S

i St R

B
e

3




G

e

At the state government level 51.8 percent of all full-time
employees and 54,7 percent of local government police employees
were members of employee organizations (Bureau of the Census,
1978). |

The increase in police labor organizations results
from a number of factors. Population growth, continuing
urbanization, advancing technology, and an overall iﬁcrease
in the complexit& of society contribﬁfe to changing demends
for more and better police services. Police officers are
required to perform more services 'amid changing concepts of
the police role in our society (Goldstein, 1977). The police
are increasingly demanding compensation commensurate 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. Relianee on dntiquated 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
sefies of gains‘made in the pfivate sector by labor unions.
Society in general has been more accepting of militancy,

not ohly in labor movements, but in the area of civil rights,

3

teachers, students, and in Texas, statekeenators, Militant
action, often of questionable legality, has achieved results
where less controversial and more conventional means have
failed.

“All trenasAdiscussed above have, fe varying degrees,
contribuﬁed‘to police organizationai activity directed toward
improvihg 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 the deﬁands for change in the focus of police work
increase. Police emploYees will be armed with the weapons
of eoilective bargaining and negotiation and will increasingly
demahd their share of benefits.

As a result, the most basic philosophies of police
management will require review and edeStment. Personnel
policiee and practices of all types will increasingly become
topics for bargaining and for grievanées. 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 procedureé (Helsby &
Joynerxr, 1971}). |

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




D e i en i b

4

and unions have long recognized the importance of grievance

-procedures while the public sector contracts have often

opted for inclusion of existing civil services or merit system

procedures (United States Department of Labor, 1974bY.

The National Advisory Commission of Criminal Justice

- Standards and Goals (NAC) 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 résolve
their grievances fairly and expeditiously can
funetion within current police organizations;
structures without the need for an employee
organization. The lack of a grievance system
will be one of the first issues raised by any
employee organization.

A grievance system may be viewed as a tool for
maintaining or increasing employee morale and as
sanother channel of internal communication. Through
an effective grievance system, the chief executive
may receivé valuable feedback which can be used to

‘pinpoint organizational problems. (NAC, 1973, p. 450).
The public sector, and particularly police manage-
ment, has had relatively little experience in labor

négotiations 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
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the services of experienced negotiators from nationai or

state organizations.-

Grievance procedures and clauses are potentially both'

the weapons of labor and the "salvation" of management.
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,aﬁoid resolution for damaging conflict inheren£ 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
attention. 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
relations, 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. Gilxoy and Sincfopi (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 (1976) found only six (6)
articles dealing with police grievance, only two (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 béen stated by Gilroy and
Sincropi:

The "state-~of-the-art"™ regarding the field of dispute
settlement procedures in public employment is one
typical of any newly developing area. There are more
-questions than answers, more estimates than clear-cut
data, more speculations than analyses, more sources
than useful information (p. 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

labor 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
‘resclution. of grievances that arise from either the
application or the interpretation of the actual labor
contract (Trotta, 1976). 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 émployee is fired, suspended, placed on furlough without
pay, reduced in rank, reduced in pay, or otherwise adversely
affected by a personnel action of the empléying agency

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

-——

procedures are intended to cover any form of employee
dissatisfaction that can be resolved by the management of the
agency. Both adverse action appeals and agency grievance
procedures often require the application of series of steps

leading to a final decision within the agency (Bureau of

National Affairs, 1978). Negotiated grievance procedures

may inclpde provisions for arbitration as a final step.
A;bitration 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 bargaining, police contracts all too often con-
tain mixtures of adverse action procedures, agency grievance
and negotiated grie&ance procedures, As would be expected,
such. mixtures 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 duplicative 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 (Gilroy & 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

]
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Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on Labor‘Disputes recommends
that the parties to collectiVe 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 collective negotiation process

the problems of unit determination, areawide nego-

tiation, and impasse procedures 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 concerhing the issues of
grievance procedures and arbitration in major law enforcement
collective bargainipg 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
been directed toward the critical area involving grievance
procedurés and arbitfation. 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

- 5ta

- Adverse action:

9

currently hinders both management and labor alike in the area

of law enforcenent labor negotiations,

Definition of Terms

The field of labor relations and collective bargaining
utilizes terminélggy with unigue meanings and applications.
The public sector has adopted the terminology from the pri-
vate sector despite some differences 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. The terms and definitions

are excerpted from the United States Department of Labor 1977

publication, Essentials of Collective Bargaining Negotiations:

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 depértment or independent establishment of a
political jurisdiction, including a government-owned or-
controlled corporation.

Arbitration: A dispute settlement procedure whereby parties
involved in an impasse 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 party renders a decision that is intended to
be final, but is subject to-formal acceptance by the parties,
particularly the government., Designed largely to avoid the
"sovereignty problem" of government, it closely resembles fact-
finding with recommendations, but is somewhat stronger.
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it i 1led by order of
i ion, compulsory: Arbitration compe-L. :
?r?tgiigzl Igody‘,plaw, or outside agency or, in rate instances,

-

agreed to by prior agreement of the parties in a labor-manage-
ment dispute.

i nization,
ini agent: The formally designated orga
Bareii?i? éalabor union, which.repregeqts employeei
genkm of: having a collective bargaining agreerpend 5
?2§nt¥gct{. Tts rights and ®bligations are define Yy
various federal, state, and local lawvs.

' i ' ally defined
ini nit: The group'of employees, usu
Bar%iznﬁgiignal Labor Relations Board‘or similar fgderal,
gt t or local agencies after a hearing qnq election,
zﬁicila union seeks to represent.as bargaining agent on
wages, hours, and working conditions,

: _ N

sctiv argaining: The perfor@ance'of the mgtua
ggiiegzigis Zf %he.pd%lic employer and_the exclu51¥er nd

: tative to meet at reasonable times, to confer ar .
T eiat in good faith, and to execute a written agreemen
meg O s ct %o wages, hours, and other terms and conditions
w;tgmrizgzent, except. that by any such obligation ne;zher
;artypshall be compelled to agreghgz ;r222§zs?é’rzgulated by

i ' ssion. J
iig?ﬁgi?oﬁglmigioi Ezggiiins Board, federal Executive Order

11491, and state and local laws.

Collective bargaining agreemena_pgscogigazggdiiigﬁzmgé
i cement ovetr wages, Nours,
Zigigsgei%rentered into between an employer oI group of

-

i i in
employers and one OT more organizations or unlons representing
employees of the employers.

ot ol . d in the public sector
. . negotiations: A term usea . 3. - a
Czlie:E;Ziituie Ffor collective bargaining. It islzsgzgiiigi'
3‘ facto or de jure by federal, state, a?d 1°caf gcollective
agmini;trative order, or practice. It differs from

Bargaining by not permitting the right to strike.

conciliation: Efforts by third party, usuallg igéﬁcgzd by a
1Zbor'board or commission, towarq the accommotz 2ffe¢t .
opposing viewpoints in a labor dispute so as

voluntéry settlement.

Emglozee.(or public employee): Any person employed by a

: g By a

i ' d appointed officials an
mployer except electgd an ;
gﬁzilgtgeg eiployees as may be excluded from coverage
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Employee organization: Any lawful association, labor
organization, federation, council, brothHerhood, or cther
organization of any kind in which employees participate and
which exists for the primary purpose of dealing with employers
concerning grievances, labor disputes, wages, hours, and

other terms and conditions of employment of employees,

Fact-finding: -Identification of the major issues in a
particular impasse, review of the positions of the parties
and resolution of factual differences by one or more

impartial fact-finders, and the making of recommendations
for settlement of the impasse.

Fact~-finding boards: Agencies 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 bBargaining
contract has been violated.

Grievance committee: Committee designated by a union to

meet periodically with the management to discuss grievances
that have.accumplated.

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,
usually culminating in arbitration if necessary. .Formal plans
may also be found in companies and public agencies in which
there is no crganization to represent employees.

Labor contract: See Collective Bargaining contract,

Labor dispute: A coﬁtroversy involving persons in the same
occupations or having interest therein or who work for the

same employer or employeegs or who are members of the same
or an affiliated union.

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

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.
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Management: The gtoup directing and controlling employees,
including supervisors with effective power to hire and fire.

Mediation: Third-party nonbinding, usually noncompulsory,
intervention and assistance By a public mediation agency to
facilitate a reconciliation of an impasse between émployers
and employees, or otherwise to initiate, continue, resume, or
bring about collective bargaining negotiations between these
parties. Generally invoked Upon request of both parties, it
may be initiated by a public mediation agency on its 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 dispute that have not been 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 whic¢h they can bargain.

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

Pact: A union contract.

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

Probationary emg;oyeeﬁ
period.

A worker on trial basis for specified

Probationary period: Trial period which is regarded as a
final and highly significant step in the examining process.
It provides the final and “indispensablé. test, 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 oxr right to appeal.

Public employer: Thi; 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.

jeammewess
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Public member: In a tripartite f indi i '
] n act-finding, dispute settle-

nent, oOr gther‘51mllar purpose board, it isgéhe mgmber not

representing either the employees or the employer,

Reas§ignment: ‘Thg change of an employee, while serving
contlnuougly within the same agency, from one position to
another without promotion or demotion.

Reprimand: A formal letter of official censure.

imar : It is
disciplinary action less severe than a discharge.

.Scope of bargaln%ng: The universe of issues included in
collective bargaining negotiations. »

Shop steward: A person desi ifi
0 rd : gnated by a specific group of
union members to represent them and the union in griesance

matters and other employment conditio .
. nsa
a committeeman. i sometimes called

Supeyvisory employee: Ahy individual havin i i
the interest of the employer, to hire, trangf:gthgigggédln
lgy fo{ recall, promote, discharge, assign, reéard or '
discipline ot?er employees, or the responsibility té assign
work tq and direct them, or to adjust their grievanceé og
effectlvely to recommend such action, if, in connectioﬁ with
the foregoing, the exercise of such authority is not of a .

merely routine or clerical nature, but i 5 :
. re 2
independent judgment. ' quires the use of

Suspension: For disciplinary : .
; ‘ ' burposes lacin
in a nonpay, nonduty status. r P g an employee

Research Questions

This study seeks the answers to two basic research

questions:

1) Are there signif%cant relationships between the
attrlbutes of grievance proceedings in law
enforcement collective bargaining agreements and

2) Are Fhere significant relationships between the
attributes of grievance proceedings in law
enforcement collective bargaining agreements and
the characteristics of the jurisdiction wherein
that agreement was negotiated? |
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Overview

The five chapters following include a review of
the literature in the area of law enforcement collective
bargaining with major emﬁhaSis on grievance procedures and
arbitration in Chapter II. The methodology used in the
research is discussed in Chapter III. Chapter IV contains
the quantitative analyses of the findings and results while
Chapter V is a descriptive analysis of grievance clause
contents. . The final chapter briefiy summarizes the research,
discusses thé significance of the various findings, and

includes recommendations for future research.
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employees for the purpose of discussing with management or

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 united States.
Unions developed initially as benevolent societies,
"orimarily to provide members and their familieskWith
financial assistance in the event of serious illness, debt,
or death of the wage earner'" (United States Department of
iabor, 1976, p.kl). Public employee unionism began in the
1830's when public employees, in small numbers, joined |
private 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, 1973). ;

Laﬁor unions have evolved from these often ﬁumble ; .
and short lived associatibns, benevolent societies and social

and fraternal clubs. Today, "labor union" is a term with

i é

diverse connotations. 8mith (1975) defines labor unions

as "any organization which represents or seeks to represent

employers matters relevant to wages, hours, working conditions
and other terms of employment" (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’conditibns of employment" (p.>25}. Both Smith

it
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and Davis focus on the union as an organization or association . o ,
, 1 and delineates the following goals for joining unions:
with the purpose directed toward improvements in work : .
| ‘ ‘ iE “A. The~soc1ety and respect of other people.
related issues. In contrast, Bakke (1977) sees the union ] ]
. ; o ' B. The degree of creature comforts and economic
as "a pressure organization originating in the desire 'on the | . . o , security possessed by the most favored of his
1 E customary associates,
part of a group of people with relatlvely llttle power to & ;
; C. 1Independence in and, control over his own
influence the acticn oF a group w1th relatlvely more power" affalrs,
1. . ) ' i
"(p.22). Hoxie (1921) suggeSts that unions must be viewed i R D. Understandlng of the forces and factors at work ;
. E . 1 | 1n his world.
from a "socio-psychological interpretation"” (p. 56) involving | ; ti ' . ‘
o | E E.  Integrity. (pp. 3-4)
the total environment - economic, political, social, and o 1
. . : ‘ . g ¥
traditional - in which unfons arise. He adds that the - (‘ This research 1ndlcates that economical factors are only m
. . i R ’ . ;’
' wsubjective factor" (p. 66) involving temperament, a S ; partlal explainers of union membershlp. N 7 B s
attitudes, ideals, and values must also be evaluated. For o IR | Davis (1977) argues that workers join unions in ' .
Hoxie, a labor union is a complex organization made up of ﬁ ST : ; order to have economic, social, and psychological needs ‘ . %
. : ‘ 2 R - . i,
individuals which form a "group psychology" and seek : ’ Lulfllled an argument that basically is in agreemént with
"group action” (p. 67). | - Q‘ﬁ Bakke S earlier works.
. A1l of these definitions and discussions about ;;% : ; | g’ ; | ) ‘Public sector unions differ somewhat from private
labor unions involve group or organizational goals, A ?.A | S sector unions in terms of types of organizational structure.
intentions and purposes. The central concept of a purpose ;3 SR " . and PurPose although there are far more similarities than P
for a labor union or employee organization is all too often dlfferences. i
o Z
stated in purely economical terms (Perlman, 1937). The o :
| Evolution of Public Sector Unionism
motivations of the many individuals that make up a labor
organization 'go far beyond the question of dollars. Unionism in the public' sector was first evidenced :

in the United States in the 1830’

