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PREFACE 

This Guide was developed in a study of the history and current charac­
teristics of police unions and police chiefs' responses to police unions 
in Connecticut. The study was done in 1975. All police departments in 
Conn.ecticut were asked to participate and 76 percent, representative of 
all SIzes of departments, did participate. Study staff decisions about 
design of the study, data collection and analysis, and about the con­
tent of this Guide were assisted by consultation with the Project Ad­
visory Committee and staff of the Connecticut Planning Committee on 
Criminal Administration. However, the Social Development Corpora­
tion assumes all responsibility for the work and for conclusions and 
recommenda tions that are made here. 

OU.r assignment was to study and analyze the Connecticut town police 
umon management relationships and to produce this Guide (and other 
related documents) that might help police administrators and union 
leaders during the next decade to establish practices that will improve 
police services in the public's interest a nd improve the quality of 
work life for the men and women in police service. 

The Social Development Corporation has had free access to necessary 
records and personnel of the participating departments and unions. 
There has been no dictation, coercion, censorship or limiting of the 
findings and recommendations from any quarter. 

This Guide is published as a timely aid, not a bible. Dynamic change 
is an outstanding feature of current police union management relations' 
the Guide, necessarily, is doomed to be out of date in part very soon' 
and in time, perhaps, completely out of date. Our hope is that in the 
decade 1976-1986 it will be useful and will be used by police unions 
and police management. Its style and content have been dictated by 
this concern for its utility. 

i 
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PURPOSE OF THE GUIDE 

This volume was prepared at the request of the Connecticut :'lanning 

Committee on Criminal Administration to help chiefs and theIr com­
mand staff and police union leaders to realize the potential for the 
public interest that can be derived from mature l~bor relations ,prac­
tices, The volume is not an advisory on strategIes for coll,ectIve 
bargaining; its focus is on problems I purposes I goals and mterests 
that police administrators have in common with the work for,ce s they 
command. It is offered with a conviction that improved polIce serv­
ices I increased police productivity I and satisfying careers for the 
men and women in the service are nonconflicting goals and that 
constructive union-management relations are vital to achieving 

these goals. 

The practices recommended here have been drawn fr~m an a~alysis 
of police experience and police attitudes in Connectlcut polIce de­
partments. The study that produced the data ~or thi~ analysis is 
reported in detail in a companion volume, polIce Umon ~anagement 
Relations in Connecticut, A ReQort of a Study of ConnectICut Town 

Police Departments. 

We hope that the individual chiefs and union l~a~ers ca~ adapt 
contents of this Guide for their use in staff trammg semmars and 
in continual stimulation and exploration of their so often expressed 
common desire to improve police services. 

police chiefs and police union leaders in Connecticut were th~ first 
audience for this Guide. We believe I however, that ConnectIcut 
police departments are more typical than idiosyncratic and that I 
therefore police personnel in similar sized towns (200, 000 or 
less) in ~ther states may find useful material in this Guide. 
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THE STYLE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE GUIDE 

There is no town of Mythton, Connecticut. This book presents in Chapter I a 
mythical Connecticut town in which the police department's labor management 
relationship is ideal. We have assembled Mythton P. D., its chief, its union 
president and their practices from our observations of the departments in our 
study. 

In this composite of case history I we have alluded to practices by police 
union and police management that appear to frustrate long term interests of 
the police force and the public it serves. We have described, as the cur­
rent practices in Mythton I a distillation of the conditions, attitudes and 
practices that our study data suggest will promote constructive police union 
management relations. 

Chapter I on the ideal composite, Mythton P. D. I is followed by an analysis 
of the real police union management relations in Connecticut (Chapter II) as 
we saw them in 1975. 

Chapter III, Improving Police Union Management Relations--Recommendations 
in the Style of a Syllabus, is written in the form of recommendations with an­
notated background and discussions from our data. Not all, but the primary 
elements of constructive union management practices are described and some 
of the subtleties of moving in a practical way toward the ideal department are 
discussed. 

We have had in mind I while writing this Guide I its practical use by chiefs and 
union presidents. Therefore we have avoided lists of recommendations or of 
injunctions to do one thing and not another. "Orders" from consultants, we 
believe, are not apt to change any institutional practices. Instead we have 
stuck closely to our observed material in departments that are representative 
of the Connecticut police departments whose chiefs and union presidents were 
our target audience. What is recommended is not common practice; but it will 
not be totally foreign to any audience of police chiefs and police union heads. 

We hope that Chapter III, a body of recommendations supported by the material 
in the Guide, can be a point of departure for many discussions in police de­
partments in the next few years. 

The remainder of the Guide is reference material. Chapter N is a Glossary of 
Contract Terms and Examples of Clauses; it is followed by a Reference Bibliog­

. raphy and an Appendix that includes four useful documents. 

v 

I. 
!: 

}1 

'j 
, , i 
f; 
Ii 
, 
\' 
ii 
if 

, 
li 
it 
Ii 
H 



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

-, . 

/ '. 

fI f 

I' 

• 

CHAPTER I 

POLICE UNION MANAGEMENT RELATIONS 
IN 

MYTHTON1 CONNECTICUT POLICE DEPARTMENT 1 

A recent report on Mythton Police Department states: 

The police chief in this town is regarded by the police rank and file 
as a hard work.:.ng professional manager. He knows his job and 
works hard at it. He "listens to the Union"and works with it "but 
is no pushover" according to union leaders. He respects the union 
as a responsible organization and considers its proper role as rep­
resenting both the narrow short-term interests of its members in 
matters of pay I fringe benefits I and working conditions and their 
concerns with wider and long-range matters of professional career 
development I increa sed productivity a nd improved public service 
of the police department. 

This broad and accepting view of the union's role required a union 
leadership that presents itself as assuming this role. In Mythton 
P. D. there is just such a union president. He sees the chief as 
the man with the responsibility to run the department ("that's his 
job"). The union president is not trying to wrest management pre­
rogatives from the chief. This union president has long-range 
goals for his members and his orientation toward these goals af­
fects his day-to-day relations with the chief and with his member­
ship. 

Although the chief and the union president are the key figures in the union man­
agement relationship in Mythton I each of them delegates responsibility for some 
aspects of the relationship to associates. In each case this is done for the same 
reasons: so that the primary figures (chief and union president) can have time for 
other aspects of their work and so that there is depth and back up in both the 
union's and management's capabilities to anticipate I to confer I to talk intelli­
gently and to settle on plans about their entwined concerns in department opera­
tion. That is I neither side runs a one-man show but each is a responsible leader. 

1 Mythton Police Department is a composite of bits and pieces of practices found 
here and there among police departments in Connecticut towns and here and there 
among the expressed hopes of police chiefs and union presidents who participated 
in our study. Don't look for Mythton I Connecticut on the map- -at least not in 
1976 ! 

f 
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The union-management relationship is marked by an underlying commitment to the 
mission of the department rather than by a stance of confrontation. This has not 
always been the picture here; the union broke onto the scene four years ago with 
tough rhetoric about "oppressive management," "discriminatory treatment" and "in­
tolerable working conditions and wages." There were several years of strong re­
sistance and reaction by the chief and his command staff to the union's harsh criti­
cism of their department and their persons. The union in these years could never 
see the chief as a partner in anything--only as an enemy. "Trouble maker," 
.. radical," "unreasonable" as well as stronger words were labels commonly put on 
the uni.on president and his proposals by the chief: The contacts between the 
chiefs and union presidents were for years almost exclusively bitter battles over 
grievances and issues that in retrospect the incumbent chief and the incumbent 
union president view as "minor league stuff." The" hot issues" of those old days 
are now seen for the most part as gambits in a game of status and control--an ex­
ercis'e totally outside the new relationship that has grown up in the department. 

In the earlier years of the union's development its leaders were voted into office 
to "fight the boss in the interest of the rank and file." In the last election the 
union president called for more training for police officers, for improved pension 
plans and for more attention to crime prevention in the allocation of the depart­
ment's resources--a very different appeal in a different time. This appeal was not 
against management but for improvement in the work and careers of members. 

It is also clear in the public statements made by the union president that he seeks 
to get public support for union demands by showing the public that better police 
service is the goal of the union's demands. In the earlier years public support was 
sought either in terms of economic equity ("we are falling behind other town police 
departments and other workers in the community") or through demonstrations or 
threats (of slowdowns and strikes) to call attention to the public's reliance on 
police services. The dramatic change in the union's view of itself is creating a 
subtle change in the public's view of the police. This is clear from a comparative 
review of newspaper stories and editorials (1972 with 1975). 

On the management side the police chief has radically changed from older prac­
tices both in making his budget demands to the town manager and in his relation­
ship to the union. His current emphasis is on "better police service by greater 
productivity from the work force I already have" rather than by adding personnel. 
This he proposes to get by more rational allocation of personnel (based on a study 
just completed) and a "police professionalization" program. This program is 
largely an in-service training program for officers at all ranks including manage­
ment training for command staff. The costs for training represent the largest in­
crease in a budget item in his current budget. His" police professionalization" 
program was supported by the union and this fact was helpful in persuading the 
town manager and the town council that it and the costly training it requires should 
be authorized. 
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In previous years his arguments for budget increases were usually on the level 
of the union's argument for salary increases: II I need more to stay competitive." 
This year he argued for funds to improve the quality (not the quantity) of his 
work force and their ability to serve the town. 

The chief's meetings with the union presidents in the past were--in his own 
words--" ninety percent to one hundred percent concerned with disputes and a 
good part of that time spent in useless shouting matches. II In the most recent 
years the meetings with the union committee are regular meetings, mainly used 
for planning ahead. 

This is not to say that problems, gripes, misunderstandings, broken rules, mis­
takes and frustrations have been eliminated. But the grievanGG procedure has 
been established in practice so that most grievances are settled b~fore the 
chief is required to enter the controversy. All grievances that get to the 
chief's office are handled by a command staff officer specifically assigned the 
responsibility and the authority to settle them. On the average five to twelve 
grievances per month are settled without the chief's direct participation. The 
result is that the time in regular meetings, now called Joint Planning Meetings, 
can be spent on constructive matters free of time-consuming posturing and 
rhetoric. This procedure and its record are subjects of pride for both the union 
president and the chief. Each takes some credit for initiating and nurturing it. 

Because the union management relationship described above will be unfamiliar 
to some chiefs and union presidents, a representative list of items from the 
agendas of the chief's meetings with the union over the past two years was 
selected to clarify what the meetings are concerned with. Some items had 
been suggested by the union and some by the management: 

Assigning responsibility for union-management meeting agendas 

Justification or lack of it for supernumeraries 

Shot guns in police units: pros and cons 

Plans for Crime Prevention Week 

East side burglary wave: how to keep costs of overtime at a minimum 

Flexibility in uniform of the day rules 

Seasonal variation in town's crime statistics; what to anticipate in 
assignment by shifts, training, etc. this summer 

Preparation of joint statement on CPCCA (the state's LEAA agency) 
Productivity Study of Mythton, Connecticut P. D . 
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• Planning to reduce confusion and problems in change to new shift 
schedules 

• Pros and cons of education incentive pay 

Review of department personnel rules and regulations 

• Two-hour" debriefing" of department representative to IACP Police 
Labor Management Conference 

• Professionalization Project: plans for training schedule for next year 

• Review of grievance processing to eliminate problems , 

• Review of equipment maintenance complaints and suggestions for im­
provement in preventive maintenance 

• Revisions in the new state labor law: how they will affect us 

• Police Professionalization Program: review of role of non-sworn em­
ployees and impact on professionalization 

• Complaints on dispatch practices: does the process need revision? 