Bakke (1945) summarized several years of research, $ when individual workers

conducted at Yale University, that sought the answer to the employed by public agencies joined their counterparts in the:

questioﬁ’of{why workers join, or do not join, unions? He . private sector (Dulles, 1960). The combination of a

suggests that "the goals of workers do not differ in type severely depressed economy and waves of immigrants, willing

(

to work cheaply,

from those motivating other groups in society" (p. 3) created labor market conditions too severe ‘}:Uf

for unions to survive from 1837 to 1850 (Sloane & Whitney
s ? * k r
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18 ommy {
’ : ir" John H. Burpo (1974) states that the demand for
e 1977). The economic recovery of 1850 gave impetus to the 3
- 5 i more productivity from public sector employees led to an
overall labor union movement and union membership began a 1
| understanding by public administratdrs that an optimally
period of growth that was almost unchecked until the 1960's :
| 4 | ; i : productive public service could only be achieved if the
(Sloane & Whitney, 1977). , ' : i ' '
: % public sector competed actively with the private sector for
Public sector unions in the areas of sanitation, . ' '
A high quality employees. The necessity for such competitive
fire, teachers, and police followed the private sector craft
; employment practices provided incentives for increased
union models. In 1902 the first union of street cleaners ‘
benefits.and improved working conditions. The growth of
/ and garbage collectors was organized in New York City )
T : . , public sector unionism was, perhaps, inevitable under such
(O'Neill, 1971). In that same year, the Chicago Teachers . '
‘ | ‘ ‘ : competitive conditions. Even as public sector unionism
Federation turned its attention to salary and conditions of T . , '
_ ‘ _ | evolved, law enforcement unionism was developing.
work .and began 'to function more as a union than a professional ‘
association. Firefighters began to organize benevolent and . Parallels in Law Enformcent Unionism
fraternal clubs and societies as early as the 1880's and in - -
o . . Hilligan (1973) describes the history of law
B i 1903 Pittsburgh firemen became the first such group to join ' : ' ’
3 ‘ | | , | » L ~ ‘ enforcement unionism as that of four basic periods: pre-
the -American Federation of Labor (AFL) (O'Neill, 1971). ‘ ‘
. , 1919, 1919, 1919-1960 and 1960 to the present. Police labor
However, little real growth occured in the public sector
: . | o conditions prior to 1919 were similar to conditions
until the 1930's when the American Federation of State,
; § F ’ o prevalent in unskilled occupations. Work-weeks ranged up
County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) was organized. ’ ' ’ B
i ‘ - to as much as 98 hours and working conditions in station
i By 1945 AFSCME had some 61,000 members. In the ten years i ‘ .
; | / houses often were untolerable (O'Neill, 1971). Prior to
| from 1959 to 1969, AFSCME's membership jumped from 180,000 1 :
. C ' o ‘ 1 - ‘ ’ _ 1919, police benevolent and fraternal organizations served
i to 425,000 (Cayer, 1975). e ¢ o T ' : .
| . | ‘ as the focal point for police labor demands although in
4 The decade of the 1960's had a political environment
¥ A ~ no way could such organizations be deemed labor unions
1 that was most favorable to joint public employee action, o R
A : ' (Hilligan, 1973). e
5 In 1969 the International Association of Firefighters had e v : ' /
S 131,000 members and the American Federation of Teachers \ . y
i ‘ @ '
[ - \ counted 175,000 members. Thousands of other public sector g
employees were members of employee organizations or unions e
o i ol
o in 1969. (Cayer, 1975). R
;., R
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As early as 1897, the Cleveland, Ohio Police

Association petitioned the American Federation of Labor
(AFL) for a local union charter. However, ﬂo formal police
union was recognized until 19192, In refusing the 1897
Cleveland application, the AFL Executive Committee stated,
"It is not wiéhin 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 forceé inimical to the labor movement"

(0O'Neill, 1971).

However, the AFL granted 'police union charters in

. 1919 for the first time. One of those first charters went

to the Boston Social Club, a police benevolent 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 broken by the militia and the'stfiking
officers were fired for pgrticipating in the strike. The
Boston Police Strike has lasting effects on police unionism.
Publicvopinion was almost totally negative toward the strike.
Influential public leaders condemned the police
officers and the strike in no uncertain terms, President

Woodrow Wilson summarized the general concern:

oy
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A strike of policemen of a great city, leaving
that city at the mercy of an army of thugs, is a
crime against civilization. In my judgement, the .
obligation of a policeman is as sacred and direct
as the obligation of a soldier, Hé 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 publig response to the Boston Police strike
caused an almost total halt to police unionism for nearly
twenty years (Hilligan,.l973). The police union movement
began a slow recovery in the 1940's but little Qas
accomplished until the i960's. Several police unions were
formed’during the 1919-1960 pe?iod but few survived and
little ox noé action or results could be directiy attributed
to union activities (Smith, 1975). |

Hilligan (1973) points out that 1960 has no
particular significance as a milepost in police unionism
except that it marked the beginning of a 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, stfikes;
and other job actions were increasing}y employed by policé
(Ray, 1977). Accoiding to Juris and Feuille (1973), police
unions began to embrace traditional labor union tactics;and
goals. Police are the largesz single group of local public
employees (Hewitt, 1977) and 1aﬁ enforcement is a labor

intensive field (Odoni} 1977).
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The proliferation of labor unions and associations
in law enforcement is a well-established and growing tréhd
that is likely to be permanent (Morgan & Korstad, 1976).
If pubiic'manageﬁent is to cope with the impact of
collective bargaining, the unique aspects of law enforcement

collective bargéining must be understood.

Unique Aspects of Law Enforcement Collective Bargaining

There are far more similarities between private
and public‘sectér unionism and between law enforcement and
other public sector unions than differences (Halpern, 1974)
However, police officers are expoéed 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 fHalpern, 1974).

Eisenberg (1975)- lists 51x stress produc1ng sources

w1th1n the law enforcement occupation. He includes the

characteristics and practices that are intrabrganizational,
interorganizational, criminal justice system, and public.
Intraorganizétional characteristics include phénomenon such
as poor supervision, inadequate promotion or rewards, poor
and offensive policies, poor and inadequate equipment.

Interorganizational characteristics that are stress

prbducihg 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 correctiéns are stress producers arising

from the 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.

Elsenberg (1973) also points out the stress 1nherent
-in police work itself: The danger, adverse work schedules,

1solatlon, and sense of uselessness. Finally, Eisenberg

(1973) discusses the police officer as bringing stress

producing factors into the equation. All of these factors

cause problems in labor-managemént relations and are likely

to be reflected in collective;bargaining 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 negofiatibns;
Public officials must attempt‘to balance decisions based on
taxés, services, wages and employment with the realities of
a political system which operates largely as a function of
the extent to whdich 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
‘public employee's lot (Hewitt, 1977). Apathetic and
unenlightened public officials fail to recognize the nced
for basic b;ﬁgaining strategies and fail to appropriately
utilize available resources in negotiations (Olmos, 1975).

Juris (1971) notes that police unionism is "first
and foremost an organization of salaried employees in a
large bureaucracy" (p. 231). The police union is concerned
with the economic well-being, security, and safety of its
membérs and is equally éoncerned with responding to

management's insistence on efficiency of operations and

retention of authority. Police unionism provides a forum,

similar 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. Douglas identified the "grievance clause as
"a part of the continuous collective bargaining process" and
as "a vehicle by which meaning and intent are given to the
collective bérgaining agreement" [United Steelworkers of
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 rélationship (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
griavance procedure provides an orderly system
whereby the émployer 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 collectiVve bargaining agreement, More .
frequently, employers or unions pursue a course

of conduct, alleged to be a violation of the collec-
tive bargaining agreement, that the party honestly
believes to conform with its terms. In any event,
the grievance procedure provides the mechanism
whereby the txruth of the matter will be

revealed. Through it, the parties have an
opportunity to determine whether or not the con-
tract has actually been 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).'

also note that the grievance procedure may ke used to.

They

identify problems and difficulties that arise in labor and

management relations.
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The grievance procedure provides a mechanism whereby

ey

S

every employee ma& receive rapid and fair consideration of ’(IJ
their complaints. 3mall problems can be resolved and ¥
settled before they become major problems.” Serious problems

can be identified and resolved and the rights of emE}QXirsf
employees, and unions assured through the proper u%@ og\fhe
grievance procedure (Sloane & Whitney, 1977, pp. 223—224)5\

Grievance and discipline are often interrelated iﬁﬁ
collective bargaining agreements. Public_secto@iéfievance
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

d

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

2)  1limitations on the definition gf‘a grievance in
public sector collective bargaining agreements;

3) limitations on the negotiated grievance procedure;

4) 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 relative immaturiéf‘of‘the labor-management
relationship under collective bargaining in the
public sector; and,

[

7) inexperienced and untrained local union officials

(pp. 24-28, 230, 236-237).

The possible réasons suggested'by Begin may be related to

the overall complexities of the collective bargaining process;
The United States Départment of Labor discusses the

affects of collective bargaining on the overall grievance

process in ferms of fouf rel&%ed features that are added to »

the Eaéic grievance concept by the collective negotiations and

bargaining involved in labor relations.

First, the colléctive bargaining contract, while

it drastically limits the area of legitimate com-
plaints by establishing the basic conditions of
employment and rules for day-to-day administration
deemed to be fair by mutual agreement, at the same
time may create a source of grievances and disagree-
ments through ambiguities of language and omissions,
as do. changing circumstances and violations. Second,
the union is recognized and accepted as the spokesman
for the aggrieved worker, and an inability to agree
on a resolution of the issue becomes ajdispute be-
tween union and. management, Third, because an un-
resolved grievance Becomes a union-management dispute,
a way ultimately must Be found to reach settlements
short of a strike or lockout or substitutes for such
actions. Final and binding arbitration is the
principal means to. this end. Fourth, the process of
adjusting grievances and grievance disputes is itself
defined in the agreement, and » Along with other
aspects of collective bargaining, tends to become
increasingly formal (1964, p. 1).
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Administrators of public agencies are beginning to
realize the value of the grievance procedure as a means of
reducing problems and forestalling labor difficulties. A
number of writers make the obserVatidn that proper attention
to grievances pays dividends in labor-management relations.
Along with the call for more pttention to griévances,‘
writers'in the field point out the growing trend in the public

sector in the use of arbitration as a final step in grievance

‘jprocessing and resolution (cf: Ayres, 1977; Burpo, 1976;

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

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

Arbitration

Most private sector collective bargaining agreements
provide for arbitgatibn as the terminal step in’grievance
procedures; Use of arbitration is becoming more prevalent
in the public sector as well (Ullman & Begin, 1970). The
ﬁ.S. Department of Labor‘t1974a) has noted several benefits
of the use of arbitraéion:. | | |

. Pirst, arbitration is much more expeditious than
resort to the courts (p. 2)...Second, arbitration
is less expaensive than resort to the courts (p.

~3)...Third, experience has shown that arbitration
by experts in the field results in more equitable
resolution of disputes than decisions by judges...
(p. 3)...Fourth, in contrast to the traditional
availability of appeals to Civil Service Commissions
and State Boards of Education, arbitration provides
for final decisions by individuals designated by
the joint action of the parties, rather than
decisions made solely by the employer or its
designees (p. 3). ...FPifth, arbitration permits the
continuation of work by employees during normal
- processing of the dispu?e. (p- 3).

29
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Nichols (1972) notes that the use of formalized

grievance procedures and arbitration has significantiy
reduced the possiblity of poiice strikes. He suggests £hat
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 arbitration has been
generally accepted,by both iabor and management in Canada.

’ Arbitration'is not without its disadvantages and
limitations._ Arbitration can be costly and it can be abused
by either labor Oor management as a toél of harassment.

Either side may push isdues that could be resolved through

to arbitration solely as harassment., In order for the process.

of arbitration to be completely effective, management and
labor must accept the concept of arbit?ation as worthwhile.
Arbitration requires arbitrators with proven skills and
capabilities (Fisher & Stapek, 1978). A limitation of
arbitration is its insularity from legitimate political
p;essures. Becagse arbitration is essentially a private
preceeding, the decision-making process is rémoved from the
elected representatives of the people (U.S. Department of
Labor, 1974a). |

A major limitation‘of arbitration.is found in the

tendency_to increasingly "legalize" -the 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 arbitration; this may be an even greater
handicap in thé public sector when the new collective
bargaining atmosphere i's:geared toward heavy reliance

on procedure and may lead to routine use of lawyers,
transcripts, and post-hearing briefs, This inevitably
means a slower, less effective and more expensive

‘procedure of dispute resclution (U.S: Department of
Labor, 1974a, p. 3). '

Arbitration can be used excessively and is most
effective when uséd sparingly (Davey, ngS). To insure the
proper use of arbitration requires a conscious effort oﬁ
the part of both labor and<manégement to resolve grievances
before reaching arbitration and tq_aﬁoid "the political
or face-saving type of grievance" (Davey, 1955, p. 89).

A final point should be noted about arbitration.

Even though arbitration is sdid to be final and binding undef
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
arbitration decision. The strike of the police in Montreal
in 1969 was in defiance of a final and binding arbitrétién
award (U.S. Department of Labor, 1974b).

The literature on law enforcement grievancé pro=
cedures and arbitration is extremely sparce, as noted in
Chapter l. The only work done to date is the National
Management Survey of almost 100 jurisdictidns produced by
the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF) in 1978. 1In that 
study by Rynécki, Cairns and‘Cairns; grievance clauses were

categorized as "narrow, limited, broad, and not defined"
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(1978, p. 15). >Grievance procedures categorized as narrow
were those wherein grieVancés were defined "in such a manner
as to limit them to a relatiVely narrow set of circumstances"
(p.’15). Ryﬁecki; et al found that "about 9 percent" of the
‘agréements they studied were defined as "narrowa in scope.
The PERF studj indicates that "about 60 percent of the

céntracts defined‘a grievanée in limited terms" and "about

25 percent of the agreements defined a grievance in broad or
general ferms“ (p. 16). The authors note that a "broad
definition‘includes noncontract matters" (p. 16). An
additional five perceht of the contracts analyzed in the
PERF study did not define grievahces.

In addition to grievance definition, Rynecki and his
associates reviewed grievance time limits (p. 17), steps in
the gfievance procedure (p. 18), processing grievances on
employer time (p. 18], and the "final step" in the grievance
procedure (pp. 18-21). They noted that almost 84 percent of
the agreements called for the original 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. 18). The study found that almost "94 percent of the
grievance procedures §ﬁudied provided for an oral first

step" (p. 18) and that the number of steps in grievance

procedures "varies from a high of six to a low of two" (p. 18).
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The PERF study reports thét "more than 75 percent of
the police conttracts studied provide’ for binding arbitration
by a neutral third party" (p. 19). About four percent o
utilize advisory arbitration (p. 19). TheVauthors.noté that
either the police chief or the city manager is the final
authori£yvin about 10 percent of the contracts in their
sﬁudy (p. 19).

"A major study of grievance procedures in the private
sectorlwas made by the United States Department of Labor in
1963-1964 and included analysis of 1,717 major collective
bargaininé agreements collected from employers with 1,000
or mofe 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 IIXXI

METHODOLOGY

The Sample

The data for this study were collected by the staff
of the Criminal Justice Human Resources Planning Project
aé the Institute of Contemporary Corrections and 'the
Behavioral Sciences at Sam Houston State University: The
project involves the collection of data of several types,
ofganization. of the dafa, 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 Vvariable for this'/study is the type of
grievance procedure specified in the individual collective
bargaining agreement. A typology of grievance procedures is

developed to depict the wvariance 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
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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 bargaiﬁiné 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 operationally defined as "requiring
the agreement of either of the parties to submit a grie&ance
té a neutral arbitrator'for a final decision." Mandatory
arbitration is operationally defined as "a requirement that
final étep resolution by & 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.aréa

preciludes selection and inclusion of variables previously

validated and similarly precludes theoretically based variables.
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Since collective bargaining is relatively new and
réaéntvin;law'enforcement labor relations, it is expected
that grievance procedures will differ among state police
agencies (where state laws may shape procedures), county
sheriff's departments (where county ordinances and the

presence of a corrections component may affect selection of

lprocedures), and city or municipal police departments (where

city ordinances, type of city government, and relationships

with county agencies may cause variations in the procedures).

Thus, the type of law enforcement agency is expected to

account for some of the variance 'in 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 expertiée and experience

in collective bargaining and may have differing expectations

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

be differences in the type of grievance procedures in the
collective bargaining agreaments 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 agencles

’
14

' . . L3 A
4 the. Law Enforcement Assistance administration (LEARA)
an CLa

regions are included as study variables.

Estimates of the populatlon as of 1975 provided by

ons
ﬁ g. Bureau of the Census are‘%sed to classify jurlSdlCtl

.
3

sed ia the study (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972) .
u
' the more
{/
It is ex7écted

The larger the law enforcement agency,

complex the administration of that agency.

i ore
that theflarger 1aw enforcement agencies will have

ectation
detailed .grievance procedures. Based upon this exp ’

cluded as
in numbers of pcf ice employees, is in Y

agency size,

5 - iabls e extracted from
i Data for this varlable ar
a study variable. -8
the Uniform crime Reports.
. Since
A £1nal variable is the type of government

county,‘and state governTents are

it is believed that the

varied forms of 01ty,

feund throughout the United States,

' ‘ o the
differences in government type may be related t

ng.
grievance process adopted through collectlve bargaining

i e l
U.S. Census data are the source for this wariable, Figur

nts a compilation of the variables included in the study
- prese _

and the ievels of each variablej
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Types of Grievance Procedure

Internal Agency Only
" Internal and Voluntary Arbitration
Internal and External Only

Internal~external and Voluntary Arbitration
External Only

Internal and Mandatoxry Arbitration
Internal-external and Mandatory Arbitration

Branching or Choice of Procedures
.Review Board

"None Specified

Type of Grievance Scope 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 Adverse Actions
Not Specified

O
Type of Law Enforcement Agency

State Police
County Sheriff Department
Municipal Police Department

Type of Labor Organization

Local Association

Teamsters Union

Fraternal Order of Police

Policemen's Benevolent and Protective Assocmatlon
American Federation of State, County and Municipal

~ Employers (AFL/CIO})

State Employees Organization .

International Union of Operating Engineers (AFL/CIO)
Police Benevolent Association

International Union' of Police Officers (AFL/CIO)

Figure 1. Variables and Levels of Variables Included in

this Study.
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Type of Labor Ofganizéfion‘(Continued)

Office and Professional Employees Union (AFL/CIO)

National Association of Government Employees -

International Federation of Professional and

Technical Engineers (AFL/CIO)

International Brotherhood of Police Officers

Service Employees International Union (AFL/CIO)

Transportation, Technical Warehouse Industrial and
- Service Employees Un%on (AFL/CIO)

E

LEAA Region

Regions 1 .- 10 S

U.S. Census Regions

Northeast Region
North Central Region
South Region

West Region

U.S. Census Population Group

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

Department or Agency Size ’

Fourteen groups from 100 to 20,000 or more

Type of Government

State Government R
County Government

Council - Manager

Mayor - Council

Commission

Other

AzFiguré 1. (continued) Variables and Leévels 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 TLevel ;
Included in this Study. s of Varlables

Research Questions

The research questions to be answered in this study
are as follows:

1) 'Are there significant.relati i

; Lcant.r onships between the
attributes of grievance'proceedings in law
enforqement cgllgctive bargaining agreements and
the characteristics of the law enforcement agencgy?

2 Axre there éignificant felationshi

: ] g Ps between the
attributes of grievance proceedings in law

enforcement collecti

ve bargaining agreements
the characteristics of the jurisgicgion? =nd

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 be used to identify relationships
among the variables in order to aid in identifying new

variablgs for future studies. Factor analysis is most

éppropriate for the level of analysis in this exploratory
study.
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10 ! . e scientific research effort has been devoted to what might be |
_ ' 1 s e called construct investigation o :
The single most distinctive characteristic of F; ' = . J * construct valldatlon. This
factor analysis is its data- ~-reduction capability. 1 = Lequlres factor analysis" (1964, p. 681} '
Given an array of correlation coeff1c1ents for a ’ ’ LOE T
set of variables, factor analytic fechniques allow In ‘later writings, Kerli , ; )
us to see whether some underlying pattern of i nger and Pedhazur state:
relationships exist such that the data may be Factor analysis' basic purpose i . ,
"rearranged" or nreduced” to a smaller set of unities or factors among mgnyevaiigglgésgggeih | .
factors or components that may be taken as source - ; to reduce many variableé, usually without i\dlus dent
Sa7iables accounting for the observed interrela- % and dependent variable structure, b showinl'1 iie? en
tions in the data. (RAuthor's emphasis, Kim, 1975, i Basic structure, how they are si&ilgr s gheyeaie
p. 469). different. In addition, the factor aﬁalyst almost
\ always seeks to name the components of the structure,
2 the,underlylng unities or factors. This is a deep
Kim (1975) also notes that factor analysis permits 2 ‘and important scientific purpose The anlyst can
: literally discover categorie '
"exploratory uses - the exploratlon and reduction of (1973, p. 364]. g Sr unities, and Varlablef'
; g il
patterning of variables with a view to the discovery of new . . ) Wk;
’ L The analysis in this study wi ' - g
concepts‘andva possible reduction of data" (p. 469). He A ; | y will be R-type fact%¢
: o analysis, based on correlations b i aE .
goes on to note that factor analysis may be used as "a L etween variables, The
- — factor comparisons are based on : ‘
measuring dev1ce - the constructlon of indices to be used & L R ) ‘ rotated otthogonal factor
: matrix methods. The Basic principle K i
as new variables in later analyses” (p. 469). L P ple here is to rotate. the
, » ‘ combination of the variables in s ;
- Kerlinger discusses factor analysisin these - ‘uch a way as to determine
_ . s Sy the combination of the - ialk 2d E 1
p ~the variables th
terms: " S ~ | , at load the highest on
‘ , 1 one factor and.load the least (i : . : :
Factor analysis serves the cause of scientific § . ' o ‘ (ideally near zero) on all

-

. scores cannot be added together,

parsimony. Generally speaking, if the two tests
measure the samne th1ng, the scores obtained from
them can be added together. If, on the other hand,
the two tests do not measure ‘the same thing, their
Factox analysis
tells us, in effect, what tests or measiires can be
added and studied together rather than geparately.
Tt thus 1limits the variables with which the scientist
must cope. It also (hopefully) helps the scientist
to locate and identify unities or fundamental pro-
perties in underlylng tests or measures. (1964,

- p. 650)}.

Kerllpger also points out that "a factor is a construct,

a hypothetlcal entlty that is assumed to underlle tests and

test performance

(1964 p. 650) and "a large portion of

L"squared multiple correlations"

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
(R®) is calculated between this variable aad all other

variables in the matrix as independent variablee. This
process is repeated and all_of’tﬁe“resulting R2 or

are then put in the eguation

before factoring. This rotation of variables provides the

"Best posSiBle‘estimates" (Guttman, 1956).
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5 B Interpretation of the Results
g £ . :
- : Factors derived from the analysis are examined
R ‘ i atrix
s critically and named for future use. A correlation matr
is provided along with the rotated factor matrix.
. ad 1 ive i Iv.
Appropriate +ables and narratlve are presented in Chapter .
,:f‘f‘;
: "
X By
g
|
! |
i
{
o :
‘]
! 3;,___ " oo S 2 SN A i FINEE T,

po ezt WY
S

~ Table 1, the overall return rate was 73.6 percent,

CHAPTER IV
. FINDINGS AND RESULTS

The findings and results presented in this chapter
; i

W,

are drawn from an analysis of 289 law enforcement colléctive
bargaining agreements. The”agreements analyzed inclﬁdéd
those from state police agencies, county sheriff departments,
and municipal police departments. Aﬁpendix A lists the

titles of the collective bargaining agreéﬁehts used in this

study.

Characteristics of the Respohdents

All state police agencies in the United States, 169
of‘the county sheriff departments, and 459 mﬂnicipal police
departments were included in the sample. As reflected in
Of the
responding agencies, 65.1 percent currently have a collective
bargaining agreement in force.

A total of 289 collective bargaining agreements;
incluaing formal contractsvand memorandums of understanding,
were iﬁcluded in the analyses in this study. Thifty—five
of the returhs were not used. Of the 35, 27 agencies were
renegotiating contracts and agreements and operating without
a current agreement although copies of the expired agreement

were obtained. Eight agencies who reported operating under

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

final sample used represented 89.0 percent of the agencies

reporting collective bargaining agreements in force.

TABLE 1

Return. Rate

Type Agency Number Returns (%) Collective
: Bargaining (1)
Agreements (%)

State Police 19(2) 45 (91.8) 14 (31.1)
County Sheriff : .
Departments 169 105 (62.1) 65 (61.9)
Municipél 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,

(2) Hawaii does not have a state police agency.

The distribution of the 289 collective bargaining
agreements by tYpe of law enforcement agency is depicted in

Table 2.
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TABLE 2

Distribution of ResBondents'By Type of
Law Enforcement Agency '

Type of Agency Numbeyx Percentage
State Police 14 4.8
County Sheriff 55 23.9
Municipal Police 220 73'1
Total 289 100.0

When éompared 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 siightly overrepresented (53¢1
percént of the agreements used in the study aﬁd only 68.0
percent of the originalvsample). Sheriff Departmenfs are
represeﬁtative (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
Jersey (10.4 percentf 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

distributian of the agreements by state.
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TABLE 3

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Agreements by State

e v

eyt

State Number Percentage State - Number Percentage
Alaska 1 .3 Nebraska 1 .3
Arizona 1 .3 Nevada 3 1.0
California 60 20.8 New Hampshixe ' 1 .3
Colorado b3 .3 ‘New Jersey - 30 10.4
Connecticut 14 4.8 New Mexico 2 .7
Delaware 2 .7 New York 14 4.8
Florida 17 5.9 Ohio 11 3.8
Hawaii 3 1.0 Oklahoma 1.7
Illinois 7 2.4 Oregon 4 1.4
Indiana 3 1.0 ’ Pennéylvania 12 4,2

Towa 8 2.8 Rhode Island 5 1.7
Kansas 2 .7 Tennessee 2 7
Kentucky 2 o7 Texas 4 1.4
Louisiana 2 .7 Utah 1 .3
Maine 1 .3 Vermont 1 .3
Maryland 4 1.4 Washington 9 3.1
Massachusetts 11 3.8 West Virginia 1 .3
Michigan 26 9.0 Wisconsin ; 11 3.8
Minnesota 5 1.7 Wyoming 1 3
Montana 1 .3 py
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Table 4 shows the distribution of the collective
bargaining agreements By United States Census'Region. The
Northeast region and' the West region provided the majority
'iof the gyreements while the South region provided the lcast.
These results were expected since'thelleading regipns have

long exceeded the Southtin overall unionization, a fact

that is mirrored in the law enforcement unionization area.

TABLE 4

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

Number Percentage

Census Region/States

Northeast Region (Conhecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,

Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Vermont) 20 : 31.3

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

Wisconsin) 75 ‘ 26.0

South Region (Alabama, Arkansas,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,

Maryland, Mississippi, North

Carolina, Oklahoma, South

Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,

Vlrglnla, West Vlrglnla) 38 13.1

West Region (Alaska, Arizona,
California, Colprado, Hawalii,

Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, ‘
¢ 86 29.8

Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming)

Total 289 . 100.0

£y
e §
LAY
.
”
A]

-1 -

-y

by LEAA region is shown in Table 5.
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Distribution of the collective bargaining agreements

Regions 5 and 9, encom-

passing six midwestern states and foue western states;

Provided 44.9 percent of the agreements. .