Considering merit in pay increases 

• Team policing: pros and cons for our department 

• Consider a department police information library--where to locate and' 
how to fina nce 

What are the elements of this happy police union management relationship in 
Mythton P.D. ? 

If you ask the union president, he says: 

The union decided a few years ago that we were spending all our energy 
in battles and never figuring out what the war was all about. Then we 
met and discussed where we wanted to be in a few years from now-­
salaries, fringe benefits, advancement on the job--all of that. We 
decided several things. One, that we had to keep making the police 
job more and more professional so we could be better cops, make a 
better life for ourselves and so we would be worth more in the minds 
of the public. And twc, we decided we had to playa constructive role 
in working with the chief on long-term plans for the department if we 
were going to have the kind of working conditions and the chance for 
professional growth that we wanted. 
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Of course, we've had the kind of chief who was willing to listen to 
our ideas. That has been a big part of it. And to be honest about 
it, some of the best ideas have come from the chief and his people. 

The Chief sees it this way: 

Two years ago I decided that I wanted to create a certain kind of police 
department. One that continually reduced the crime statistics, attracted 
better and better people Into the work force, kept the best officers In­
stead of losing the best ones to other jobs as had happened before. And 
I knew I had to do this with no more manpower and probably no more 
than enough budget increases to keep up with price rises for equipment 
and the cost of wage increases. I figured that since personnel costs 
are the biggest item in my budget I had to do something about that. 
And obviously that meant I had to get more work out of my police force 
for the dollars s pe nt. 

"Increasing productivity" without some totally new labor-saving tech­
nology sounds like a "speed-up." That was how the union first reacted 
to my suggestion that we work together to increase department produc­
tivity. 

That issue came up when we had just begun these joint meetings. It 
took us a few meetings just to get acquainted, to se,e each other as 
these" other people" who could sit around and be quite intelligent? 
Like the Ford ad, the more we looked at each other in tbis new setting 
the better we looked--and the more reasonable our conversations be­
came. 

This freed us up to talk about what we might mean by better productivity 
and different ways to get it. In several meetings we agreed that we 
could do a number of things to make better use of the men and women 
on the force and to train officers to greater competence. We agreed 
that we could do this without violating the union's contract in spirit 
or letter and that we would in fact achieve some of the goals the union 
had set for itself. That whole thing took maybe three or four months. 
But believe me it has been the key. 

One thing we decided on early was that we would have these regular 
meetings for the sole purpose of planning ahead. The agendas of 
these meetings included everything from discussions of budgets to 
anticipating the impact of a new state labor relations act. The one 
thing we left out of these meetings was settlement of grievances; 
that was taken care of separately. Of course, the negotiation of 
the contract every two years is mainly the town's job here. We 
didn't argue about contract negotiations either I but we got some 
ideas ;;»)Dut changes in .tt. " " 
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The chief said further that "working this out with the union got us in the habit 
of working together on things that I would call the mission of the department or 
the public interest." It turns out there are quite a few things--important things-­
that fall in this category of the" public interest" in the view of the chief and 
of the union president. 

The chief makes the additional point that he couldn't have gone this route if 
the union hadn't seen that the members' interests are served too. He says: 

We still have our disagreements and we process a lot of grievances. 
But we do more thinking and less shouting. That produces more 
resolution of problems and I do believe I am moving along toward 
the increased productivity and the kind of professional police force 
I set my sights on. 

In these vignettes the chief and the union pre:sident leave out a lot of detail. 
Much of importance that goes on to keep this relationship healthy is now taken 
for granted by the two of them. An outsider looking at the department has 
listed the following practices and processes as those "that sustain the rela­
tionship" : 

1 f 

Regular Joint Planning Meetings. Once a week meetings are held. 
Agendas are prepared in advance (alternate weeks by the union 
and management). Other subjects can be brought up at the meet­
ings after the agenda is completed. Meetings have starting and 
ending times I strictly adhered to. 

• Separate meetings for grievance handling--grievance meetings 
are also regular but are called off if no grievances are at the ap­
propriate step. 

• A union and management agreement that the joint planning meet­
ings will not adjudicate or discuss grievances and will not change 
contract clauses. Recommendations for contract change do come 
out of the meetings but these are left for consideration and reso­
lution in the contract negotiations sessions. Similarly grievance­
producing problems are anticipated and discussed and grievance 
procedural problems are proper subjects for the planning meetings. 

• Joint pubHcity--an unwritten understanding has grown up in these 
meetings that if there is a matter in dispute it will not be aired in 
the pres s by one side or the other without agreement that this is a 
constructive way to draw attention to the matter. Usually simul­
taneously released statements are issued so the reasoning on each 
side can be examined by interested persons. 
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In matters that the union and management agree on and that seem 
to be of public interest the common practice is to issue joint 
statements or separate coordinated statements. This has been 
done about sending officers to schools of IACP I FBI and else­
where, participation of police in United Way, launching of a 
crime specific (burglary) prevention effort I expla nation of a 
police career development project l announcement of a police 
recruitment drive, and so on. 

• No censorship--with regard to statements by the union or man­
agement it is agreed that neither has the right to review, edit, 
change or prohibit the expressions of the other. There is an 
understanding that leadership on each side will, when is suing 
statements on any subject, take into account the probable ef­
fect of the statement on the long-term goals--joint goals-­
regarding professionalization and productivity of the force. 

The chief has been asked if he has not given up prerogatives of management in 
this new relationship with the union. Some critics suggest he has" been had" 
by the union. His response: 

I don't think it is a matter of keeping or giving up rights to manage; 
rather it is managing in a different way. Strictly speaking the union 
is now counted in much earlier in the process of introducing changes. 
But always the union had to be counted in at some time because all 
the changes affect the members. Chiefs who don't realize this are 
kidding themselves. To discuss these matters early means I get 
additional points of view from people whose work day and work life 
are going to be influenced by the changes. My experience is that 
I get a lot more rational discussion of the issues this way and a 
lot more help than before. I also get a lot less shouting. My job 
is more pleasant and I get more done. 

Another think that I think I can see is that the union people are 
learning about some of my management headaches. And all this 
gets passed on out to the field. I think these police officers now 
have a lot better idea of wra t we do inside this headquarters. I 
just know I am respected more than I was before. I think that's 
why. 

Does the union president think he has taken away the chief's ability to manage? 
Does the union run the department now? His view: 

No, my union doesn't run this department. This chief runs the de­
partment. He makes the decisions. We have the contract to pro­
tect us if he gets out of line. We have negotiations to improve 
the contract to cover matters that we have found the contract 
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inadequate to handle. He runs it but we know a hell of a lot more 
about how he runs it and why. He's got his job and we've got ours. 

What has happened since we have had these planning meetings, I 
think, is that the chief runs the department better. He invites us 
to say what we think about what should be done. And when he 
plans to do something he counts us in on the planning so we can 
get our ideas into it. 

We don't have the surprises we used to have. You know if some­
body tells you on Monday morning that "we've made some changes; 
this is what you're going to do from today on," your first reaction 
is negative. You had expected to do what you had been doing. 
Nobody wants to change just because he has been told to change. 
But we have found that nearly everyone likes to do things a new 
way if he has had a chance to think through why the new way is 
better. I think a guy will even go along with trying out things that 
he doesn't think are better-:...if he's counted in on the planning. 

The chief is smart to bring us in early on his plans. And I know 
he would agree that we have had some useful ideas too. After 
all, we represent a lot of years of policing experience. When 
you can focus that experience on constructive change, say, toward 
making the life of a police officer less of a hassle, less full of 
uncertainty about moving up the ladder, and more involved in the 
real mission of the department, you've got something valuable. 
I mean valuable to management. And I think this chief knows 
that. He uses us in a good way but he still runs the store. 

Internal Union and Management Changes 

Establishing goals and ground rules for working together, regular meetings for 
planning ahead, a mutual respect for the" role of the other" relative to the fu­
ture for the work force seem to be the hallmarks of the union-management re­
lationship in Mythton. But what internal management changes have been made 
and what changes inside the union have been required to accommodate to this 
new relationship? 

For one thing the union decided that its committee, although democratically 
elected, actually was never generally representative of the work force. That 
is, the elected group was dominated one year by older officers and another 
year by younger officers because of voting blocks that had developed in the 
union's political life. This made for charges that the" in group" looked out for 
its kind and slighted the interests of the" outs." The union's by-laws and 
election procedures did not allow for proportional representation of "parties" 
or special interests--the majority ruled. 
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After several instances in which young incumbents were charged with downgrad­
ing interests of older officers (e.g., pensions) and one battle in which older 
officers were charged with ignoring the younger police officers' interests (a 
career development project), the union, after a long discussion, voted to 
change the selection proces s of its committee. Now the committee of seven is 
made up of the president who is chosen at large, two officers from the group 
with one to four years of service, two officers from the group with more than 
four years but less than eight years and two from the group with eight or more 
years service. (This division was made on the basis of equal numbers in each 
seniority group.) The committee,. then, is representative of the department by 
age group. The advantages and disadva ntages reported to date are: 

Advantages: 

1. All groups feel their special kinds of interests are repre­
sented in the planning discussions. 

2. The whole work force can be a constructive force because 
the divisiveness (based on age or seniority) has been almost 
entirely eliminated. There is no identifiable "out" group to 
criticize the "ins." 

3. There is value in the breadth of views now available to the 
meetings. There is a guarantee that the committee will 
span the generation gaps in cultural changes, differing 
kinds of training a nd so on. 

... 
4. The oldest officers are particularly pleased with the new 

arrangement because they had previously felt isolated; now 
from time to time their old timers' experience makes a con­
tribution to the meetings. " It's good to know that the 
younger cops haven't forgotten you," says one twelve-year 
veteran who is not on the committee, "and respect your 
years of experie nce . " 

Disadvantages: 

1. There has been some continuing quarrel with the seniority 
group representation because it excludes the predominance 
of the group that would win all the committee by majority 
vote. The argument is that more positive and forceful lead­
ership would result instead of an "egghead seminar." 

2. Some committee represe.ntatives have taken up the role of 
special spokesmen for their seniority group, apparently to 
assure reelection. This has recreated some of the divisive­
ness that the change was expected to eliminate. I 
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The new committee selection process was voted as a two-year trial. At the end 
of two years by majority vote the process can be revised. The date for this 
vote is coming soon. The general belief is that the new system, on balance, 
is good and will be kept. 

This new committee selection process is the most important change the union 
has made. However, there are others. The committee has designated one mem­
ber called Committee Secretary to be responsible for the agenda and preparation 
for the Joint Planning Meetings. His job is to get suggestions for agenda items 
from the committee members and from meetings of the membership, discuss them 
with the president and submit them in a timely fashion. Also he does research 
on items coming up in meetings ahead (both those suggested by management 
and by the union) so oommittee members can be informed and prepared. 

Also the union has negotiated an agreement with management to authorize the 
committee to meet on duty time for two hours a week (when necessary) to pre­
pare for the planning meetings. 

The agenda for regular monthly meetings of the local union now includes a regu­
lar report on what is going on in the planning meetings and the membership is 
invited to suggest new items and changes in emphasis and so on. More of 
union membership meeting time is now spent on looking ahead and in discussion 
of training schedules and less rehashing grievances. 