Table 6 reflects the distribution'of the collective

‘bargaining agreements by U.S. Census propulation groﬁps.
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 dlstrlbutlon of U.S. cities and counties with
the lerger cities, those of.SO0,000 or more, slightly
overtepresented. Note that the 14 states included in. this

study were omitted from the population group analysis to

more accurately demonstrate the distribution by boPulation

The council manager form of city government‘was the
most prevalent amoné the cities studied. Mayor-council
governments were the next most noted form. Table 7 depicts
the breakdown by.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

Distribution of Collettive Bargaininy Agreements by LEAA Region

Region/States

. Number

Percentage

1 (Connecticut, Maine,

Massachusetts, New Hampshire,

Rhode Island, Vermont) 35 12,2
2 (New Jersey, New York) 1 43 14.9
3 (Delaware, *District of

Columbia, Maryland, Pennsyl-

vania, *Virginia, West Virginia) 18 6.2
4 (*Alabama, Florida, *Georgia,

" Kentucky, *Mississippi,

*North Carolina, *South

Carolina, Tennessee) 21 7.3
5 (Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,

Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin] 64 22,1
6 (*Arkansas, Louisiana, New

Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas]) 13 4.5
7 (Iowa, Kansas, *Missouri,

Nebraska) 11 3,8
8 (Colorado, Montana, *North (f

Dakota, *South:Dakota, Utah, N

Wyoming) ’ 3 1.0
9 (Arizona, California, Hawaii,

Nevada) : 66 22,8
10 (Alaska, *Idaho, Oregon,

Washington) 15 5.2

Total 289

100.0

*States not represented among the

study respondents,

i,

TABLE 6

Distribution of Collective

by U.S. Census Population Group

Bargaining Agreements

Population. Group

Number Percentage

20,000 - 24,999 4 1.5
25,000 - 49,999 46 16.7
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
l,OO0,00Q.orimore 10 5.5

Total 275 100.0

*Fourteen states omitted from population group analysis
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TABLE 7 '
Disfribution of Respbndents by Type of Government f
Type of Government Numbex Percentage 2
State . . 14 4.8 -
County ' 55 19.0 1
Council - Manager 110 ' 38.1 g P e
Commission 16 5.5 i
Mayor - Céuncil 92 31.8 ; \ . :
Other* 2 .7, ‘
\ & -
Total . 289 100.0 |
*Other includes town-meeting and representative town o ‘ v
meeting forms of government.
| Iy ’ v v
Table 8 provides a breakdown of the distribution of r | " _ '
the collective bargaining agreements by number of law enforce- . | o - -
ment employees and by type of law enforcement agency. The ) , | : - , . s » S
modal frequency for each type of agency was 400-499 for state ‘ ‘
police, 100-199 for sheriff departments, and 100-199 for ;J ’ e " ¢ . .
municipal police departments. X & s K &
i 1 ‘ i o
: i ) L
(\K\ ) , " 3 [« . *oe } ;.\, - ;4“ 1
\ E . é" e #.
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TABLE 8.
Distribution by Department Size and Type of Law Enforcement Agency
» Type of Law Enforcement Agency
Department .
kSlze State County Municipal
(Number of ‘Police Sheriff Police -
Eftployees)
Number Percentage Number Percentage 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~-989 0 0.0 8 44 .4 10 55.6
‘1’000-1'499 2 22.2 0 O'O 7 7708
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
3,000~3,999 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
2
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Development of the Typologies

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE TYPOLOGY:

Grievance procedures were 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) Internal agency only - The grievance is processed

from initiation to final resolution solely within the individ-
ual law enforcement agency. Final resolution resuits 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 Qeciéidn of the head

of the agency is final.

2) Internal and voluntary arbitration - Rdu@ipg of
the grievapce is exactly the same as in thé category ébove
with the e#éeétion that the final decision by the agency
head may be submitted to arbitration by agreement of the
parties. |

3) Internal and external 6nly - Initial stages of

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

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 exteynal agency most ofﬁen involves city,

county, or state administrative departments.

Yo,
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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 précess where further review comes from outside the
agency. This category has the added step of voluntary

arbitration if the final decision is not acceptable.

5) External only - Initial présentation and all

review of thé grievance is outside the police agency. The
final decision is made outside the law enforcement agency

and is final.

6) Internal and mandatory arbitration - Initial

presentation and .all review of a grievance takes élace within
the law enforcement agency. However, if the final decision
is not satisfactory, the grievance must be submitted to | 1
arbitration whérg a final and binding decision is issued.

7) Internal - external and mandatory arbitration -

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) Branching or choice of procedures - Grievances

may be submitted to either of two or more routes, typically o
either internal agency procedures or civil service or merit
system review procedures. This category includes those b

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 agreements wherein the final decision

is made by a review board. Typically, review boards have

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

bBoard 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 "neutral” position, however.,

Civil Ser¥ice and Merit System Commissions and personnel

review groups are included in this category.

Table 9 presents the distribution of the collective
bargaining agreements uéing the typology discussed above.
A total of 35 of the collective bargaining agreements analyzed
for this study either had no grievance procedure stated in
the written agreement or noted that existing procedures, not
further expléined, would be used to process grievances arising
under the collective bargaining agreement. The agreéments
containing no'grievance procedures were largely of the
"memorandum of understanding" type wherein collective bargain-

ing focuses almost exclusively on renumerative issues.

© T et
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Distribution of 289 Collective Bargaining Agreements
by Type of Grievance Procedure
Type of Grievance Procedure Number Percentage
Internal'Agency Only 12 4,2
Internal and Voluntary
Arbitration 51 17.6
Internal and External
Only 16 5.5
Internal-External and )
Voluntary Arbitration 147 50.9
External Only 1 .3
Internal and Mandatory
Arbitration 1 .3
Internal-External and
Mandatory Arbitratlpn 6 2.1
Branching or Choice 11 . 3.8
Review Board 9 3.1
None 35 12.1
Total 289 100.,0

T

!

e s g |

lion, i oy i,

PR SRR

o 4 s

R

13



sy g T

\ The Police Executive Research Forum (PERF) study
o£ 1978 (Rynecki, et al) notes-that more than 75 percent
ef the police contracts in that study called for binding
arbitraﬁion, and that four percent provided for advisory
arbitration. Of the 289 collective bargaining agreements

in this analysis, 225 (74.9 percent) contained provisions

for binding arbitration and 1.7 percent called for advisory

arﬁitration. Table 10 lists the types of arbitration and

théiy frequencies,

TABLE 10

Distribution by Type of Arbitration

57

Type of Arbitration Number Percentage

Voluntary Binding ; 205 71.4

Mandatory Binding 10 3.5

Advisory Only 5 : 1.7

None | 69 23,9
Total ‘ 289

100.0

ST

personnel actiones of an adverse nature,
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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 administrative

topics, and adverse personnel actions. The six categories

" in this‘typology are:

1) Negotiated topics only - This category contains

only those-agreements where grievance topics are restricted

solely to the interpretation or administration of the

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'ef a grievance are those resulting
from an action of the administration in the &drea of depart-

mental rules, regulations, practices, and policies,

3) Negotiated ‘topics and agency administrative topics -

This classification combines the first two categories dis-

cussed above. Grievable 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

category includes issues relating to the interpretation and

administration of the collective bargaining agreement and all

such as demotions,

suspensions, transfers, fines, and firings.
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Sy’Administrative topics and adverse actions - In
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this cléggifiéation, grievable topics include almost every
concei%éble administrative action - fules, regulations,
practiées, policies, and all personnel actions. Only those
issués previously ﬁegotiated in the collective bBargaining

o : . !
agreement are excluded from the grievance process.

59

(ﬁT\Negotiated, administrative, and adverse actions -

This is thé broadest of the classification categories and
basically means that any issue or complaint may become the

subject of a grievance.

1

It encompasses all interpretations

and applications of the collective bargaining'agreement, all

administrative actions involving agency rules, regulations,
practices, and policies, and all agency personnel actions
that might adversely affect anyone or any group within the

bargaining unit.

The distribution of the collective bargaining agree-

N

ments by scope of grievance topics is shown in Table 11,
Whereas the PERF stpdy (Rynecki, et al, 1978) used the
classifications "narrow, limited andibrqad", a more definiti
C1assification is attempted here. However, SOme combarisons
may be.made betweenkthe findings of the two sfudies. The
PERF research found about nine percent of the agreements td
be "narrow" in grievance scope; This study finds 50,9 perce
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 )

Number Percentage

Negotiated Topics Only 147 50.9
‘Agency Administrative :

Topics Only 3 1.0
Negotiated Topics and

Agency Administrative

Topics « 21 7.3
Negotiated Topics and

Adverse Actions 11 3.8.
Administrative Topics

and Adverse Actions 2 .7
Negotiated, Administrative,

and Adverse Actions 62 21.5
Scope Not Specified 43 " 14.8

Total .289 100.0

10
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In the "limited" category, PERF incluaes about 60
percent of the contracts. Assuming that all but the broadest
scope definitioﬂ‘is included in PERF's "limited" category,
this study finds only 11.8 percent in the corresponding
categories. PERF's "broad" c%tegory included about 25
pércent of the contracts, while the broadest category in

the tyéology contains 21.5 percent of the agreements.

Analysis of Relationships
)

Nearly ha;é (136, 47.1 percent) of the agreements in

I

this study were ngsatiated by local law enforcement associations.

Only 50 (17.0 percent) were negotiated by locals of national
or international unions. Table 12 illustrates the distribution

by labor organization.
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TABLE 12

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Aéreeﬁents

by Labor Organization

62

Labor Organization

Number Percentage
. Local Association . . 136 47.1
Teamsters Union . 9 3.1
Fraternal Order of Police 61 21,1
Policemen's Benevolent and Protective
Association 3 1.0
American Federation of State, County
and Municipal Employees (AFL/CIO) 18 6.2
State Employees Organization 2 .
International Union of Operating
Engineers (AFL/CIO) . 5 1,7
Police Benevolent Association 37 12.8
. 1
International Union of Police
Officers (AFL/CIO) 3 1.0
Office and Professional ;
Employees Union (AFL/CIO) . 1 .3
National Association of
Government Employees 1 .3
International Federation of
Professional and Technical
Engineers (AFL/CIO) 1 .3
"International Brotherhood of '
: Police Officers 10 3.5
Service Employees International
Union (AFL/CIO) 1 .3
Transportation, Technical Warehouse
Industrial and Service Employees
Union (AFL/CIO) 1 .3
Total ' 289 100.0
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Table 13 depicts the distribution of the 289

collective bargéining agreements by type of 1aw enforcement
agency and by type of labor organization. A chi-square test
of independence Qas perforﬁed in order to assess whether the
frequency of type of labor organization was, in fact,
dependent upon the type of law enforcement agency. The
resultk (x2 = 79.018, df = 30, p< .001) was significant.

In addition to the chi-square test for significance, Cramexr's
V was calculated in order to assess the strength of the

association between law enforcement agency type and labor

worganization type. The result (V = ,370) indicates the

association is moderately strong and therefore signific;nt.
Compution of asymmetric lambda indicates the aséociation is
entirely in the direction of type“of labor organization depen-
dent upon type of law enfb;cement 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 reére—
sentative of sheriff departments. ‘The Fraternal Order of
Poliée is second among the groups and organizations representing
the munipipal police departments. The American Fedération of
State, County, and Municipal Employees, AFL/CIC is the most

common national labor union among the responding agencies,
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TABLE 13

Distribution of Collective Bargaining Agreements by Type of

Law Enforcement Agency and by Labor Organization

Type of Law Enforcement Agency

Labor

County

Municipal

State
Police

Sheriff Police

757,
"t

o
N

Organization

- Number | Perceritage

Number Percentage

Number Percentage

Local Associa-
ticn

Teamsters {Union

Fraternal Order
of Police

Policemen's
Benevolent
and Protective
Association

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

State Employee
Association

International
Union of
Operating
Engineers
(AFL/CIO)

2.4 8.3 105 36.3
2,1 : 3 1.0

5 1,7 54 18,7

5 1.7 T 12
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TABLE 13 (Continued)
Type of Law Enforcement Agency L : .-
State A County Municipal
Police Sheriff Police
ff Number Percentage Number Percentage Number | Percentage
e : Police
& ' o Benevolent ,
) 5 Association . 3 1.0 6 2,1 28 9.7
. International
Union of
" Police Officers
e : (AFL/CIO) 0 0.0 1 .3 2 o7
Office and ’ '
Professional
Employees
P Union
A , (AFL/CIO) 0 0.0 1 .3 0 0.0
B L o National '
_ R B o L _ Association
R pelm of Government
SR R , Employees 0 0.0 1 .3 0 0.0
, ' - ' International
Federation
of Professional
_ and Technical
e Engineers
. O (AFL/CIO) - 0 0.0 1 ‘ o3 0 0.0
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TABLE 13 (Continued)
Type of Law Enforcement Agency
Labor
Organization State County Municipal
Police Sheriff Police
Number Percentage 'Number Percentage Number | Percentage
International
Brotherhood
of Police
Officers 0 0.0 0 0.0 10 3.5
Service Employees
International
Union
(AFL/CIO) 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3
Transportation,
Technical
Warehouse
- Industrial
- and Service
Employees
Union ) .
; (AFL/CIO) 0 0.0 1 3 0 0.0
Total 14 4.8 55 19,0 220 . 76.1
CHI-SQUARE = 79.013 p £ .001 daf = Cramer's V-= ,370
T Asymetric Lambda = .145 (Type of labor organization).
e Asymetric Lambda = .000 (Type of Law Enforcement Agency),
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A chi-square test oOf independence was perforﬁed to

determine if the type of grievance procedure was dependent

upon the U.S. census region with significant results

(x2 = 83.282, df = 27, p 4:.0012. ‘Cramer's 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-
grievance procedure and geographical location, a cﬁifsquare
test was performed to test the independence Between the type
of grievance procedure and LEAA region. The resuits were
significant with x2 = 171.241, df = 81, p.< .00l. Cramer's
V computations yieldéd a Va;ue of V = .257 and asymmetric
lambda analysis reflected é one—way'relationship with the
type of procedure'dependént upon LEAA region.

l Table 14killustrates 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 bargainihg agreements without specifiéd
griévancerprocedures. The Northeast and North Central regions

rely on internal-external and voluntary arbitration procedures

more than the other two regions. Mandatory arbitration is

most comman in the North Central region. )

I

A

e

-

- DA

;B



9

i

-
to,

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 , ' » ,
Number | Percentage | Number | Percentage | Number | Percentage | Number | Percentage
Internal Agency v . . '

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. S 1.0 3 1.0 0 0.0 10 3.5,
Internal-External ' - j

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- ’ 7

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

and Mandatory : :

Arbitration 1 o3 3 1.0 1 .3 1 .3
Review Board 1 .3 3 1.0 2 - 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‘péttern of grievance
procedures used in the least unionized area, the .South,
most closely resembles the pattern in the West, Whether this
pattern will prevail as the South region law enforcement
agencies move into more widespread unionization cannot be
predicted at this time.