The meetings are better attended than in previous years. About twice as many 
people are active in the union now. 

There has been a change in the work and job descriptions of the clerical staff 
of the local union. Previously there was a secretary and a clerk-typist. Now 
the secretary has been trained to keep a careful and complete file on the dis­
cussions and decisions of the Joint Planning Meetings (in addition to the griev­
ance records) and to continually gather information for the use of the union. 
She has organized a library of materials on many matters of police operations, 
police department pay scales, other union contrccts, police personnel prac­
tices, police training and career development, police public relations and so 
on. She regularly receives notification of police studies from the National 
Criminal Justice Reference Service, screens them for the union and orders those 
that union committee members want in the library. 

Her work, under the president's direction I is the nucleus of a research depart­
ment. If the union grows larger and can afford more staff I it will build a re­
search department around this function. 

On management's side the new regular meetings have required some changes. 
The chief has had to allocate his time for the meetings and has found it neces­
sary I too, to spend some time in preparation for them. Although this might 
sound like extra work the chief is happy about it. He says: 
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Having these meetings means I have to hustle and keep on my toes 
abo,ut moving ahead. But it makes me feel good about my job. I 
don't want to get in a rut and these meetings keep me out of one. 
Another thing, I have been forced to delegate more matters. I sim­
ply don't have time to be in on all the day-to-day operations prob­
lems and decisions that I used to feel I had to be in on. So I 
delegate huge chunks of what I used to think was my job. This 
new practice of giving command staff more authority and responsi­
bility didn't result just from the demands of these joint union­
management meetings. I got the idea from a police management 
seminar I attended. Also the productivity study that was done her~ 
showed that many of us were working at tasks that were more sen­
sibly done by others. This included a lot of things I had been doing. 

The essence of the thing is that I'can best do my real job as the 
top police executive--which is, of course, to think ahead and lay 
plans and strategies to improve police services over the long pull 
as well as to set current policy for the department--if I can re­
lieve myself of most of the work of coordinating, and supervising 
personnel, worrying about week-to-week allocation of department 
resources I records and so on. 

The new revisions I have made among command staff add up to 
giving me more time to reflect I to think--in short to be able to 
make the big decisions with confide nce that I know what I'm doing. 
I don't any longer feel so propelled by circumstances as I did. 
Now I feel I can take the pressures and think things through. I 
feel I am in control rather than controlled by circumstances. I 
see these meetings with the union as just a part of that process. 
But it is a helpful part--not a burden. 

,Another way I have thought of this: the amount of time I now 
spend on these meetings including the preparation for them (and 
much of that is done by my staff) is less than the time I used to 
spend in shouting matches with the previous local union president 
and in rehashing those sessions with my staff. All that was use­
less time in terms of the service of this department to the commun­
ity. And it took a hell of a lot out of me psychologically. 

So I think there is a net gain for everyone concerned. 1'm putting 
into practice the theoretical stuff about management that I learned 
at the FBI schools. I never had the opportunity to do that before. 
I am more of a chief than before and I feel that not only am I more 
professional but the whole department's getting that way. There 
is no question--morale is higher than ever. And I am not worried 
about an ulcer. Three years ago I was and with good reason. 
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There are other changes on the management side. Parallel to the union's in­
volvement of its members regarding planning to improve the work life of the rank 
and file I the chief has found it necessary to keep a continual communication with 
his top people about the deliberations with the union. This is done by way of 
brief summaries that are written by the chief's assistant and edited by the chief 
immediately after each meeting. In addition I in regular command staff meetings 
these matters are discussed in greater detail and suggestions are solicited from 
command staff for the agenda and conduct of the meetings. 

Also the chief has had to arrange for command staff attendance at the meetings. 
Always his assistant is in attenda nce and usually two or three other command 
staff depending on the subject matter on the agenda. In turn this means that the 
top staff who are required in meetings (chief of operations I the lieutenant in 
charge of maintenance I the financial officer or chief dispatcher I etc.) have to 
turn over their work to subordinates. But this participation is looked on as 
pleasurable and interesting by the command people. It gives them some time to 
reflect and think ahead too. One lieutenant reported that he never found any 
place to talk with other officers about the things he was learning in his college 
courses until he became active in the new Joint Planning Committee. Now he 
says I "The courses suddenly seem related to my job and the job seems more im­
portant. I think that is what police professionalization is all about. You can't 
do it by learning stuff in courses that you have no opportunity to talk over and 
integrate in work with your peers." 

This new union-management relationship in this town is regarded as "good" by 
both the chief and the union president. When asked I in separate interviews I 

what they think is the basic ingredient, their responses are remarkably similar 
to one another. 

The chief speaks of a "new kind of trust" and goes on to say that he means not 
just his trust of the union leadership to keep their eyes on the mission of the 
department and to be honest in their dealings with him but his increased trust of 
his command staff as well. He" relies on command staff to think through our 
professional problems and to have some ideas about them." All this mutuality 
of concern has been fostered by systematically recognizing that" everyone has 
some brains and needs to be welcomed to use them." 

The union president says that after about four months or so of these joint meet­
ings 

... we finally quit playing games and really went to work on police 
problems. We began to see what was good about the other side and 
what we had in common. It's got to be that when we say something 
the chief knows we mean it and we know he means what he says. 
There is mutual trust and respect. We listen to each others' reasons. 
It turns out that in matters that are really big--like planning for 
careers in the department, knocking out drug pushers in the high 
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schools or getting public sympathy for a better pension plan or to 
get good equipment--we don't have any quarrel with the chief. We 
are still on the same side on things that count for Mythton P. D. 
We still battle about small stuff--the grievances never end--but 
all that bundle looks smaller a nd smaller all the time. 

Observation of this department indicates that other things are happening that 
appear to relate to the constructive labor-management relationship and to the 
management changes that have accompanied it. For example I in answer to a 
questionnaire three years ago only 20 percent of the command staff answered 
"yes" to the question" Do you usually feel that your ideas are listened to and 
that the department is making the best use of your talents?" This year 78 per­
cent of the command staff answered this question "yes." 

Similarly in the last year not one of the young officers (less than four years sen­
iority) who are regarded as "excellent" in their performance rating has left 
the force; in the previous year there were three such officers who left and in 
the year before that there were also three. During this three-year period the 
economy of the town has not changed much (levels of unemployment and em­
ployment have been stable) so the chief feels that his plan is working; he's 
keeping good people I the kind he lost before. 

One additional significant change that will affect both management and the 
union has been generally agreed to by the two parties but it has not yet been 
approved by the parent body of the union or by the state of Connecticut. This 
is to limit membership in the union to patrolmen. Currently I as in most po­
lice unions in the state I all levels of police are in the same collective bar­
gaining unit. The union and management agree that the prerogative of manage­
ment to supervise is frustrated by this arrangement. Captains I lieutenants 
and sergeants all have to direct and discipline fellow union members. The 
union is forever bringing a grievance for one member against another member. 

Particularly in regard to grievances arising under the contract where infraction 
of rules is charged by a supervisor I or violation of the contract by the super­
visor is charged by a patrolman, the matter of whom the union represents is 
confounding. This anomolous situation can best be made right by clarifying the 
roles of management representatives vis-a-vis the work forces they supervise. 
No way other than that had been worked out in this department previously. 
Both still hope to work this out together and in such a way that proper represen­
tation will be afforded all of the middle management people through an organi­
zation of their own. 

The union at first had some qualms about attempting to limit its membership. 
There will be a dues loss and some of the union's hard working leaders are 
sergeants and lieutenants. But after many discussions the decision has been 
made to limit the collective bargaining unit to patrol officers and nonsuper­
visory nonsworn personnel. , 
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CHAPTER II 

THE REAL WORLD OF POLICE UNION 
MANAGEMENT RELATIONS IN CONNECTICUT TOWNS 

This chapter reports our study findings and discusses their importance for plan­
ning improvements in Connecticut town police departments. In our study we did 
not find any Mythtons but we did find fertile seed beds for the Mythton ideas. 
We found strong expressions of hope for constructive police union-management 
relations in the future; but few plans directed to fulfill these hopes. 

Police chiefs and police union presidents have much more in common than their 
typical practices would lead one to believe. That impression stands out clearly 
from our data. Also it is more true than we had expected that both groups, 
chiefs and union presidents, know what they have in common and know they want 
to achieve similar goals. Both report frustration that their departments are not 
moving fast enough toward these goals. There is a predominant feeling by mem­
bers of both groups that their current relationship with their counterpart in the 
labor management relationship is far from ideal. 

It appears that there is more good will and good intentions than there are forums, 
communications, interaction or other vehicles to encourage their expression. 
Many relationships are mired in institutional ruts exemplified by what one chief 
called" amateur unionism" and a union president called" the chief's open-door 
policy but nobody's listening inside the door." Most time in meetings between 
management and unions is spent in argument. Perhaps that is not surprising (the 
unions are newly organized), but nearly all of our respondents on both sides 
would -like to see that changed. Both would welcome joint discussions about the 
department's mission, about improving the capability of the force, about speci~~ 
fic training programs, about long-term plans for the department. 

Some chiefs in our discussions would at first say that these planning matters are 
management prerogatives. What they mean is that decisions have to be made by 
the chief--not the union. But further discussion shows that the process of think­
ing through what kind of police force the town ought to have or what sorts of 
training would be effective and attractive to the rank and file, whether team po­
licing would work in their town is not rejected out of hand by the chief. Although 
some could never see sharing anything with the incumbent union president, even 
these could imagine a president with whom they could plan. The idea and the 
process of joint planning ar'9 generally acceptable. They are not generally ac­
ceptable within the current forums used by the parties. 

On the union side there are also some who have developed such animOSity toward 
the incumbent chief that any talk of changing the relationship requires, they say, 

. I 



16 

"a change in chiefs." But these men, too, would like to see themselves matur­
ing into something more than the" first phase" unionists they know they are. 
They think they could move up to a more effective, responsible and professional 
unionism if they had cooperative management. 

Chiefs' and Union Presidents' Attitudes 

We found in our conversations with chiefs that it is common for them to think 
that other chiefs generally are more agai nst the unions than our data show them 
to be. For example, chiefs responding to our questionnaire were about equally 
divided between those who "would be satisfied to see the union organization 
continue about like it is" (twenty-four chiefs) and those who "would like to s~e 
the union or association power or jurisdiction or 'bargaining areas' reduced" 
(twenty-five chiefs). Only a few (four chiefs, out of fifty-six) took the position 
that the union should be eliminated; three would like to see "the union or asso­
ciation grow stronger." This sort of toleration of the union was commonly ex­
pressed in our interviews. 

It is interesting, and perhaps to some people surprising, to learn that chiefs and 
union presidents respond in almost the same way to the following question: 

1 I 

In your department the organization of the union or association resulted 
primarily from: 

Chiefs Unionists 

4% 0% 

7% 0% 

80% 80% 

4% 12% 

7% 25% 

10% 15% 

agitation by people outside the town 

a general movement for town employees to organize 

interest of police officers to improve their wages 
and working conditions 

interest of police officers to provide better police 
services in the town 

reaction of police officers to unfair treatment by 
supervisors 

Other (please specify) 

The percentages will total more than 100% because some respondents 
checked more than one item. 
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Notice that four out of five chiefs and union presidents agree on the primary 
reason for unions in the departments to have organized. Note also that few 
(only t~o of fifty-seven) chiefs believe that outside agitators were the primary 
c~use; m fact, mO,re chiefs (four) believe reactions to unfair treatment by super­
vlsors was the mam cause. So here is a case of general agreement by the parties 
on a matter fundamental to their relationship. Everybody knows why the union is 
there and how it got there. 