Table 15 illustrates the distribution of the c¢ollec-

tive bargaining agreements by type of grievance procedure and

by scope of grievance topics., A chi—square,test of indepenaegge

was performed to assess whether the frequency of grievance
procedure type and type of grievance scope was dependent.
The result (x> = 279.664, df = 54, p £ .001) was significant.

Cramer's_v was calculated to test the strength of the

association between the two variables and the result

{V = .402) was also significant. Asymmetric lambda indicates

w&‘relationship is two—&ay, that is, when type of grievance

ﬁbrocedpre is the dependent variable, lambda = .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

/
restrictive procedures, including those without arbitration,
are found where wider definitions of grievable topics are

permitted,
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TABLE 15
Distribution of Collective Bergaining Agreements
By Type of Grievance Procedure and by Scope of
Grievance Wopics
Type of Scope of Grievance Topics
Gricvance
Procedura Internal | Internal- Internal=-| Intemal- External | Intermal Intermale- Boird. of Branching None TOTAL
nly Voluntary External | External only ¢ Mandatory] External Faview or Specified
Arbitration Only & Voluntary Arbitration] & Mandatory Choloe
Arbitration Arbitration
$ | 3 4 !§ # 1 § % t|s $ 3 [ % ? 1} [N $ ) ] 1
Negotiated 4 )27 |34 |23.1 6 }4.1 88 | 59,9 g 0,0 ¢ 0.0 4 127 6 4.1 41 2,71 1 .7 147) 51.0
Oonly
Agency Administra=
tive Only 1 (33.3 0 0.0 1 {333 0 0.0 0 }]0.0 0 [0,0 0 {0,0 0} 0,0 1§33.3) 0 0.0 3f 1.0
Yegotisted and
- Asency Adninis=
trative 2| 9,5 5 (23,8 3 114.3 10 | 47,8 S |]0.0 0 0,0 0 {0,0 0 0.0 1) 4.8} 0 ] 0.0 21 7.3
lzcotiated and .
Mverse Actiong 6 | 0.0 3 122.3 o |00 8 | 72,7 6]00 [ 0 }0,0 o | 0,0 0 0.0 6] 0,0 0] 0.0 11] 3.8
reministrative =
and Adverse
Actions 0100 |'1 §50.0 0 }.0.0 0 0.0 01{o0.0 ¢ {00 0 0.0 1} 50.0 o{ 0.0 0 0.0 2 o7
tocotiated,
a2-inistrative
ard Ndrersa
+ Actions 314.8 18 2.9 6§ 1957 38 { 61.3 0} 0.0 11,6 2] 3.2 b3 1,6 3| 4.8y 0] 0.0 62} 21.5
Spocified 21 4.8 |0 0.0 0 (0.0 3 7.1 1 2.4 0} 0.0 0} 0.0 1l 2.4 2! 4.8133{78,6 42} 14.6
S . TOTAL
" ehi-squara = 279.664
. p < .001
df. = 54
Crazer's V = ,402
{ . R O
e i e : . ’ "
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The distribution of the agreements by type of law

enforcement agency and by scope of grievance topics, is . ﬁ = A
depicted in Table 16, A chi-square test of independence ’ i A k L‘

(xz =f23.078,'df = 12, ;)Z: .05) was significant, Cramer's ¥ : ? ’  , ‘K‘ |
was computed fﬁr‘these variables withsa result of V = .200, g ' | ' i D .

suggesting only a limited association of the variables.

Although the assoc¢iation is rather limited, Table 16 reflects
' - ¢

o .

more  use of negotiated topics for grievance scope by couﬁ%y

sheriff departments (60%), and state police (57%) than 5§

municipal,police,C48.2%{.‘ Conversely, municipal police are i SR

TS

far more likely to have vexry broad scopes’of,grieyance topics
(23.6%) .than county sheriff‘departmeﬂts (14.8%) or state

police (i4.3%). -

The strongest relationship in the variables was

between the tYpe of arbitration and the sédpe of grievance

topics (see Table 17). Thé'chivsquarebtest-of indepehdence
2 . N

2y

yielded results (x° = 160,701, df = 18, p < .001) that were

significant. The Cramer's V test of association had a result
(Vv = .432) that indicated a moderately strong association.
Asymmetric lambda analysis indicates the relationéhipﬂisgf

primarily one-way. When type of arbitration was used as the

dependent variable‘inkthé lambda analysis,-an asymmetric lambda.

value of .415 was obtained. When the scopé of grievahce topics

-

-

was the dependent variable, the asymmetric value was .171.

These results indicate that type 6f arbitration is, to a
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| TABLE 16
Distribution of Collective Bargdgaining Agreements by Type of
Law Enforcement Agency and Scope of Grievance Topics
RS Scope of ' Type of Law Enforcement Agency
Grievance ‘ '
Topics State County Municipal
Police Sheriff . Police
Number | Percentage . .| Number. | Percentage
106 36,8

Number Percentage‘
33 11.5

2.8

|

.3

Negotiated Only 8
2

Agency

Administrative
4] 0.0

' 13

Only
Negotiated and
© Agency '
. Administrative o7 6
o Negotiated and '
. ; Adverse ~
Actions «7 0 9
1 .3 1

- Administrative
..and Adverse

0 - 0.0

o

Actions ,
Negotiaﬁed,
f 2.8

18.1
13.2

76.4

Administrative,
2 .77 8
4 : 1.4

¢l

P fo
e and Adverse
’ bl , Actions )
i None Specified 0 0.0
S Total < 14 ’ 4,9 54 18.8 229
. N\
- i ) ‘
. ) , ,
o CHI=SQUARE = 23.078 p <.5 af = 12 Cramer's V = ,200
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TABLE 17

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

¥

Scope of Type of Arbitration

Grievance
Topics

None
Specified

Percent

Mandatory
Binding
Nunber | Percent

Advisory
Only
Nurrbexr

Voluntary
Binding

Numbexr

Total
Percent

Percent Percent

J o Negotiated Only 124 43.2 6 2.1 4 1.4 13 | 4.5 147 51.2°

5 ‘ . e Administrative ' -
5 v Only 1 .3 . ¢ 0.0 Y 0.0 2 .7 3 1.0
CE R ‘ R Negotiated and '
7 Adninistrative 16 5.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.7 21 7.3
e . : Negotiated and : : Z
A Adverse Actions 11 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 . 0 - 0,0 11 3.8
. Gl Administrative and . o
/ B T _Adverse Actions \ 1 o3 0 0.0 1 .3 0 0.0 2 .7

t‘* B o r Negotiated, Aduninis~

» .

- T R I REI trative and | | ' ,
. ... . ndverse Actions 48 16.7 4 1.4 0 0.0 10 3.5 62 21.6
T L None Specified 4 | 1.4 0 |- 0.0 |- 0 0.0 37 12.9 41 14.3
BRI Total 205 71.4 10 3.5 5 1.7 67 23,3
5 ' ' }i; CHI-square = 160.701 p £ .001 Asymmetric Lawbda = .415 (Type of arbitration depéndent)

€L

| - L o Lo - Cramer's V = .432 df = 18 Asymmetric Lambda = .171 (Scope of Grievance Topics dependent)
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. as the dependent wariable, lambda =

74
considerable extent, dependent on the scope;offgrievance

topics. Well over half (60.5) percent of those agreements

" with voluntary binding arbitration and 60.0 percent of those

with mandatory binding arbitration limit-the scope of grieGances
to negotiated topics only. The more limited the scope of
grievanceltopics, the more likely some form of arbitration
will be,inclnded in the grievance procednre.

Several other relationships, selected for testing
after a review of significant correiations,in'Table 19, were
tested using the chi-square test of independence. Chi-square
was performed in order’ to determine whether the frequency of
type of arbitration was, in fact, dependent upon LEAA region.
The result (x2 = 101,75, df = 18, p € .001) was significant,

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

association with 51gn1f1cant results (V. =
If

lambda suggests a one-way dependence.

A\

.344), Asymmetric
For type'of arbitration

.244 while LEAA region

" as the dependent variable yielded an asymmetric lambda wvalue

of .148. LEAA regions 1 and 2, in the Northeamstern United

States rely heavily upon the use of arbitrationr -0f the 35
collective bargaining agreements analyzed f£rom Region 1,
eﬁery'agreement included provisions for arbitration (34

with voiuntéry binding and one with mandatory binding arbitra-
tion). Region 2, with 43 agreements, included voluntary
binding arbltration in 86 percent of the agreements. Regions
5 and 7 (in the Mldwestern United States) also utilize_“

arbltratlon exten31vely. ‘In LEAA Region 4 (the'southeastern

'
i
N
P
s
E
4
i
i
¥
-
&
¥

B P
oy

St gsor

&

-

75

areas of the United States) arbitration is included in all
of the 21 agreements. Conversely, in the far'western portion
of the country (LEAA Regions 9 and 10), only 37 of 79

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

arbitration. a similar relationship exists between the fre-
gency of type of arbitration and U.S. Census Region |
9, p £.001),

as strong as that between type of arbitration and LEAA

(x2 = 68, 780, df = The association is not

region (V = ,283). The asymetric lambda test reflects
a one—wa& association with type of arbitration dependent
upon Census region. Tﬁe West region is much less likely to
use any form of arbitration in collective bargaining agree-~
ments than the other three regions.,

A chi-square test of independence was calculated to
assess the dependency between the variables of type of labor
organization and LEAA region.

s:l.gnificant (x% = 474,339, 4f = 135, p £ .001).

The results were again
Cramer's
v 1ndicated a moderately strong association between the

two variables (V = .427) and asymmetric lambda reflects a

tWo~Way dependency} This relationship suggests that labor
organizations are influential in geographically bound areas,

aithough such areas need not necessarlly be contingent.

- The Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) is proportionately strong-

est in LEAA Regions 3, 4, and S,
the Atlantic coastal region, the southeastern states and the

central midWest. The FOP is represented by onty one agree-

- ment west of the Mississippi River among the 289 included in

an area generally encompassing
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,?/& . the analysis. Police Benevoleht Assoczations are strong T o : q “‘i
v oﬁly in region 2 (Neiw Jersey énd New York) and the south- ‘ : H :
5 ‘ 0 eastern states in Region 4, . The American Federation of ; :? R L ’ |
State; County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) is most ; ! , S - [ r-(
: influential in the northeast and central'midWest Table 18 ,& | _ 4 . ,ﬁ |
f “illustrates the distribution of the four most Predominant ’3  o " o . ] 'K
f " labor organizations by LEAA region. The remainder, other f R : SR :‘ '3ﬂ ‘upmn&‘ff t;‘ﬁ
j ‘ than the four shown below represent too few agencies to : ?“; o -,¥t¥”u i;;;;; ;:%ﬁ~ ?;:i“;*' ’ Y
| provide meaningful distributions. : . i ! '5‘ | ' ' o
: , .
. , A strong relatlonshlp is also found between the uU,s. o } ¥ , ,
u‘% . Census region and the type of labor organlzatlon. 'A,chi- | ;‘ 2 | o et T
! square test of 1ndependence between the two variables f s i

| : yielded significant results (x2 = 196.144, af = 45, p < .001): 1 | - ? |
N

- When Cramer's V was calculated, a result 1nd1cat1ng a i R o
. "3 A " e a" . . - ” T '7/;f o
e | . i," ) LG ) I - ER: . 1» ;y
- moderately strong association was found (Vv = ,476). Lambda ‘ SO R
3 indicates the association to be primarily one—way with type : . : TR e I
i of labor organization dependent upon Census region. The : ] ; B D e
¥ T ' ) . : . , ; &
] West region is far more likely to ‘have local associations N B = c . o o
s E 2 R T B T .
f for iabor organizations while the Northeast ang North Central - B T i PR & > "
o o e . B ) : ‘ - g ‘_x'v, ]!)' A
. ‘regions are more likely to use national police organizations : , : o R <
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TABLE 18

Distribution of Predominant Law Enforcement
Labor Organizations by LEAA Region

Iocal
Association

Fraternal
Crder of Police

Police
Benevolent
Associations

American Federation of
State, County, and
Municipal Employees

Number

Percentage

Nurber:

Percentage :

Number

Percentage

Numbex

Percentage

BOW N

~N oy

10

12

62

8.8
5.9
- 0.7
1.4
22.2
3.7
4.4
0.7
45.6

6.6

4

17

20

£ 6.6
8.2
27.8
13.1
32.8
8.2
3.3
0.0
0.0

0.0

0
24

0.0
72.7
0,0
24,2
3.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

11

61.1
16.7
0.0
0.0
16.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

5.5

Total

136

100.0

61

100.0

33

100.0

18

100.0
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" and analysis.

78

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

(xé = 62.796, af = 18, p < .00l1). Cramer's V was computed

and was also significant (V = ,270). The asymmetric lambda
test identified the'aséociation as totaily one-way with

the scope of grievance topics being dependent upon U.S,.
Census region (.167). These findings indicate that‘the

scope of grievance topics is determined to a relatively
siight extent by the geographical area of the law enforcement

agency. Scope of grievance topics tend to be 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 ordef
to identify relationships among the variables to aid in data
reduction and in identifying new variables for future research
The analysis method used is R~type factor
analysis, based on correlations between variables. The
factor comparisons are based on rotated orthogonal 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

”19adin9 the least on the other factors.
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TABLE 19

i . ‘ ' Correlation Matrix
(Correlation/Significance)

l/‘ - it s g e ) - . - . p N . .“».,—A,.,AW\_‘*..H.,,MVm..",...:...—wv‘,j.‘.Mu_.,.;.M,ww.wa:::..u;n.:;tm«t,_::u‘ B

vl - v2 v3 vé v5 . v6 v7 v8 v9 v1o0
vl. Type of
Grievance 1.000 -.392 .054 .053 ~,157 -.169 ,035 .009 .036 ~-.236
Procedure .000 .187 .193 .005 .003 .281 442 .277 .000
v2. Type of -.392 1.000 .005 =-.149 .409 ..405 -,050 -,088 -.105 .409
Arbitration .000 .467 .007 .000 .000 .207 .073 .044 .00C
v3. Type of Law ' ~
Enforcement .054 .005 l1.000 ~-.036 -.100 -.096 -.587 =-.039 . 187 .147
Agency .187 .467 275 . 049 .056 ,000 2262 .000 .008
vd. Type of Labor .053 ~.149 -.036 1.000 -,352 -.299 -,115 ~.107 .016 -.043
Organization .193 .007 275 .000 .080 .029 ,039 .394 ..239
v5, LEAA -.157 . 409 -.100 -.352 1.000 .917  ,190 .106 -.,276 .116
Regiop .005  .000 . 048 .000 ,000 ,001 041 .000 .028 .
v6. U.S. Census -.169 . . 405 -.0%6 -.299 . 917 1.000 .,200 .167 ~-.290 » 137
Regions .003 .000 .056 .000 .000 .000 . 003 .000 ..012
v7. U.S. Census '
Population -.035 -.050 ~.587 =-.115- ,190 .200 1,000 .683 ~-,402 -.199
Group .281 . .207 .000 .029 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000
v8. Department .009 -.088 -.03% -.017 .106. ,167 .683 1.000 .070 ~.164
Size .442 .073 262 .039 . 041 .003 .000 .123 .003
v9. Type of .036 -.104 .787 .106 =-.276 -.290 -,402 .070 1.000 . 049
‘Sovernment 277 ,044 .000 .394 .000 ,000 .000 .123 .208
v10. Scope of
T Grievance -.236 .409 147 -,043 .116 137 -.199 -,164  .049 1.000
S ’ Topics .000 .000 ,008 . 239 .028 .012 ,000 .003 .208
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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 correla#ion between each pair of
variables. The second step in factor analysis is to con-
struct a new set of variables on the basig of the relatioq—
ships exhibited in the correlation matrix produced in the
first sﬁep. The third and final step involves a rotation
of‘the various Variables in orﬁer to seek the most parsimgh—
ious relationships as factors. Orthogonally rotated factors
are used to achieve more meaningfﬁl results. Orthogonal
factors must accdunt for the proportion of the total
Qariance not accounted for by the first factor 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 the variance and provides the best factor
loads.

Table 20 presents the factor score coefficient matrix
for the teh variablés used in this study. An examination of
1 the matrix indicates that four factors may be postulated.

the that each of the variables loads most heavily on only

R TR R SR R

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 dimension of the subject under study.

I

-

TABLE 20

Factor Score Coefficient Matrix

81

Variable

Factor
1 2 3 4
Type of Grievance

Procedure 186 . 013 .545 .189
‘Type of Arbitration .058 -.014 . 405 -.027
Type of Law Enforcement ‘

Agency - .110 .471 -.013 ,002
Type of Labor

Organization . .337 -.129 .137 -.025
LEAA Region .438 -.018 -.052 -.069
U.S, Census Region .417 -.014 ~.026 -,036
Population Group -.046 .141 .035 (461
Department Size -.002 »184 ,039 .614
Type of Government -.019 477 .030 .160 >
Scope of Grievance .

Topics | ~,073 . 041 422 - 057
Percent of Variance 28,63 21.97 14,70 11.11
Cumulative‘Percentage

of Variance 28,63 50,60 65.29 76.41
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Table 20 also provides the percentage of 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 foﬁr factors have face validity as well as
statistical validity. Factor 1 contains three variables -
types of labor 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 iabor organization within law enforce-
ment is the geographical area. "

Factor 1, geographical consideratioa;, 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 necessity for'inelusion
of geographical considerations in all future studies of law
enforcement labor relations.

The second factor reflects the 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 bargéinihg agreements is derived from

this factor.
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Factor 3 includes the variables of type. of arbltra—

tion, type of grievance procedure,- and Scope of grievance

topics. All of these variables are collective bargaining

agreement attributes and, collectively, account for 14, 7

percent of the overall variance. The factor of collectlve

bargaining attributes indicates the possibility, for future

studies, of developing a refined typology encompassing:

all three of these variables. Such a typology or classifi-

. 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 iﬁ larger population groups.
Those 1arger departments are so closely related to size of
the jurisdiction that thlS factor and its loading suggests
that department size alone may be sufflclent 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 variance is computed hy squarlng the factor load, Thus
the amount of wvariance in the variable "type of labor
organlzatlonf in factor 1 is computed by (.337) with a result
of 11.0. Therefore the factor accounts for 11 pereent of the
yariaﬁce in the variable "type of "labor organization".

similarly, 19.18 percent of the variance in the variable LEAA

region and 17.0 percent Qf the varlance in the varlable U S.

TN
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Census region is accounted for by factor 1. | | .
Factor 2 accounts for 22.0 percent of the variance
type of law enforcement agency and 23.0 percent in type :ii—
overnment. Factor 3 accounts for 30.0 pergent of the v
che in type of grievance procedure, 16.0 percent in type
of arbitﬁ&tion, and 18.0 percent in scoperof grievance :
topics. 1The féurth factor accounts for 38.0 percent Qf't e
i lation
variancé in department size and 21.0 percent in popul
o In order to assess the validity of the findings of
four independent factors, a split sample technique was qué;
The sample of 289 collective bargaining agreements was spli
into odd (145 cases) and even (144 cases) samples and the
same factor analysis tecﬁnique was performed on the two-
mples. This technique is a preferred method vachecklng
izépvalidity of findiﬁgs in factor analysis (Gorsuch, 1?74).

' The results of thé split sample analysis weré v1#— 1
tually identical to the #eSults derived from the entire sample.
Eaéh of the half samples identified the same factors composed
of exaétly the same variables. The complexity of each
variable was 1 in each of the split samples. Table 21
réflects thevamount of variance resulting from each of the
thrée factor analysés. The gmount of variance accounted

three samples.

G e L
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TABLE 21

85

Comparative Samples in Factor Analysis

Percentage of

Factor
Total Variance

-1 2 © 3 4 Total
Split Sample 1  27.g4 23.41  14.59 11,60 -77.43
Split Sample 2  30.g3 21.67 14,30  10.45 77,56
Total Sample 28.63 21,97 14.7¢ 11,11 76.41

It should befstressed that analysis ang interper-
tations of these factors is Poest hoc and that such post
hoc analyses canﬁot be regarded as final but only as a

lead for future research. Factor interpretations have no

real meaning in ang of themselves but merely serve as

hypotheses for further studies. The most basic task of

r Science
cannot proceed. Factor analysis provides one tool for

establishiﬁégthe referant points,
abstracts.

starting points for empirical investigation of theoretical
areas of research.
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CHAPTER V

Descriptive Analysis

The descriptions and data presented in this chapter

are drawn from an analysis of 289 law enforcement collective

bargaining agreements, including agreements negotiated by

state police ggencies, county sheriff departments, and
municipal police departments. Throughout this chapter,
clauses and portions of élauses are excerpted from various
.callective bargaining agreemenﬁs for illustrative purposes.
Such excerpts are used to illustrate the variety and the
many differences in law enforcement collective bargaining
agreements and are not intended as model or typical clauses.
The exéerpts will be identified only by type of labor
organizations and no value judgement is intended or implied,

Names and identifiers are edited from the excerpts,

Since‘any agreement or contract is subject to

interprétation, the classifications and interpretations used

in this study may no£ necessarily reflect the interpretation,
intent, or understanding of the parties to the agreement.

The reader is also cautioned that variations and differences
in grievance procedﬁres may well be the result of various
statutory and legal requirements that differ from one

jurisdiction to another,

86
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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 into 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 by a personnel

action of the employing agency (Bureau of National Affairs,
1978). Agency administrapive issues involve the rules,

regulations, practices, policies, and Procedures of the

3

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 grievancesvto 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 of wording and terminology was

used to define limited grievance scope:
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A grievance shall be. 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 al, 1978]. In contrast to the PERF study
findings of only nine percent of the contracts in this
category, well over ialf (51 percent) of the contracts and
agreements in this study contained limiting language.

A total of 62 (21.5 percent) of the collective
bargaining agreements placed no real limitations on the
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 employers. (Local Association),

[A grievance is] any difference of opinion 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, inter-

pretation, or application of any of the terms, provi-
sions and clauses of this agreement, or conditions
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of employment whether included, or not in this
agreement. (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 clearly related to the category

defined as "broad" in the PERF study (Rynecki, et al, 1978).

Whereas the broad category accounted for about 25 percent

of the PERF contracts, 21,5 percent of the agreements in

this study are classified in the broadest classification.
Examples of grievance scope statements that include

various combinations of negotiated procedures, administrative

issues and adverse actions include:

The term grievance shall mean a complaint by either
party that there has 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, change 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 Fhe‘teyms or conditions of this agreement, or
any disciplinary action invelving the demotion,

suspension or discharge of a member of the Association.
(Local Association).
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Theséﬂ%xamples are reflective of the wide variation and wide
range\éf topics that are found within the overall scope of
grievances in"law enforcement collective bargaining

It is clear that some scope definitions rather
strictly limit grievable issues whilecmhefs{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 bargaining agreements contain
very explicit statements that preclude issues from being
processed through the grievance system:

The tenn"grlevance. shall not dpply to any matter
as to which a] a method ¢i review is prescribed or
provided by law or by any regulation having the
force of law; or B) the Town is not empowered to
act. (Local Association).,

Any disciplinary action or measure 1mposed upon an
employee must be processed as a grlevanre through.
regular Civil Service procedures. (Amerlcan :
Federation of State, County, and Munlclpal Employees
Union). -

Disputes over proposed modification of or adoption
of ordinances, rules, pollcles, practice, procedures,'
_or the terms of any propésed collective bargaining
agreement ... are excluded from this [grievance]
procedure. (Local Association).
Excluded from such grievance procedures are the
following: (1) Disciplinary actions involving
discharge or suspension for more than fifteen days;
(2) Complaints about merit ratings, promotions and
salary; and (3) matters outside the discretion of
departmental management to change., (International
Brotherhood of Police Officers). :

Sl
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define the scope of grievances.

'of;the City are permitted to file a
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Generally, exclusions from the grievance procedures

;end to be much more[clearl9 defined, strictly limited, and

.issue.specific than the statements and definitions used to

- 8Such wide variations in

sebpeaof permittable grievances and in the types of exclusions

_aEe ptbbablf,reflective of the ielative~immaturity of the

. cOlleCtive bargaining‘process in the law enforcement field.

As labor and management gain experience and expertls; in

negotlatlng and administering labor agzeements, more definitive

scope and exclusionary statements are likely to be forthcoming.

Presentation of Grievances

Almost all of the law enforcement agreements analyzed

‘in this;study permitted any employee or the union to.present

a grlevance for resolutlon through the grievance procedure.

Every employee shall have the right to present
.a grievance. (Local Association).

quéVer, in one of the agreements, only the labor organiZationv

grievance:

 Either the Association or the City may initiate this
grievance procedure.., . (Police Benevdlent and
Protect1ve Association). ~ '

Presentation of a grievance to an immediate super-

Vvisor'is the initial step in.almost all grievance procedures.

*Thls lnitlal presentation is usually oral, but may be

wrltten.
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The grievance shall be discussed verbally by the
grieving employee with the employee's immediate
supervisor. (Fraternal Order of Police).

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

,While‘oral presentations of a grievance are almost always

limited to the initial step, there are exceptions:
; ,The'aggrieved member ... will orally present
the grievance through the chain of command
up to and including the Bureau Commander.
(Fraternal Order of Police).

The grievance shall be in writing and signed by
the 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

t0 accompany the aggrieved employee as the grievance is

processed through the various steps requiréd in the grievance
- procedure:
A member fiiing 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

organlzatlon-

.The President of the Union or his duly authorized
- -and designated representatlve shall present and
discuss the grievance or grievances fwith Management],
- (Police Benevolent Association). :
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The Unioh or association may reserve the right to

assess the validity of a grievance and to end all prcessing

of a grievance°

If the Grlevance Committee [of the Union] flnds, By
unanimous vote, that the aggrieved officer does not

have a grlevance, the aggrleved officer may take no
further action concernlng the grievance.
Order of Pollce)

(Fraternal
The Union mayktake full responsibility for processing the
grievance beyond the initial step:

If the grlevance ‘remains unadjusted, it shall

be presented in writing together with all pertinent
materials by the Lodge Grievance Committee.
(Fraternal Order of Police].