":'hen ~hese facts a,re put, together with other facts froT" the interviews and ques­
tlonnalres, othe,r dlmenslOns of the chiefs' and unionists' feelings and opinions 
emerge. For exanlple, ninety percent of the chiefs answering the questionnaire 
believe it is helpful to have a formal grievance procedure. That doesn't reflect 
a majority" anti-union" opinion; a main function of the union is regarded as help-
ful by the chiefs. . 

We asked union presidents and chiefs to list examples of instances in which the 
unlon had been cooperative and helpful and situations in which the "union action 
has hampered the operation of the department." The unionists reported more con­
structive thing~ than hamperings and chiefs saw more bad than good. But for the 
most part the examples were of very minor events. Significantly the hamperings 
soemed primarily to be extensions of battles over grievances and contracts--a 
kind of harassment, whereas the constructive events reported tended to be more 
concerned with policy. We see in these accounts some efforts by some unionists 
to achieve (and the chiefs to accept) a more mature and professional stance by 
the union. 

However, there are still strong feelings that the union" may go too far" if it is 
encouraged too much. And union people believe that pressing for new frontiers 
will cause overreaction from the chiefs. Because of the confrontation character 
of the bulk of their past experience, their caution is easy to understand. And we 
did learn on the other side of examples of chiefs' willingness to confer and share 
being interpreted as "softness" by union leaders whose own experience and insti­
tutional supports were not mature enough to handle the opportunity. In many 
;,ituations these suspicions and worries about being "taken in" by the other Side 
are evidenced less by the leaders than by critical peer groups. Some command 
staff and some police officers are slower to change than the leaders are. Others 
use the criticism to muster political or bureaucratic support. 

There are some ways for energetic responsible leaders to hold the initiative in the 
face of resistance. Police institutions need" ball carriers" who can run around 
their slow blockers and break the heavy tackles from the II old timers." In Chap­
ter III some suggestions for good leadership are discussed. 
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Can Police Unions "Join" with Management? How Far Is Too Far? 

Rhetoric on both sides in the police union field abound with disparaging words . 
and signs of inevitable and continuing conflict. Our assignment w~s to hea: thIS 
but to look beyond it to see if there is potential basis for constructlve relatlOn­
ships. We found some things that are promising for joint efforts. 

We asked in a questionnaire: 

Now that nearly all Connecticut police departments are organized 
many people believe police unions are" here to ~ta~." If yo~ can 
assume (for the purpose of this question) that thIS IS true whlCh 
one of each of the following sets of statements most closely fits 
what you would like to see in your department? 

Chiefs' 
Re.sponses 

45 a. More concern by my work force with in--service police 
training 

o b. Less concern by my work force with in-service police 
training 

8 c. I am indifferent to this question 

49 a. More police emphasis on professionalizing the force 
1 b. Less police emphasis on professionalizing the force 
6 c. I am indifferent to this question 

51 a. More attention to C.:ime prevention activity by my 
work force 

o b. Less attention to crime prevention activity by my 
work force 

4 c. I am indifferent to this question 

38 a. More work force participation in long-range planning 
with my command staff 

o b. Less work force participation in long-range planning 
with my command staff 

10 c. I am indifferent to this question 

The numbers opposite the a I b I and c choices indicate the numbers of chiefs who 
checked each response. Chiefs all over the state in large town~ ~nd .sma~l agree 
overwhelmingly that they would like to see more work force partlclpatlOn In per-
fecting the department and planning its future. 

Our interviews with chiefs drew them out further about what the~ believe about. 
participation. For the most part chiefs did not mean that the umon representatlves 
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or other people from the rank and file should share the decis:lon making about 
these matters but that they should to a greater extent than is now possible I given 
the ways the top management comes in contact with the rank and file I have a 
chance to discuss their future and the future of the department. With the excep­
tion of a few departments I chiefs described the current relationship with the 
union as "grievance oriented I" "strictly adversary encounter I" "chaotic and 
unplanned" and so on. 

Some of the chiefs who had checked" indifferent" on the above questions said 
they would really like to see more participation on all these fronts but feel the 
incumbent union personnel or the current union contract inhibits or prevents joint 
consideration of professional police matters. So it was ridiculous I in their 
minds I to "want" help from below. 

Only two chiefs we talked with felt that all these matters are better handled by 
management without Clny participation by employees. Even the'se men could 
imagine a police department where this kind of thing could work but felt that the 
history of bitterness and distrust in their departments would foreclose the possi­
bility for rna ny years to come. 

In response to a related question three out of five chiefs' would welcome work 
force participation in "scheduling and manpower allocation." The other two out 
of five regard that area as "strictly management's responsibility." In interviews 
with members of this latter group we found that the chiefs felt "you'd be opening 
a can of worms if you try to get everybody's ideas about how to handle your man­
power." But if the question meant discussing such things as anticipatin9, prob­
lems in manpower allocation or getting some ideas from the field as to why traffic 
or beach patrol or some other set of problems was getting out of hand--that kind 
of thing would be welcome. 

In summary our impression from these questionnaire answers and interviews is 
that chiefs generally look favorably on orderly participation of the work force in 
planning for more professional operations and better performance but there is a 
general skepticism that the union structure as it now stands cannot help guide 
this participation in the most constructive way. And there are a sizeable number 
of situations in which the incumbent union leaders are regarded as inadequate to 
take on the constructive role. 

We asked union preSidents essentially the same questions as those above. The 
distribution of answers among the twenty-six union presidents who responded 
was almost parallel to the chiefs answers with a slightly higher percentage 
checking p. ("less involvement" responses) on community affairs and crime pre­
vention. The fact that virtually ninety percent of union presidents and eighty 
percent of chiefs lean generally in the same direction on this serious matter of 
joint participation on essential operations and planning is certainly significant 
in assessing the potentials of police union-management relations . 



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

20 

We talked with the union presidents to discover in greater depth what was behind 
their checks on these questionnaire answers. Here again the parallels to the 
chiefs' insights was striking. "It would be a good thing for the chief to have the 
advantage of the experience and brains of the whole department" (to paraphrase 
their views), "but the way things are done in these departments there is no way 
to achieve that kind of communication." Some of the union leaders thought it 
might be possible if their departments had a different kind of chief but never pos­
sible with the incumbent chief. 

Like the chiefs, the unionists would like to see these kinds of participation but 
believe that for the most part existing union-management practices and the his­
tory of their relationship to the chief inhibits or prevents progres s in that direc­
tion. Several union presidents suggested that their unions are new and therefore 
are still" battling for recognition in fact." The resistance to the union is so great 
in at least two towns that unionists say that to introduce new roles for the union 
now would be regarded as invasion of management turf by management and their 
own members might say they were leaving the scene of the battle at the wrong 
time. However I in some departments union people described examples in which 
"these things are already being done." 

Our general summary assessment of the current state of affairs regarding police 
union-management relations encompassing joint efforts of the kinds suggested in 
these questions is this: there is a will but no way in the minds of the parties at 
interest. But there are strong majority feelings on each side that some ways 
should be worked out. And there is a general feeling on each side that the estab­
lished relationships (and to some extent the personalities on the other side) are 
primarily responsible for holding back progress. 

Can police union-management relations in Connecticut towns or in towns else­
where ma~ure to include the processes of joint participation that chiefs and union­
ists say they want? We think the potential in Connecticut is promising. The way 
can be found. Answers to other questions indicate what the vehicles for change 
may be. 

Everyone's for Training 

An area of substantial agreement among chiefs and unionists is belief that police 
training at all levels in the department is a good thing. Now this is not at all 
surprising. But we think it is significant that even when the questions about 
training a;:-e prefaced by a reminder that training is costly, when they are asked 
after the respondent has described the ongoing training in the department, and 
when the questions stress that more than the current training is being asked 
about, the need for more training is almost universally supported. This is about 
as true for chiefs as for unionists. 

We asked both groups this question: 
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Recognizing that training is costly, do you believe .!!!.Q.I.§. training 
for police in this department (than they now receive) would be 
worth the cost? 

The answers: Chiefs 
Union presidents 

51 yes 
25 yes 

5 no 
1 no 

That is about as close to unanimity as one could expect from the two groups on 
any question. Here there is almost total agreement that whatever is being done 
is not enough. More should be done even though it is "costly." 

In answer to a related question, only three of fifty-nine chiefs thought that no ad­
ditional training is needed" after the first year or so." 0 ne hundred percent of 
the union presidents agreed with the ninety-seven percent of the chiefs on this 
important matter. 

Similarly, virtually all the unionists and fifty-one of fifty-nine chiefs believe 
formal training should be planned to prepare personnel for each step up to more 
responsible police jobs. And forty-eight of these chiefs think the effect of a 
"career plan for training in all police functions at all levels" would be worth the 
cost of training if the program were well planned. 1 We found no union president 
who disagrees with the chiefs on this. 

Chiefs' reasons for wanting more training range from" help to attract better people 
into the force and keep better police officers on the force," to "a professionally 
trained force will be more productive; it will actually do the job better with lower 
cost." Unionists agree: a well trained force can do the job more efficiently. 
They argue, too, that the "dead-end nature of so many police jobs can be changed 
by improving individual capabilities." Both groups overwhelmingly see career 
development as a distinctly important goal. 

So the traditional adversaries in police union-management battles think very much 
alike about the importance of improving capabilities of police personnel. Neither 
one is the adversary of the other on this score. However I our data reveal that 
their constructive views, though parallel, are not often joined together in promo­
tion of or participation in programs of the kind they both wa nt. For example, 
forty-eight of fifty-six chiefs reported that their departments had received grants 
from the Connecticut Planning Committee on Criminal Administration. (Twenty­
six of the grants had to do directly with the use of personnel.) But the chiefs re­
port that in half the projects "the union was not involved." In only nine is the 
union listed as having" cooperated." In three the union is reported to have 
"resisted" the project. In our interviews we found only a small minority of chiefs 

1 The unanimity of opinion that the training would have a "good effect" is 
greater than even this figure indicates; six of the other eight chiefs thought it 
would have a "good effect" but would not be worth the cost. 
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who had ever thought about involving the union in planning the use of training 
funds and even fewer who actually invite the union to join management to plan 
training programs or any programs, for which funds will be requested. 

Even in those departments where the importance of education and training is 
recognized in negotiated contract provisions 1 for pay incentives for education or 
pay for time spent in training, the conversations about the training programs have 
more to do with the equitable application of the contract clauses than about the 
content of training programs, career planning, or the need for a department com­
prehensive training program. 

The Chiefs and Employee Relations Standards 

Review of the chiefs l answers to questions about how they stand on the Employee 
Relations standards published by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals2 is also revealing on this point. All of the chiefs 
responding agreed with all four standards in this chapter (except one chief who 
disagreed with one of them). These standards and the discussion of them by the 
Commission are replete with statements regarding advisability of II two-way com­
munications," of obtaining" advisory information from police employees," of 
II applying the principles of participatory management," and a suggestion that 
"traditional ... police autocratic administration ll is out of date. But although 
chiefs we surveyed almost universally agree with those sentiments, few have 
developed ways satisfactorily to put them into practice. 