Time Limits

‘A wide range of time limits for.initiating a
grievance is permitted in law .enforcement collective bargain-
iﬁg agreements: '

ﬁ_Né grieyance shall be valid more than five (5) work

days prior to the date the grievance was first filed

in Step 1 of the grievance procedure. (Fraternal
Order of Police]. ‘

Employees are expected to present their grievances
© or problems ... within ninety (90) days from the
incident complained about or from the date the
' incident should have been known to the griewvant, or
-the grievance shall be deemed waived.

The PERF study (Rynecki, et al, 1978) noted that 84 percent
of the contracts had time limits on filing a grievance but

provided no furtherbreakdown on the range of those times.

The time requirements for the initial presentation of a

- grievance in the agreements in this study range ffom five to

 (Local Assoc1ation).
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ninety days.

Processing Grievances

Perhaps in no other single area of collective

bargeining agreements are there more variations to be found'

‘than 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 Pelicé within five work days after occurrence and requires

a respense from the Chief within another five work days.b The
eecond step is arbitration if the Chief's decision is
unsatisfactory..

- ‘The most lengthy procedure in terms of number of
stepe specifies six steps through the departmental chain
ef command before the grievance is forwarded to the Mayor

of the city in the seventh step. Arbitration is the eighth

‘and. final 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 the

department‘toatﬁe Chief of Police and then to the City‘
Manager. If the City Manager's decision is not setisfactory,
'a.grievanee committée,made up of an_appointee.by the ﬁnion,
6ne by £he City Manager, and a thifd §y agreement of the other
tﬁe;ereviews the grievance. This committee has ten days}te

rehaer a decision,  The City Manager must then approve g@e

: e
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Under binding arbitration the decision of the arbitrator:
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decision before it becomes final. However, the union has

the last word:

If the City Manager disagrees with the decision,
the [uniop{ may at its discretion cause the
decision and the Manager's objections thereto

to be publistied in a [local] newspaper., (Local
Association).

Unsettled Grievance Disputes

Arbitratioh>i$ the final step‘in the grievance :
groceés‘for 76 .1 percent of the 239 collective bargdining’
ag?eemenﬁsfstuaied, Binding arbitration is called for in
98,§ercent of the agreements with an arbitration cleuse.

. | is
final and bindingeon.both parties,

The,deciSion of the arbitrator shall be bin

, ding,
(Police Benevolent Association].

_VTﬁe'arBitratOr's decision shall Be final and™
‘binding on both parties. (Local Association).

The decision of the arbitrator shall be final
and binding on all parties, including the
employee involved. (Local Association).

- The study by Rynecki,and associates (1978) for

PERF found more than 75 percent of the contracts contained

provisions for Binding arbitration. The PERF study also

notes that abdﬁtﬁﬁour percent called for advisory arbitration.

Only two percent of the agreements in this study contained

advisory arbitration provisions.

. , , or
“The findings of fact and the recommendations
of the arbitrator shall be transmitted to the
involved parties and the City Administrator, .
The decision of the City Administrator shall be

R L T T NP I
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',j R “eflnal and binding to the city and the assoc1at10n.
SRR , (Local Ass001at10n)

L

Some collective bargaining agreements offer the

gfievant a'choiee’of arbitration or resort to Civil Service
-Procedures.

\S

fIf a grlevant is a permanent employee he may,
: . . v in lieu of arbitration, elect to pursue all
A ) remediés afforded by the provisions of the
TS . Civil Service Act. (Police Benevolent

N L :Assoc1atlon). ' ”

S T 'If the grlevance is not satlsfactorlly adjusted
e © .~ the Union may appeal to either the Civil Service
Commission_ or to arbltratlon. (state Employee

’ Organlzatlén)

e

._',j ) onefagreement'gives%the choice 6f a final decision point to

.'fhe union or the employee:

o o ~ If the grlevance is not satisfactorily aajusted

yoo . ¢ tHe matter may be submitted to adv1sory arbitration
B "~ or‘the matter may be taken direciiy to the City

\i . . . Manager for final detérmination. (Local Association),

; ‘;imits are placed on the neutral arbitrator's powers:

The arbitrator shall be without power or authority
. . ‘to make any decision which requires the commission
e -+ of an-act prohibited by law or which is violativa
... pf the terms of this agreement. ‘He shall have no
S - | power. to add to'or ‘subtract from or modify any of
R . the térms of the agreement, nor to establish a wage
i RN rate, nor: - shall he in any case have power to rule
Tl o ,‘,;f,l.on any issue ox dlspute excepted from the definition
B R v of a grlevance or ‘excepted from this grievance

o "jprocedure by 'any provision of this agreement

o S R (Pollce Benevolent Assoc1atlon)

b T s :_':,*,‘It is agreed that the arbitrator shall have no powers
({Tw . 7 . to add to or subtract from the provisions herein,
L, ST 3,“,fand that the laws of the State shall be controlllng

aws all times. (Local Assoc1at10n)

When a grievance is submitted to arbitration, certain |
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A Teamsters Union contract contalns prov151ons for
. e’the appeal of the arbitrator's final and: blndlng de0151on to
) \.b ‘ a ’ .
S the.courts fpr review of the "merits of the decision,"
2 Grievance procedures in law enforcement collective
?5 bargalnlng agreements contaln numerous variations ‘and
?. iunlque characteristlcs. Many of the dlfferences are dlctated
; ' by local or state law and many are apparently merely adapta—
< ,
: 'txone of" elther agency regulations and procedures or civil
g A}
; service procedures. Experience with the various types of
S grievance processes is likely to lead to modifications
% . and more uniform procedures in the future.
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In summarizing the results of this study, three
. ~‘enbstahtive areas are discussed: Typologies developed for
. the .study, the relationships, and factors found in the

analySés. ‘A brief summary is presented of the contributions

CERTET
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actions, and adverse personnel actions.

Grievance scope was divided into six categories built
around the concepts of negotiated issues, administrative'
. Slightly over one-
half of the grievance proceduree studied limit grievances to

hegotiated issues while nearly one-fourth permit almost any

+ issue to be the subject of a formal grievance.

sttt 2
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} Two research questions were posed at the start of
: of the studv to the broader body of- knowledge with spec1f1c this project: |
o 1) Are there significant relationships Between the
resommendatlons for future research. : ‘ attriButes of grievance proceedings in law
: enforcement collective bargaining agreements
Thls study Involved thé analysis of 289 law i and the cHaracteristics of the law enforcement
'enfoxcement collective bargaining agreements and the grievance i agency?
: 2) Are there 51gn1f1cant relationships between the
process contained in each. The agreements were collected attributes of grievance proceedings in law
e . ; : N . . enforcement collective . bargaining agreements
- via a mail survey of 677 law enforcement agencies with an . and the characterlstlcs of the jurisdiction
‘overall return rate of 73.6 percent. A total of 324 of the wherein that agreement was negotiated?
respondlng agencies indicated that their agency participated The results and findings of the research provide a positive
1n collectlve bargalnlng and 289 current collectlve bargain- answer to both of thesz questions. The significance of the
1ng'agreements were used in the study. Ten variables relatioﬁships is discussed in detail below.
assoc1ated with the grlevance process were analyzed for o
51gn1f1cant relationships and«pertlnent-factors. Typologles Relationships and Their Significance
were developed for two of the variables. The relationship between the variables reported in
The typologies were developed to categorize the Chapter IV can be discussed in several Broad areas, Diagrams
grieVance ‘procedure and the scope of grievance topics. and figures are included to depict the relationslips wherever
»'The fl;st typology 1ncludes nine categories of grievance oraotioal.
‘ procedures based on the routlng of the grlevance and the
f;nal,step in the-grlevance process, Operatlonal deflnltlons
iareeihciuded in Chapter IV in order that fu/ure studies may g
repllcate the typolog1ca1 c1a351f1catlon@;ohemaa o B ; |
. ' : j'f‘: ’ -'5. §
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It is evident that the varioiis attributes of the
‘griévance process are related élosely to one another. Type
df gfievance procedure, type of arbitration, and scope of
g:ievénce topics are‘all interdependent to varying degrees.

 THg ;hree figures tﬁat‘follow attempt to depict the mqst
 frequentl§ occﬁring relationshiés between the atékibutekl
ofvthe‘grievancefprocess, |

Figure é'contains a theoretical illustration of thex
relatiohship of type of grievance procedufe and scope of

‘.grievancé fopiés. The.type of grievance procedure is
Aép;étea along a¥c§n£inuum ranging from the most limited type
‘oflréﬁiew procedure (internal agency review only) to the most
 §ehéfa1,(internal, external, and arbitration). Similarly,
thevVariable of scope of grievance topics is shown on a
;ontinuum from't§e narrowest scope (negotiated issues'only).
‘to the broaaest possible scope (negotiated, administraﬁive
.aﬁdaédverse actiQnsL. '

The relationships are shown with arrows indicating
tﬁé_ﬁajor direction of the association. Thus, in Figurev2,
thé most limited type of review is most frequently associated
wifh'the broadest scope of grievance topics. The narrowest'

of scope topics is most frequently associated with the more

- ~general grievance procedures.
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J Type of Internal Internal, External
Grievance Review Review and Arbitration
) Procedure Only ' (Voluntary ox Mandatory)
o
Y Scope of Negotiated \\\3‘. Negotiated, Administrative
Grievance Issues and Adverse Personnel )
Topics Only Actions
Figure 2. Theoretical Relationships of Type of Grievance Procedure and Scope of
Grievance Topics
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the three attributes of the grievance process.
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Flgure 3 111ustrates the relatlonshlps between scope
of grlevanﬂe topics, dlstrlbuted on the same contlnﬂym used

1n~Flgure 2, and type of arbltrat%on. Type arbltratlon ‘is

deplcted on the contlnuum from none to binding arbitration

and relatlonchlps are shown with dlrectlonal arrows. The
'most limited scope of grievance top;bs is most frequently
- associated with the use of binding arbitration, whereas

the more broadly defined grlevance scopes tend/io bhe.. found

/

itho t arbltratlon. ) \
w u _ \

The relationships in Figures 2 and 3 are combined
in‘Figure‘4 to illustraﬁe the overall relationships between
' These
relationships probably reflect attempts on the part of
.1abdi end management to balance the overall grievance

'prdeess bv limiting the procedural steps to within the

widenjng the procedures, to include the use of arbitration,
WhEre‘ﬁhe scope of grievance topics is limited, <

It is important to note that these relationships,
as pictured above, are not'absolute, but rether a theoretical
model of the most frequently occurring patterns in this
research. . 8ince the patterns shown are the most‘frequent,
1t is con51dered 11kely tha* these patterns will contlnue
to be the preferred ones and that future collectlve bargaining

agreements will likely maintain these relatlonshlps. This

trend, if it holds true; can be explained by the iature of
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Type of Binding
Arbitration None Arbitration

| Scope of Negotiated Negotiated, Administrative
Grievance Issues and Adverse Personnel
Topics Only Actions
Figure 3. Theoretical Relationships of Type of Arbitration and Scope of Grievance
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. Procedures

Scope of
Grievance
Topics

Type of
Arbitration

Intérnal
Only

Negotiated
Only

None

Arbitration and | |
Internal-External = - .,

Negotiated, Adverse
Actions, Administrative

Binding _
Arbitration

Figure 4.

Theoretical Relationships of the Attributes of the Grievance Process.
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o .. third party arbitration, wherein a neutral arbitrator con- : d Lo o . | o | A
! | ‘ i - 3 : - . R prlvate sector unionism, public sector employees may have
.% 'siders both sides of the dispute and issues a ruling that is L : - |
: A ; ‘:knowledge of the grievance procedures in use within the

‘usually binding and final. Management is much’ less likely
; : : .‘private sector and strlve to have similar procedures

. '"o.agree to such a procedure when administrative. issues and
1ncorporated inte thelr labor agreements.

‘adverse personnel actlons are 1ncluded w1th1n the scope of
e - The flndlngs also reflect a relatlonshlp between the

‘L@ B, grlevancesﬂ‘ On the other hand, both partles are likely to i
o N , I ; type of law enforcement agency, state, county, or municipal,
i favor the use of arbitration when the scope of a grlevance 1Y : ’
| o | and ..the typenwef labor' organization. Type of labor organl—
: 1s 11m1ted to -those issues agreed upon at the collectlve
! ‘zatlon is also related to geographlcal con51deratlons. It
g bargalnlng table. R 1 ' ’ IR AR is likely that th
L L _ \ N i - o 1s J y a ese twd relationships may b inet
; In addition to the relationships between the three . i ‘ . : P ¥ best be explained
3 . | i | | : i by the concept of a "halo effect"‘ Law enforcement personnel
i , variables encompassing the attributes of the grievance , R
;g _— S , ‘ B ' » .seeking an approprlate form of organlzatlon, to enter into
S . process, all three are closely related to the variables of
' : - | - ‘ : collectlve bargalnlng, may tend to select one that has
o geographical location, LEAA region and U.S. Census region. ! i ‘ .
TKNN : o ; _ ' j o~ . demonstrated tangible results and benefits for agencies of
! There are many possible explanations for the 1link between e . . , .
| ' ‘ ﬁ | ~_ the same type within the same general geographical area,

geographical location and the grievance proceSS. There may -

i ‘These relationships may also reflect selective organlzatlonal

- be other'variables'intervening that are not included in o
. : ‘ _ ‘s\ﬁ.r . efforts on the part of labor organizations within geographically

the research and which have not been identified.: It is
' _ restricted areas.

possible that the relationship réilects a pattern of . ‘
The various relationships and associations discussed

adoption of successful practices from other agencies '
above provxde some ba51s for better understandlng the process

. iR :
practicing ‘collective bargaining in the same area. This
o : of grievance 1n collective bargaining agreemefits. In an

S explanationfis based upon the assumption that existing -
attempt to reduce the number of variables and to reach more

COlIECLLVe bargalnlng agreements from other ageneles in
understandable lihks between the variables, factor analysis

the same general area are used as "models" for the agencies 1 RREEEAT I I
g* R o was performed on the data. . : i

just beginning collectlve negotiations.

? Another possible explanation is the extent and
knowledgeroffpri&@te_secto:‘grievance procedures that pré- L R TR | N S i

vails in a given area. If the area has a long history of
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ing*thafithe closer the variables are, the more clesely they
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Factors and Their Significance

Factor analysis was éhosen as the mdst appropriate
statistical method to analyze the data collected for this
exploratory research. Becauée_there is little‘or no previous‘
research on the topic of grievance proceedings inblaw
enfordement collective bargaining agreements, it was necessary
to proceea with the data collection and analjsis using
inﬁuiti&ely valid variables. Given a reasonable theory and
préviously Validaﬁed variables, the study could have
utilized otheréétatistical tests and could‘have attempted

>

. By
to validate research hypotheses. Instead,ﬁthe problem be-

came one of seeking preliminary answers to two broadly

stated research questions. Some of the answers were provided A

by the analysis of the relationships bétween the variables
discﬁssed above. Others remain.

'Factor'analysis'provides a statistical methodology
wheréin a number of variables may be géthered ihtq "factors"
or<élusters of variables that, to ablarqe degree,rmeasure about

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

‘lations,wor relationships, between the variables and éeeking

the common elements,‘it is pdssible to reduce the data down
to a limited number of factors. The'processhcan be illustrated
as shoﬁh in Figure 5. The variables are situated in two-
dimensionél space. The problem then becomes one of recogniz-

NI

are related to each other and the more the variables are

W
x

"N
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likely to bé measuring the same thing or different aspects
of the same thing. '

Figure 5 refleqts four factérs, each factor coﬁ—
;bqsed of uniqué variables, Sincé 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 discussed above in that geographical considerations

are of major importance in exploring and explaining the
variance in the grievance proéess in law enforcement
collecﬁiﬁe bargaining agreements. This factor specifically
points out that labor organizations tend to proliferate
within geographically bound spheres of influence.

The second factor relates the type of law enforce-

ment agency to the type of government of the jurisdiction.

The findings suggest that some significant portion of the

total variance in grievance procedures is accounted for by
the type of ju?isdiction. Since different‘jurisdictions
have a variety of legal requirements and prohibitions
concerning collective bargaining and arbitfation,,it is
1ikelyvthat the factor is reflecting, to éome, extent., those

differing leéal requirements.

-
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Factor 3, collective bargaining grievance attributes,

"“\\\ 3 ﬂ: ' vprovides the basis for the future development of a single.
“gR : T |

\\\ « {' : : variable which could encompass type of arbitration, type of

’ grievance procedure, and scope of grievance topics. The
0!'Vv1id

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

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

/
/ o
N
N~
AN
\
NL—T

4 be devised for use in following research, Since the essence
{ Vi : .

/ ] VS//// N of scientific inquiry is parsimony, the promise of such a
— \\ ///r o V7 development is encouraging.

The final factor points out the relationship of

law enforcement agency size to the population group served

B

N | u ; / | : ' by the agency. Although this relationship is not perfect and
o Vi9 ) ‘ , S
\\\\ / ﬂ\\\¥ 4/// } S some larger agencies are found in smaller population groups
N, ,/ | 1  _ ; and vice versa, it is likely that results from studies which
\\—J/ . i : . . | ;‘
include only agency size as a variable will not differ signifi- P
Figure 5. Illustrative distribution of study variables in f s ' cantly from studies including both variables. Again the
two-dimensional space. Factors are identified 1 . o
by oval markings, 4 o principle of parsimony is served.
LEGEND: Collectively, the four factors account for slightly
Vl.= Type of Grievance Vé = U.S. Census Region { , ( - | : over three-fourthsof the total variance among the ten
Procedure V7 = Po lftio Gro ‘ 1 S ; : ' X
V2 = Type of Arbitrationf - pula n up . - , SR ' variables. The task for future researchers will be to
‘ P V8 = Department Size . , ‘ . o ) .
V3 = Type of Agency V9 = Type of Government : g : i account for the remaining variance and to identify other

%

V4 = Type of Labor _ . 1 . : »
Organization ' V10 = Scope of Grievance | , : factors.

Topics
LEAA Region
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Contributions of the Study

Fair, equitable, and expedient grlevance processing
1s absoluiely essential to the operational productivity of
a law enforcement agency, and hence to the public safety.

As law enforcement moves into the area of collective

‘bargaining and negotiations, it is necessary that both

labor and management be knowledgeable of the effects of
inapprbpriate grdevance anCedures 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.l

Tt is not enough that negotiators work out conditions
of employment and remunerative issues at the bargaining
A means of providing for the resolution of conflicts
and disputes must be included in the collective'bargeining
agreement. The means of resolution include a well thought
out; expedient, and eguitable grievance procedure. By

illustrating some of the extremes of existing procedures,

and by identifying pertinent relationships between those

_ procedures and the characteristics of the agencies and the

jurisdictions, 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 its
, _

type that has been'ettempted to date in the growing field

of study related to collective bargaining and law enforcement.

A

3

vv A A et

g

In order to develop a body of knowledge and expertise in any
field, it is necessary to survey the field, to identify basic
concepts, end to offer guidelines and suggestions for future
research. The major.contribution of this research has been
its attempt to do these preliminary and essentiéi steps. .
The typologles created in this study are preliminary
~but provide a useful tool for categorizing and visualizing
some of the complex concepts and constructs within the study

area. Slnce no typology is exact, further refinement will

‘undoubtedly be needed, but that refinement could only take

place after the prellmlnary work has been completed. The

conceptual framework’;s now avaiable to guide other

- research and other researchers.

The factors identified also serve a heuristic purpose |
It 1s clear that there are significant relationships between
thenvarlables and that some of the variables can be reduced

and consolidated., The research provides a model-for the

’constructlon of new and more comprehensive variables. .

topics are adopted within law enforcement,

The findings that related several of the variabies
to geographically bound areas of influence are useful in

understanding how labor organizations, types of grievance

procedures, types of arbitration, and scope of grievance -

While not exact
enough at this time to make precise predictions, the basis

is laid for construction of predictive models. These findings

should suggest additional variables and new study areas to

other researchers.,

112
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Recommendgtions for Future Research

The field of law enforcement collective bargaining
k‘is relatively new énd‘is diverse, conplex, and evolving.
As in any evolving field of s£ud§, research must continue
in order to discover all of the relétioﬁships and to build
:theofies'that predict and explain thekcomplexities.
Additional research is clearly needed before definitive
staﬁements, predic£ive models, and useful théories canjbe
developed.
| to identify

Longitudinal research will be desirable

merging patterns and trends within ‘the éolleétive bargaining
agreement griévance procéssq Such»researeh should inclade as’
much of the‘history of labor relations within each ageﬁéy and
jurisdiction as possible. |

The effects of the various types'of grievance
procedures and the types of arbitration on the operational
effectiveness of the law enforcement agency is another
study area that should yield.uéeful results and findings.
If there is one best Way of haﬁaling grievances and resolving
disputes, research to identify the components and £he
- attributes of that best way is needed. |

Much ‘of thehdiscussion of the significance of the
ﬁariableé and factors centeré afound the concept 6f the
influence of other agenciés and exisﬁing agreements in the

selection of components of a grievance system. Further

113
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researr? i1s needed 'to identify the extent of that 1nf1uence

‘on the selection process., A number of additonal varlables

should be investigatéd to determine their relationship
’

if any, to the grievance process.

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 labor and managément in the private sector within a

given jurisdiction could also help to explain some of the

variaﬁce. 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 variable and factor.
Geography 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 components in order to identify and measure the operant

variables within the geographical factor. Costs of living
r

climate, type of manufacturing and agriculture, types of

busi . . . -
inesses 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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o Overall, this research study serves as a baseline,

) pointing out more research problems and areas of needed
inquiry than providing definitive answers. It should be
cbnsidered'as a starting point, a first step, toward gaining
a better understanding of the complex and intriguing topic
of grieVaﬁce prodessing~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 Police Department

Anaheim Police Department

Bakersfield Police Department

Berkeley Police Department

Buena Park Police Department

Burbank Police Department

Chula Vista Police Department

Compton Police Department

Concorn Police Department

Contra Costa County Sheriff Department

Downey Police Department

El Monte Police Department

Fresno County Sheriff 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 Police Department

Marin County Sheriff Department

Modesto 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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Califorﬁia {continued):

Richmond Police. Department

Sacremento County Sheriff Department
San Bernadino County Slieriff Department
San Bernadino Police Department

San Diego County Sheriff Department
San Diego Police Police Department

San Joaquin County Sheriff Department
San Jose Police Department

San Mateo County Sheriff Department
San Mateo 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 Police Department
Whittier Police Department

Colorado

Boulder Police Department

Connecticut

Bristol Police Department

Connecticut State Police
Danbury 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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Delaware

Delaware State Police
Wilmington Police Department

Florida

Alachua County Sheriff Department
Boca Raton Police Department
Clearwater Police Department
Coral Gables Police Department
Florida Department of Public Safety
Hialeah Police Department
Hollywood 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 Deparinent

Hawaii
Hilo Police Department
Honolulu Police Department
Maui Police Department
Illinois

Arlington Heights Police Department
Elgin Police Department

Evanston Police Department

Madison County Sheriff Department
Rockford Police Department

Rock Island Police Department

Will County SHeriff Department

Indiana

Evansville Police Department
Fort Wayne Police Department
Muncie Police Department
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Iowa
Cedar Rapids Police Department
Council Bluffs Police Departmenﬁl
Davenport Police Department
Des Moines Police Department
Towa Deparinent of Public Safety
Polk County Sheriff Department
Sioux City Police Department
Waterloo Police Department s
Kansas ’ 0
Kansas City PoliqéfDepartment
Wichita Police Department
Kentucky
Covington Police Depaitment
Louisville Police Department
Louisiana
Alexandria Police Department
Monroe Police Department
Maine
Maine State Police
Maryland

Anne Arundel County Sheriff Department 4
Hagerstown Police Department

Harford County Sheriff Department
Montgomexy County -SHeriff Department

~{

T v

v'/.\ '

Massachusetts

Cambridge Police Department
Chicopee Police Department
Holyoke Police Department
Lawrence Police Department
Lynn Police Department
Massachusetts State Police
Medford Police Department
CQuincy Police Department
Waltham Police Department:
‘Worchester County Sheriff Department
Worchester Police Department

Michigan

Ann Arbor Police Department
o Battle Creek Police Department
" Bay City Police Department
Dearborn Police Department
Dearborn Heights Police Department
Flint Police Department ;
Genesee County Sheriff Department
Jackson Police Department
Kalamazoo County Sheriff Department
Kalamazoo Police Department
Kent County SHeriff Department .
Lansing Pulice Department
Macomb County Sheriff Department
" Monroe County Sheriff Department
Pontiac Police Department
Redford TownsHhip Police Department
Roseville Police Department
Royal Oak Police Department
Saginaw County Sheriff Department
Saginaw Police Department
Southfield Police Department
St. Clair Shores Police Department
Sterling Heights Police Department
Troy 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 Hampshire State Police

‘New Jersey

Atlantic County Sheriff Department
Atlantic City Polise Department
Bayonne Police Department

Cherry Hill Police Department
East Ordnge Police Department
Edison.Police Department

Essex County Sheriff Department
Hudson County Sheriff Departmenv.)
Irvington Police Department
Jersey City Police Department

N Kearney Police Department

Linden Police Department
Monmouth County Sheriff Department
Morris Comnty Sheriff Department
Newark Police Department

New Brunswick Police Department
New Jersey State Police

0l1d Bridge, Police Department
Orange Police Department

Paramus Police Department
Passaic Police Department
Paterson Police Department
Pennsauken Police Department
Plainfield Police Department
Teaneck Police Department

Union City Police Department
Union Police Department

Vineland Police Department

Wayne Township Police Department
West Orange Police Department
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New Mexico

Albuguerque Police Department
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 Department
Columbus Police Departmsint

-Dayton Police Department
ILima Police Department

Tucas County Sheriff Department
Mansfield Police Department
Springfield Police Department

‘Toledo Police Department

Warren Police Department
Youngstown Police Department

Oklahoma

L.awton Police Department
Oklahoma City Police Department
Muskogee Police Department
Norman Police Department

Tulsa Police Department
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L o | Eugene Police Department ;
: o Lane County Sheriff Department .
i . v -Multnomah County Sheriff Department
I & , Portland Rolice Department ‘
c‘ //—W » | . 5, ) SR o . . e
1 . _Pennsylvania '
_ Abington Police Department
& Allegheny County’Sheriff Department
g Allentown Police Department
il - Bethlehem Police Department
o Chester Police Department
o Harrisburg Pclice Department
ﬁ Lancaster Police Department
L Pepnsylvan;aUState‘Police =
i Philadelpkia Police Department ..
‘ Reading Police Department =
: Scranton Police Department
of York’PoliceTDepartment i
i Rhode Island i .
iﬂ’\= Cranston Polite Department
L East Providence Police Department
o1 Pawtucket Police Department )
L Warwick Police Department . ‘
‘? Woonsocket Police Department
? _ Memphis Poiice Department )
! Shelby County Sheriff Department 5
f Texas :
5 “Beaumont Police Department
s Brownsville Police Department
P El Paso Police Department
e San Antonio Police Department
L Utah !
' | Salt Lake<Cityarolice_Department - R
] - i

q . ¥
e '

Vermont : : -

Vermont Department of Public\Safety

Washington
Clark County Sheriff Department
Everett County Sheriff Bépartment
Everett Police Department »
Pierce County Sheriff Department
Seattle Police Department

SpokanejCounty Sheriff Department

Tacoma Police Department :

Yakima Police Department

West Virginia

Huntington Police Department
Wisconsin
Alsconsin

Beloit Police Department
Green Bay Police’Department
Kenosha Police Department
Madison Police Department

-

Shebogan Police Department

Waukesha County Sheriff Department / .
Waukesha Police Department ’

Wisconsin State Patrol

3

Wyoming

Billings Police Department
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