In interviews with chiefs there was no doubt about their sincerity. They want a 
rational, informative and mutually helpful relationship with the union. Frustra­
tion about the difficulties in achieving such a relationship took up a large part 
of our interview time with most chiefs. 

Many chiefs, certainly a majority, have hopes that in the next few years rela­
tionships with the union will improve substantially especially in regard to pro­
fessional cooperation. Unionists too believe there will be new acceptance of 
joint concerns and more and more time spent in constructive meetings. One union 
president said, "we may not give up all our militancy, but more and more if we 
are going to get anywhere we have to use our brains and not just our lungs, We 
have to win with management and it l s got to be on these long-range matters of 
increasing our ability to serve the public and management has to accept our help. 
Higher salaries have to follow a demonstration that We are worth more. It canlt 
be done the other way around. " 

1 Cf. Chart J in Chapter N. 

2 Police NACCJSG, Chapter 18, 1973. The chapter is reproduced in the Appendix 
to this Guide. Our questionnaire is also included in the Appendix. 
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EVi~ence that chiefs expect better union management relations can be drawn from 
theIr answ~rs to other questions we asked in connection with the union-manage­
~ent relahons standards. We asked the chiefs to indicate where they believe 
t~ey are .!:!.QY! (on a scale of 1 to 10) in achieving each of the four Employee Rela­
hons S,tandards (~haPter 18) in their departments, then to check where they think 
they wIll be on thIS sca,le of 1 to 10 in 1980. 1 The results are interesting as can 
be seen from the followIng two tables. The question was asked after the chiefs 
had read the four standards and had indicated their agreement with them. (These 
standards and the question form sent with them to the chiefs are in the Appendix.) 

Here is how the question was put: 

Probably no department is "up to standard" in all respects. Will 
you check about where you think the practices in your department 
stand on the road toward achieving the ideal standard level de­
scribed by NACCJSG? 

In this scale lOis II totally up to standard level," 7 is "substantial achieve­
ment of the standard level," 3 is "some progress toward the standard " and 
1 is "no activity that fits the standard." Then check where you think' you 
will be in achieving these standards by 198 0. 

NACCJSG Standard: 

The Police Execu­
tive and Employee 
Relations 

Police Employees 
Negotiations 

Collective Negotia­
tion Process 

Work Stoppages 

Now 

1980 

Now 

1980 

Now 

1980 

Now 

1980 

10 22 33 

10 20 3° 

13 21 37 

10 20 31 

10 21 34 

10 20 30 

10 23 31 

10 20 31 

42 51 

40 50 

41 52 

42 53 

42 52 

4° 52 

42 57 

40 50 

7
6 82 9° 10 1 

74 8 4 9 3 10 6 

75 8 0 9° 101 

7
3 

82 92 10 4 

7
6 

82 91 10° 

7
2 

8
2 

9
3 

108 

74 82 9° 10 0 

74 8
0 

93 10 3 

The superscript numbers on the 1 to 10 scale represent the number of chiefs Who 
checked each point on the scale. For example, one chief checked that he was 
totally" up to standard" on the first one, six chiefs expect to be at the top of the 
scale by 1980; no chiefs feel they are completely up to standards #3 and #4 now 
but eleven of the twenty think they will be at the 9 or 10 level by 1980. ' 

1 The number of chiefs who filled out this particular question is small. We" lost" 
some of our respondents because the questionnaire form required the page to be 
turr~ed over to locate the, question. These data are for just twenty chiefs but we 
bel1eve them representatlve because of the homogeneity of the responses. 
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NACCISG Standard: Expected Change Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Zero Change 

The Police Executive and 
Employee Relations 1 6 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 2 (8, 10) 

police Employee Negotiations 3 4 3 2 2 0 0 1 0 3 (3, 7 , 10) 

Collective Negotiation Process 2 6 7 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 

Work Stoppages 2 4 5 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 

In the table above we have indicated from the same data the expected change fac­
tors anticipated by the chiefs. Notice that only two or three chiefs feel there 
will not be a change for the better. Two of these check marks were made by the 
chiefs who believe they are already fully up to standard #10! So virtually every­
one expects progress along this scale with an average expected movement of 
'about 3 points on this scale. That is what this chart shows. 

Full significance of these data cC).nnot be appreciated without a reading of the 
standards. The significance is this: the standards are very liberal. They legiti­
matize the union and they describe a broad role for the union. Chiefs who accept 
these standards as proper goals--as those in our sample of Connecticu.t chiefs 
do--are a long way from the days of iron resistance to unions. It is reasonable 
to believe that these chiefs have a high potential for participation in mature con-

structive labor relations. 

In our discussions with chiefs we tested their reactions to other related stand­
ards 1 and our findings are that there is sincerity and depth to the chiefs' feelings 
about this matter. 

We feel constrained to say here that chiefs' liberal views and hopes for their 
future with the unions were sometimes tempered by doubts about the chances for 
progress with the" incumbent union officials." One chief said he expected prog­
ress by 1980 only because the local union was "bound to get some new leadership 

by then." 

Some union leaders too, who all believe things are going to get better, put in 
their own caveats--"but not until we get a new chief" and so on. We believe 
the widespread prophecy of police chiefs that they will achieve these standards 
will be fulfilled. The pote ntial is there. 

1 For example standards, see NACCJSG Chapter 19, Internal Discipline; Chapter 
17, Development Promotion Advancement; Chapter 16, Training; and Chapter 15, 
Education and others. 
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Restraints on Chiefs' Authority to Manage 

Our data reveal one of the chiefs' main complaints about dealing with the union 
is that the chiefs are by-passed. The complaint is not aimed at the unions, but 
at "systems" fostered by law" that "leave us out." Chiefs' resentment at being 
left out stems from the operation of state law and past practice. We believe the 
exclusion of chiefs from negotiations is a separate matter--and a far more per­
vasive and serious one--than by-passing them in processing grievances to arbi­
tration. We discuss them separately below but with a recognition that feeling 
among chiefs is the same on each issue--no one likes to be left out and no one 
should be left out of settine;! the policies that affect the essence of his job., 

Our data show that overwhelmingly chiefs have little or no pC).rt in contract nego­
tiations. Several chiefs said the whole union contract negotiation process is 
"completely out of our hands. " 

We asked the chiefs (and the union leaders): 

Do you believe that the chief in your town should have more to 
say about the content of the collective bargaining agreement? 

Of the fifty-three chiefs who answered our question, thirty-two said "yes." In 
interviews we learned more about why they want to have more to say and what 
they want to say more about. They do not want to conduct negotiations about 
the economic matters; those they universally concede to the town manager or to 
other city officials. But they want to have more to say about contract clauses 
that affect operations. The reason: they can't operate well with practices they 
don't participate in designing. Moreover, they believe strongly (and who can 
dispute them?) that managers who may know little about police work and don't 
have the responsibility to run the department get "taken in" by the union repre­
sentatives. 

We asked questions to find out about the arrangements for negotiation of police 
contracts in the town. On the management side we found that in the fifty-seven 
towns responding the breakdown is as follows: 

16 

11 

1 

29 

Representatives of the town negotiate the agreement with the 
union or association without the chief of police 

Negotiations are shared equally by the chief and a represen­
tative of the town 

Chief negotiates the agreement with some assistance from 
town representatives 

Representatives of the town negotiate the agreement with the 
union or association with some assistance of the chief of police 
and his staff. 

• t • 
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In some cases (eleven out of fifty-seven in our sample) the chief is not even 
present in the negotiations! This has led to town manager and union president 
agreements that violate quid pro quo understandings reached in day-to-day work­
ing relationships, setting hours per week and shifts that are awkward or unwork­
able, placing responsibility for routine police personnel actions (e. g., authoriz­
ing specific vacation days) in the office of the town manager, ignoring needs for 
contract improvement because of town negotiator's grievance of operational prob­
lems, and so on. In many of the instances of this kind reported by chiefs there 
had been an element of maneuvering by the union president and in some a "con-
s piracy" to leave out the chief. 

In some of these situations chiefs have been able to reclaim authority lost in 
"games played by the union, city managers and previous chiefs." But it is 
systemic exclusion that bothers the chiefs" the fact that their participation does 
not correspond to the responsibilities they have. 

The strength of chiefs' feelings on this point, although various ones of them are 
affected more than others are, is revealed by a cross tabulation from their re­
sponses to our questions that shows: 

All chiefs that did not negotiate felt that they should assist in 
negotiations 

All, chiefs that did assist in negotiations wanted the same or a 
greater role in negotiations 

Union leaders are aware of the anamolous position of some of the chiefs. Al­
though some routinely take advantage of it, and some think their chiefs" couldn't 
contribute much," more than a third of the union leaders who filled out our ques­
tiormaires and most of those who talked to us about the subject believe chiefs 
should. have more to say on the management side in negotiations. 

Unionists who think the chiefs should have more to say on management side mean, 
just as the chiefs do, more to say about the noneconomic clauses in the contract. 

It is difficult to assess the quality and quantity of the impact of noninvolvement 
by chiefs in negotiations. Certainly all of the evidence we saw suggests the 
impact runs counter to creating constructive union-management relations. An 
argument for the practice I presented by a town manager (that all department con­
tracts hadto come under his aegis for purposes of coordination and uniformity) 
does not seem to be overwhelmingly persuasive. That argument deserves some 
recognition but the argument of the chief who says "it's a struggle to keep from 
looking 5illy when I have to learn after negotiations what rights and responsibili­
ties I have concerning my own work force" deserves much more. 

By-passing in the grievance process is not common but some chiefs complained 
bitterly that their union presidents never really bargain out grievances, but 
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simply" stop here on their way to the arbitrator." Unionists in these situations 
did not debate the point. Their attitude could be paraphrased: "Why hang around 
talking to the chief; he will only say' no' a hundred ways." These chiefs' com­
plaints were associated with their view that the arbitrators in the state lean to­
ward labor. We had no opportunity to make a comparative study of the leanings 
of the arbitrators. We do point out that in view of the new state law that pro­
vides for compulsory binding arbitration, 1 this complaint of chiefs may become 
aggravated. The public's interests will be served if police unions and police 
chiefs are afforded the opportunity to work conscientiously to settle disputes 
locally. Forums for rational talk about fundamental problems--the Joint Meet­
ings described in Mythton P. D. --would almost certainly help correct the abuses 
now found in the grieva nce proce s s . 

Oth~r Signs of Compatibility 

Our study turned up other evidence that union and management share other views 
and goals. These seem to us to be of a comparatively minor nature but bear 
notice. 

On the matter of "parity," pegging police salaries to firemen's 
salaries, there is almost total agreement. Chiefs and unionists 
alike oppose it. This practice was common ten years ago in 
Connecticut. Now fewer than half continue the system, but 
almost no unionists and no chiefs believe it makes sense. 

Ninety percent of the chiefs and all of the union presidents 
believe the union has" improved incomes" of police officers. 
Both sides also believe that higher salaries attract better 
quality people. So both sides believe the union has been 
advantageous to the department as well as to the work force 
members individually. 

Both agree that a Performance Rating System based on elements 
of officers' performance on the job, rather than on personal 
qualities subjectively judged, is preferable. 

Our study of police union-management relations in Connecticut towns in 1975 
shows: 

a general immaturity on the union side that is completely 
understandable in view of the recent and rapid development 
of the unions; 

1 A copy of the Act is in the Appendix. 
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a lack of assurance in labor management affairs on the chief~' 
side born by the rapidly burgeoning unions' challenge to tradl­
tional management and chiefs' lack of training as managers; 

that a high potential for amicable constructive labor manag,e­
ment relationships lies in the fundamental agreement of u~lOn­
ists' and chiefs' views about the essential mis~ion of pol1?e, 
work I the professional role of police I the princlple of partlcl-

patory management; 

both sides have faith in perfecting the institution of un,ion­
management relations (tempered by reservations about mcum­
bent office holders on the other side) . 

What finally distills out of our data is a well-supported aura of ho~e for ,good I 

regardless of lingering pervasive suspicion,s in the field about motlves I mtents 
and capabilities of the traditional adversanes, one for the other. 
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CHAPTER III 

IMPROVING POLICE UNION MANAGEMENT RELATIONS 

Recommendations in the Style of a Syllabus 1 

Introduction 

Study data show clearly that both sides want to see a more constructive relation­
ship. But what has to happen to create that better relationship? To find out we 
observed departments where union and management reported a good or "pretty 
good" relationship. We focused on how the parties got to that point. Our sug­
gestions for growth I maturity I and success in police labor relations are based 
on what we found in these situations. 

A Commitment to Change--The First Steps 

Improvement means change and change requires that someone has to do some­
thing new or different. Someone has to take the initiative. Let's assume your 
department is typical of Connecticut town police departments--both the union 
and the chief want a constructive relationship. 2 The commitment is there. 
What are the first steps to take and who has to take them? 

Either party can take the first step. It can be a giant step (e.g. I the chief an­
nounces a whole new program of inviting the union's participation in matters 
from which it has been excluded) or a mincing one (e. g., the union for the first 
time joins management in a request for upgrading department equipment). The 
first step I large or small, will always be a test of the other side. Can the 
union accept the chief's gesture as an attempt to improve the union management 
relationship or does it have to declare that it has beat a concession out of the 
boss? Can the chief graciously welcome the union's move as constructive and 
helpful or does he have to say" It's about time" ? 

1 This section as presented can be used as a syllabus for local union manage­
ment training sessions or for seminars in police labor management relations 
organized for groups of chiefs or groups of union leaders from several towns. 
Seminar assignments and discussions can be organized around, the several 
topics in this Chapter and other subjects that are sparked by discussion. The 
other chapters of the Guide can be helpful as a reference text. 

2 Assumptions made in this chapter are all based on the Connecticut Police 
"Ulion-l'vanagement Ralations Study data. 
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The reciprocal balance of attitudes determines the chances of success for the 
process of change. If the union has to say "We won" every time the chief tests 
the climate for change I the chief will withdraw in the face of stormy weather. 
And if the chief is not secure enough to accept the union's first steps as timely I 
mature and sincere the relationship's frontier will not be much advanced. 

Planning and Maturity 

There is a chicken/egg tension in the politics of change. Degrees of trust and 
appreciation of long-term versus immediate rewards are important. 

We suggest the word "maturity" to describe the ability of one or the other side 
in the police union-management relationship to postpone gratification of success; 
the ability to restrain the impulse to pounce on every advantage over the other. 
It also includes the good sense not to exploit every ameliorating or agreeable 
gesture as a "concession to demands." In short I it is the ability to admit that 
you have something in common with the other side and that the motives of the 
other side on this issue are as pure as yours. It means you are secure enough 
to say I "It's better to credit the chief (or union president) with good will in this 
matter I in the interest of our long-term objectives I than to get a headline on 
Monday for a 'concession' this week." 

This concept of maturity presumes some kind of future goals--some sort of insti­
tutional plan (for the department or the union). So we see planning as another 
necessary ingredient to improving police union management relations. 

There has to be a commitment on each side. Someone has to take the first steps 
and the steps have to be honored as authentic. And the parties have to be mature 
enough to fit these steps into a plan for change. 

Management's plans and the union's plans don't have to be identical; the parties 
do have different roles. But the plans of each can have many features in common 
with the plans of the other. It is the rational identification of these matters in 
common I the sensible nurturing of interactions that can foster them and the dig­
nified pursuit (f them that can form the essence of a sound relationship. Mean­
while areas of difference can be debated in the grievance machinery and periodi­
cally in contract negotiations. But good planning "to build the union" on one 
side and to "perfect the administration of the department" on the other (currently 
acknowledged goals) requires I in some form I the constructive mature interaction 
of the kind we describe. 

A Meeting of the Minds 

What is the appropriate forum for this interaction? We believe it can develop 
(and in some towns it has developed) in grievance meetings. But the evidence 
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indicates that regular meetings of union and management for the expressed pur­
pose of planning ahead are the best environment for fostering a good relationship. 

The regularity of the meetings is important1 and the agreed authority and juris­
diction of the meetings to set goals I to anticipate problems I to agree on pro­
grams are the foundation of a proper forum for change. 

For most Connecticut police departments and for departments in other states 
meetings of this kind separate from gri.evance meetings will be in itself a change. 
But the data forcefully suggest that to some degree this change must be made. 
Variations may be worked out according to the size of the department and/tradi­
tional practices. For example I where regular meetings are traditionally con­
cerned with grievances I every other meeting might be designated a "planning 
meeting" with no grieva nce discussions allowed. Or a similar alternate arrange­
ment could be made by doubling the number of meetings or designating every 
third meeting for planning I and so on. 

Agendas for the meeting are also suggested as a must by O'4r findings. Without 
an agreed subject matter I the discussions will tend to be drawn off onto matters 
of immediate interest and these may be the hot grievances or some continuing 
controversy. No vacuum should be allowed in the meetings' time; if they are I 
extraneous subj ects will quickly fill them a nd the meeting will be off the track. 

Agendas should be circulated to participants in advance of the meetings. We 
suggest that to avoid elabc~ate requirements and rules I the management be re­
sponsible for preparation of agenda for one planning meeting I the union the next 
and that the subjects for each agenda be announced the day after the previous 
meeting. This ~ractice allows plenty of time for meeting preparation and gives 
the group planmng the agenda an opportunity to take into account the events of 
the last meeting. 

P:epa~ation for the meetings will certainly make them more profitable. Prepara­
hon hme prompts another suggestion that may meet more resistance than having 
age,ndas and regular meetings. There should be specific time set aside for pre­
parIng for the regular Joint Planning Meetings so that each side can think ahead 
about what positions it wants to pursue in discussing the announced agenda sub­
jects. Again I to avoid overformalizing the arrangements I we suggest than an 
understanding be reached that the union's personnel who are going to be in the 
meeting (and the number can be agreed to as well) can be freed from duty assigr~­
ments to meet for not more than some specified time (perhaps an hour) I just prior 
to the Joint Planning Meeting or at some other time that may seem more appropri­
ate in the local situation. On the management side too I the chief will do well 

1 Data suggest strongly that this is the case. It is also true that both union and 
management already believe that greater regularity and formalized meetings 
(with agendas) will be helpful. 
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to regularly schedule a think session with his staff participants prior to the 
meeting. 

There are good reasons for these pre-meetings in addition to getting more out of 
the joint meeting time. The planning process and the serious invo.lvement of the 
department's leadership in planning will be greatly augmented by these prepara­
tion meetings. It is orientation toward the professional long-term asp''3'':ts of 
their respective roles in the department that will gradually improve the command 
staff's concepts of their jobs. The job will literally be more valuable and more 
professional. They will know their jobs better and do their jobs better. This in 
turn is fundamental to morale. 

Similarly, the problem of corp.munication--mentioned over and over again by 
chiefs and union presidents alike in our study--is on"its way to being solved 
through such pre-meetings. The-more involvement I the fewer levels required 
for handing off information, the greater the concentration on the subject matter I 
the greater the clarity of positions and the rationale for them--that is a ~equence 
for success. 

Joint Resclution 

Another principle for success in constructive labor-management relations: agree 
on some goals and some ways to get there. The data indicate that where police 
management and the police union have agreed that a goal (a fair trial of a patrol 
deployment system; a bigger budget for communication equipment) is one they 
both want and when the particular actions the union and management will take to 
achieve the goal are understood I things go smoothly. 

This suggests that matters that are discus sed in planning meetings should be dis­
cussed long enough for both sides to join in agreed purposes and to agree on re­
spective roles and responsibilities of the parties to work toward these ends. For 
example, if the union has agreed with management to tryout a practice of over­
time allocation for the Christmas season that might be challenged under a narrow 
interpretation of the contract I there might be agreement that the union will make 
the first announcement of this plan through its stewards I bulletin board or union 
meeting. The police department will describe the plan to newspaper reporters as a 
plan worked out jointly with the union to test the new system. Another example, a 
new recruitment and career development plan ".S announced jointly by the union 
president and the chief at a news conference as a "joint project to improve the 
career opportunities for police officers and to improve police service." The union 
describes its part in the program. The important thing is to forego 
one-upsmanship I put the professional cause beyond the adversary roles of griev­
ance battling. 
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"Agree to Disagree" on Principle 

Not all matters that find their way onto the agenda of planning meetings will be 
quickly talked into j oint resolution. Our observation is that additional meetings 
on the subject rather than partisan announcements are in order. On matters 
where impass\S! is unresolved after prolonged attention to a matter the parties 
should make every att: .mpt' to agree about the nature of their disagreement. What 
are the facts in dispu -.' I or what is the basic principled difference or what are 
the priority differences. To the degree this can be done, the resort to personal­
izing the argument l name-calling and debaters' tricks can be left on the bench. 
The institution of joint planning can survive principled differences. But vicious 
rhetoric invites an escalation of reciprocal counterattacks that quickly can erode 
the foundation of trust and good will that the institution is built on. 

Is Cooperation" Giving In"? 

Skeptics in management and in the union are liable to put this same question to 
a leader who suggests the kind of "togetherness" suggested in this Guide. An 
h::mest answer is "It certainly can be." There are on each side of the relation­
ship peer groups who exert pressures both subtle and crude on their leaders. 
The nature of the groups we have here and their history of conflict mean tradi­
tions and practices have built up expected roles. No one accepts change easily 
but some resist it for little reason more than that it is change. Not everyone in 
the command staff is equally flexible, not everyone in the union can accept 
change at the same rate. Therefore anyone who steps out to change a traditional 
practice runs the risk of opposition from his peers. This may be even more true 
of the union where there is less discipline and a more egalitarian aura than in 
the more structured management group. But it does occur on both sides. 

The union leader who reports a series of discussions that result in joint action 
with management may hear from some members who believe hu should spend 
more time fighting against a management violation of the contract. The chief 
who works with the union may be told by old timers that he is giving away the 
department and breaking down discipline. Schematically, no leader can easily 
withstand pressure from his peers unless he can produce. And his" production 
success" often rests on the behavior of his counterpart leader. If the union 
leader claims some joint venture means he is now" running the department," he 
undermines the chief's attempt to convince his command staff that" participatory 
management" makes sense. The chief who brags that he has "taken the union 
in" can drive the union president out of the relationship in a day. Both the union 
and the police command staff are too politically volatile to tolerate "weak" 
leaders for long. Augmented by natural resistance to change and traditional 
suspicions, peer pressures can demolish everything new. 

So there are risks for leaders who want to lead I for administrators who care to 
innovate I for anyone who wants to raise his sights I for police who want a 

, 
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professional department. In police departments the risk is there. But the risk 
is much less when there is a basis for trust that agreements won't be claimed as 
unilateral victories by the other side. Where a trusting relation is built the risk 

is probably worth taking. 

Labor Relations and Productivity 

Chiefs gave us endless examples of what is wrong with the police unions in their 
departments. Many stories were about unions' refusals to be reasonable about 
standards of work (stopping the traditional practice of a few minutes of unpaid 
overtime when shifts change; preventing use of civilians on certain inside jobs; 
tacit approval of sleeping or otherwise goofing off on duty; resisting training un­
less paid;" hold up" payoffs in lost time I and so on). We got the impression 
from union and management alike that many grievances and much of the union 
management relations time and energies are spent in argument about matters of 

these kinds. 

We observed great differences among departments about what can be called 
"police productivity." In some departments there is an attitude to "do as little 
as you can get away with"; in others there is at best a profession of great 
earnestness to "do the best possible job." We know that all kinds of variables 
can and do influence the particular pictures that we picked up in our interviews. 
Perhaps no department is as good or as bad as the impressions we got in our 
short visits. But there certainly are wide variations in the degrees to which dif­
ferent police officers feel committed to the missions of their departments. 

It is interesting to note that most chiefs and most union presidents in our sample 
feel that police officers are well motivated and that they do not need to be 
"coerced" into working hard. 1 In our discus sions we went deeper into the sub­
ject and got some further insights from the police leaders. We certainly do not 
believe we collected enough information to have the definitive word on this per­
plexing subject. But here are some ideas suggested by what we did find. 

Productivity in police work is hard to measure. Therefore it is hard for employee 
and supervisor alike to set standards for aspiration or evaluation. Also depart­
ment goals I missions I and the expected roles of particular personnel are often 
hazy or ill-defined. A general sloppiness or lack of clarity of assignments--of 
what is expected-- sometimes results. Another aspect of the problem: the most 
easily measurable results of an effective police department (say crime statistics) 
are not immediately accountable to day-to-day work habits of police personnel. 
It is all quite different from measuring worker output in a factory or busines s 

'I I 

1 On a questionnaire inquiry regarding the general attitude of respondents we 
asked for agreement or disagreement with extreme expressions of very democratic 

and very autocratic statements. 
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(counting the number of bumpers bolted to .' 
volume of sales in a restaurant) . trucks on an assembly line or the 

Also there has been in many Connecticut tow ' 
a traditional adversary stance of k f n polwe departments (as elsewhere) 
b d wor orce versus man e one" for the boss" than has t b d agement. No more should 
discipline and to encourage b~d :or: h::i~~. Th~se factors combine to frustrate 
consensus that putting out too much eff rt' fT ~y serve to support a peer group o IS oollsh. 

These negative conditions prevail far less in 
How can the influence of these f t b some departments than in others ac ors e reduced? . 

We believe that some formalized kind -
agreed to by the union I is a constructi~fePerformance ev~luation, preferably 
crease productivity The eval at' tool for the chIef who wants to in-

d h 
. u lOn process should be dId 

an s ould factor out subjective a d _' eve ope professionally 
dominate informal systems. n non Job related characteristics that often 

But sensible performance evaluation su 
job descriptions fit work performed ~g,ests ~ personnel system in which the 
allocation of assignments and ac I atn b,ll~ whwh there is a logical plan for 

coun a 1 Ity of personnel. 

In turn this leads us to the need for dir ' partment. That means planning A d ectlon--goals and objectives for the de-
better be joint planning with th . ~ a,~ we have seen above I planning had 
enthusiasm. e umon I plans are going to be carried out with 

In this chain of thinking about labor relations an ' , 
that it is imperative that the chief establi d productIvIty our data suggest 
clear goals I roles and objective sh a well-managed department with 
a W' measures of personnel and d 

nce. Ithout a demonstration of his abilit epartment perform-
the most out of his personJ:iel. y to manage he cannot expect to get 

~o~d management in this sense may be necessa ' 
flCIent for the most productive d ry but perhaps not In itself suf-
set of circumstances that will ,epartment. We have observed another related 

d 
gIve greater assurance of ' 

a pro uctivity plan that is geared t th Increased productivity: 
union members. We were pleased to e career development aspirations of the 
th l' . 0 note that in both the' , 

ese re atlons are quickly grasped d umon and chIef groups 
task is to initiate the practices thatan dgenerallY supported as appropriate. The 

pro uce them. 

Police Library and Research Facilities 

Chiefs and union presidents need to read m ' , 
peatedly in our discussions with police lea ore a?out ~heIr fIeld of work. Re-
need for knowing more about new d 1 ders ,m umons and management the eve opments In the police field was mentioned. 

j; 
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The materials commonly being read by chiefs and by union presidents include 
very little of the wealth of relevant r(ports, articles and books that are increas­
ingly available. 

Recently it has been documented that people in ma ny walks of life get less and 
les s of their information from written materials. The televis ion news and other 
television shows bring us a load of information that spreads some kinds of cul­
tural developments, reports of experiments and discoveries much fas ter and 
farther than any previously common medium could do. Even some aspects of 
police operations are spread in this manner. 

One chief, after analyzing errors of his staff in conducting a homicide investiga­
tion, said he might assign his sergeants and lieutenants to "watch all the cop 
shows and see if they couldn't pick up something!" This chief was new to the 
department and had learned that for years almost no in-service training had been 
going on in his department. Whatever was being absorbed by his work force about 
how better to do their jobs was almost totally an off-duty unorganized and un­
known activity. His one liner about the cop shows was not entirely in jest. 

That department had no room, cubicle, or shelf where profes sional police informa­
tion could be picked up and read or discussed by the men and women on the force. 
In this regard this department was worse but not dramatically worse than the 
average department in the state. 

Should this be changed? Can it be changed? Is it costly to do? Will police and 
command staff use such facilities? Is up-to-date material available? 

Our findings indicate answers to each of these questions is "yes," except about 
the cost. A well-managed library can be costly but a fairly well-run library--at 
least with a small number of up-to-date acquisitions and reference materials-­
can be maintained with small cost. 

Good up-to-date material is so profuse and so easy to get that no department need 
hesitate on that score. The bes t source--only available in the last few years--is 
the National Criminal Justice Reference Service. This is a free service of the U. S. 
Department of Justice Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in Washington, 
D . C . The idea of the service is to pick up information from the thousa nds of re­
ports of operations, studies, demonstrations, conferences and research produced 
each year throughout the fifty state planning committees, the Criminal Justice 
Institute, universities I the Police Foundation, IACD and other police professional 
organizations and make it available to anyone who Vvdnts to use it. There are 
charges for some of the materials, although many things that cost hundreds of 
thousands of tax dollars to produce are available free. The importar..t thing is that 
the services of NCJRS--sending information each month about what is available at 
cost or free--cost: nothing. 

- ~ r
-/ 

,--"¥>': .. t~;;~~"..\.ttl~·,-:u.::~:'";,..--::;7;';~'::::::::::·'"'::"",~--:~7_-::-:~-~-"'"'~,:",,·'" ' 

1 I 

, -
" 

I i 
i 

'I: ' 
1 .• : 

I 
I 
~.--

i 

" ii 

37 

A library can be started with a designated place in the department for keeping and 
reading the material and a letter to NCJRS expressing your areas of interest. If 
the department is large perhaps a librarian can be deSignated and trained to 
handle the materials flow I storage, exhibit and book orders along with some 
other clerical or secretarial duties. Even if there is absolute crowding in the 
police facility (a condition we observed all too often), comfortable seating and 
good lighting should be provided in the library or a reading area. 

Facilities and budgets available locally will govern the size of library that can be 
initiated. But the data suggest some beginning can and should be made in every 
department. 

Early in our study we had thought that a union library and a department library 
might be the way to go. But so many police union locals in Connecticut and in 
other states are small, many have no union halls, and many of those who do, 
have facilities that do not often offer the convenience of one library. We came 
to the conclusion that a department library supported jointly (with the union desig­
nating and paying for certain volumes, journals and other materials that are par­
ticularly union-oriented, and the department paying for professional and reference 
materials) will work best. 

A plan for development of a library and for gradual expansion to accommodate to 
use can be an appropriate subject for the joint meetings discussed above. The 
suggestions under Sources in the Bibliography in this Guide will be helpful. The 
number one suggestion is to get on the mailing list of the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service. 

The service is known and used by some chiefs and some unionists, but not by all. 
Among those who use the service, most use the information for individual improve­
ment. Few pass things around to colleagues, and even fewer do this in any formal 
way. 

The amount of material available in the police field is huge. It would overwhelm 
anyone to examine it; the NCJRS now has 15, 000 titles. A few months' experience 
with the NCJRS system, which is exceedingly well-designed I is enough "training" 
for someone in an interested department to know what limits to set, how to get 
what is wanted and how to avoid what is not wanted. 

I 
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CHAPTER N 

POLICE UNION CONTRACTS REFERENCE MANUAL 

Introduction 

This Manual has been prepared for use of police managers and police union 
officials. It reports on the current status of police union contract clauses 
in Connecticut in 1975. The union movement is still new in the police 
field and rapid changes can be expected in the contracts that will be nego­
tiated in the next decade. Therefore this Manual, unles s it is updated, 
will soon be out of date and its value then will be primarily historical. 

Material for the Manual was collected as a part of a broader study of 
Connecticut police union managemei1t relations. The compa nion volume 
published with this Manual and other Chapters of this Guide will be use-
ful to interprE!tation and understanding of the collective bargaining setting 
from which these contracts grew and in which they are continually changing. 

The Sample of Contracts Studied 

The study included an analysiS of all available police union contracts in 
the state. Chart A indicates the numbers of agreements that existed in 
the state in 1975 (by name of union) and the number of contracts we re­
ceived and examined. The sample of contracts is generally representa­
tive of vari.ous-sized locals and of the several kinds of organizations. 
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CHART A 

UNIONS REPRESENTED IN CONTRACTS ANALYZED 

UNION 

IBPO 

AFSCME 

OTHER 

SEIU 
Glastonbury Police 

Officer Association 
Silver Shield Association 
New Cannan Police Benevolent 

Association 
Teamsters 

TOTAL 

Contract Analysis 

NUMBER 
ANALYZED 

25 

18 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

48 

NUMBER 
IN CONNECTICUT 

37 

34 

12 

1 
1 

1 
1 

87 

Comparable contract clauses that bear on the union-management rela­
tionshIp were analyzed. A comparison of wage rates and economic 
benefits was not done because this is seen from the perspective of 
our study as a negotiations matter between the union and the town; 
not a union-management relations matter between the union and the 
chief. Moreover there is a comprehensive study of comparative 
police salaries done by the Connecticut Public Expendi'l:ure Council 
every two years. This series of studies is available to the public. 

The following section is made up of tables derived from our analysis 
and discussions of these tables. Reference to these discussions 
are made in the companion volumes of the study. 

In Chart B we have shown the kinds of police personnel who are in­
cluded in the bargaining unit. The Chart is organized to show the 
numbers of contracts that include persons up to and including spe­
cified ranks, the percent of contracts in each category. 
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The significant thing to observe here is that virtually all (96%) of the police 
local union contracts cover supervisory employees (sergeant or sergeants 
and others). This is, of course, a rarity in American unions but not among 
police unions. In Connecticut the language of the state Municipal Em­
ployees Relations Act contributes to this oddity by describing, in Sec. 7-
471 (3), the appropriate" unit for each police department consisting of the 
uniformed and investigatory employees .... " This law has been in effect 
since 1965--the beginning of the decade of police union organization in 
Connecticut. 

The two major unions that have organized police in the state (IBPO and 
AFSCME) have made it a practice to include supervisory officers in all of 
their contracts (except one IBPO contract}. 

There is uniformity about where the line is drawn among the higher ranks, 
however, as can be seen in Chart B. A substantial number of contracts 
(23%) exclude only the chief and second in command! 

It will be surprising to most students of labor relations to find rank-and­
file workers and their supervisors and managers in the same bargaining 
unit and being defended by the same union representatives. Our data 
from other parts of the study indicate that confusion and distortion of 
the union's role result. 

CHART B 

UNION MEMBERSHIP-RANKS IN UNITl 

AFFILIATION OF LOCAL UNION 
RANK TOTAL IBPO AFSCME OTHER 

# %L # % # % # % 
Dispatchers, secretaries, clerks 1 2 x x x x 1 (20) 
Up to & including patrolmen 1 2 1 ( 4) x x x x 
Up to & including sergeants 15 31 10 (40) 4 (22) 1 (20) 
Up to & including lieutenants 14 29 8 (32) 5 (28) 1 (20 ) 
Up to & including captains 4 8 2 (8) 2 (11) x x 
Excludes Chief & second 
in command 11 23 3 (12) 7 (39) 1 (20) 

Not stated 2 4 1 (4) x x J. (20) 

48(100) 25(100) 18(100) 5(100) 

1 Highest ranking officer included in the bargaining unit 

2 Column percent is the ration of a given response to all 
responses in that column (i.e., within IBPO, AFSCME or within 
OTHER) 
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Chart C exhibits the variety of contract durations. It shows that the pat­
tern is to sign two-year agreements. Other information collected during 
the study indicates that both management and labor regard the two~year 
contract as appropriate and neither plans to press for a change. 

CHART C 

CONTRACT DURATION 

IBPO AFSCME OTHER TOTAL 
# % # % # % # % 

1 year or less1 4 16 3 17 1 20 8 17 

1-1/2 years or less 1 4 1 6 x x 2 4 

2 years or less 14 56 11 60 4 80 29 60 

2-1/2 years or less 1 4 x x x x 1 2 

3 years or less 5 20 3 17 x x 8 17 

25 100 18 100 4 100 48 100 

1 
Those not of a whole number of year(s) duration were general-
ly th~ result ~f contracts negotiated beyond the prior contract 
deadl~ne and w~thout a retroactive clause. 

Probation periods are usually twelve months during which time the new 
policeman's protections under the contract are incomplete. We could 
discern no trend toward shortening or lengthening the probationary period. 

CHART D 

PROBATION PERIOD* 

IBPO AFSCME OTHER TOTAL 
# % # % # % # % 

3 months x x x x 1 (20) 1 2 

6 months 3 (12) 3 (17) x x 6 (12) 

9 months 2 (8) x x x x 2 (4) 

12 months 14 (56) 12 (67) 1 (20) 27 (56) 

Not stated 6 (24 ) 3 (17) 3 (60) 12 (25) 

TOTALS 25 (100) 18 (101) 5 (100) 48 (99) 

*Trial period for new employees 
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The union security clauses found in our sample (N=48) varied from simple 
recognition without dues check off (N=6, 12% of total contracts) to union 
shop or modified union shop with check off (N=20, 41% of all security 
clauses were in these categories) . 

CHART E 

UNION SECURITyl 

SECURITY IBPO AFSCME OTHER TOTAL 

# % % # % % # % % 
col tot col tot col tot 

Clause 6 ~4 12 6 33 12 3 60 6 Recogni tio'2 
Checkoff 3 15 6 6 35 12 x x x 

Haintenance of Membership 9 3G 19 3 17 6 x :x x 
Checkoff 1 33 15 2 12 4 x x 

Agency Shop x x x 1 6 2 x x x 
Checkoff x ~ x 1 6 2 x x 

Union Shop 1 4 2 3 17 6 2 40 4 
Checkoff 1 5 2 3 18 6 2 100 

Hodified Union Shop 9 36 19 5 28 10 x x x 
Checkoff 9 45 19 5 29 10 x x 

'rOTAL 25 100 52 18 101 36 5 100 10 

TOTAL CHECKOFF 201 100 42 17 100 35 2 100 

1. For definition of terrr.3 and examples, see glossary 

2. Checkoff percentage is percent of responses with a checkoff procedure 
in that co1urm, the second percentage is the ration of that response 
to the total number of contracts (48) 

x 

x 

4 

:x 

4 

# % 

15 31 
9 19 

12 25 
9 19 

1 2 
1 2 

6 12 
6 12 

14 29 
14 29 

48 ~9 

39 81 

-.' 
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I 
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Management rights clauses show considerable variation1 as indicated in 
Chart F. There is evidence in our discussions during the study that there 
has been considerable pattern following in establishing the management 
rights clauses in the contracts. Although much discussion is had during 
negotiations about this clause, settlement is usually patterned after a 
contract in a comparable town. In recent years the practice has grown 
of listing specific management rights to clarify the general language and 
to avoid confusion about contract intent. 

In practice, our data show, these rights are not usually understood to be 
absolute. Where there are conflicts the unions often insist on invasion 
of management's rights and often management gives a little. This has 
been particularly true regarding rules and regulations. We discern a 
trend toward joint determination of some rules and regulations, particu­
larly those that relate to personnel deportment and conduct. 

1 Management Rights: the most common form of management rights 
clause was one which stated that it had all the rights inherent in manage­
ment including, but not limited to, various rights which the contract then 
itemized. Of the contracts with this type of clause, at least one-half 
specified the follOWing management prerogatives: the right to determine 
departmental rules and regulations; the rights of selecting and directing 
the work force; the rights of hiring and promoting personnel; the rights 
of demoting, transferring and laying off personnel; the right to relieve 
employees for lack of work or other causes; and the right to discipline 
employees. (The right to discipline employees was the most common 
specified prerogative, occurring in twenty-one of the twenty-two item­
ized lists.) 

One-third of the contracts stated that management retained all rights 
which it had prior to the contract except those specifically relinquished 
in it. The remainder of the contracts did not have a management rights 
clause. 

f 
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CHART F 

MANAGEMENT RIGHTS 
(Contracts in effect in 1975) 

No Management Rights Clause 
Retention of all prior rights 
lolanagement rights itemized 

TOTAL 

ITElolIZED LIST 

Operations: 

Manage 

Additions to 

Replacements of 

Curtailment of 

Transfer of 

Removal of equipment 

Outside purchases of products 
or services 

Scheduling of 

Means and processes 

Rules and Regulations 

Materials used 

Introduce new methods and 
facilities 

Change existing methods 
and facilities 

Content of job classification 

Type of work performed 

Maintain efficiency of department 

Establish and change production 
standards and quality 
standards 

IBPO 

# 't % 
of of 

col tot 
5 (20)10 
7 (28)15 

13 (52)27 

25 (100)52 

AFS01E OTHER 

# % % # % % 
of of of of 

col tot col tot 
4 (22) 8 1 (20) 2 
6 (33) 12 3 (60) G 
8 (44) 17 1 (20) 2 

.8 (99) 37 5 (100) 10 

'IOTAL 

# % 

10 21 
16 33 
22 46 
48 100 

5 (20) 10 3 (17) 6 1 (20) 2 9 19 

3 (12) 6 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 5 10 

2 (8) 4' 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 4 8 

4 (16) 8 4 (22) 8 1 (20) 2 9 19 

2 (8) 4 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 4 8 

3 (12) 6 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 5 10 

4 (16) 8 4 (22) 8 1 (20) 2 9 19 

5 (20) 10 3 (17) 6 1 (20) 2 9 19 

6 (24) 12 3 (17) 6 1 (20) 2' 10 21 

a (32) 17 7 (39) 15 1 (20) 2 16 33 

2 (8) 4 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 4 8 

4 (16) 8 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 6 12 

2 (8) 4 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 4 8 

4 (16) 8 2 (11) 4 x (x) x 6 12 

x (x) x 1 (6) 2 x (x) x 1 2 

6 (24) 12 4 (22) 8 1 (20) 2 11 23 

3 (12) 6 2 (11) 4 1 (20) 2 6 12 

Determine quality and quantity 1 (4) 2 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 3 6 
of production 

4 (16) 8 3 (17) 6 x (x) x 7 15 Methods of operations 

P~ocedures and means of conducting 2 (8) 4 1 (6) 2 x (x) x 3 6 
the work 

2 (8) 4 3 (17) 6 x (x) x 5 10 Care, maintenance and operation 
of equipment 

. , 
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CHART F 

MANAGEMENT RIGHTS 
(Continued) 

Personnel: 

Direct the workforce 

Select 

Decrease 

Increase 

Hiring 

Promotions 

Demotions 

Transfers 

Discipline 

Effeciency 

Suspension 

Layoff 

Terminate 

Discharge 

Type of work performed 

Qualifications of employee 

Determine number of employees 

Determine type of employees 

Relieve employees for lack 
of work or other cause 

# CONTRACTS 

8 (32) 17 

8 (32) 17 

3 (12) 6 

3 (17) 6 

7 (39) 15 

1 (6) 2 

1 (20) 2 

1 (20) 2 

1 (20) 2 

3 (12) 6 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 

12 25 

16 33 

5 10 

~, 10 

7 (28) 15 6 (33) 12 1 (20) 2 14 29 

7 (28) 15 7 (39) 15 1 (20) 2 15 31 

5 (20) 10 6 (33) 12 1 (20) 2 12 25 

5 (20) 10 5 (28) 10 1 (20) 2 11 23 

12 (48) 25 8 (44) 17 1 (20) 2 21 44 

3 (12) 6 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 

4 (16) 8 2 (11) 4 1 (20) 2 

5 10 

7 15 

7 (28) 15 6 (33) 12 1 (20) 2 14 29 

2 (8) 4 5 (28) 10 x (x) x 

6 (24) 12 2 (11) 4 1 (20) 2 

3 (12) 6 2 (11) 4 x (x) x 

7 15 

9 19 

9 10 

7 (28) 15 2 (11) 4 1 (20) 2 10 20 

2 (8) 4 4 (22) 8 x (x) x 6 12 

2 (8) 4 4 (22) 8 x (x) x 6 12 

9 (36) 19 6 (33) 12 x (x) x 15 31 

25 18 5 48 

Grievance procedure in these police contracts is simple and straight­
fOlWard and for the most part consists of only two or three steps (de­
pendent almost wholly on the size of the unit) prior to arbitration. 

All of the contracts we examined were written early in 1975 or before 
1975 and therefore pre-date October 1, 1975, the day on which the 
state's new "binding arbitration" law became effective. It is signifi­
cant that although 65 percent of the contracts had no provision for 
mediation (a process not much used in the state) all of them had pro­
visions for arbitration. This, of course, is a reflection of the state 
law prohibition of police strikes; arbitration has been the agreed way 

, 
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to resolve impasses. Actually 79 percent of the contracts had" final and 
binding" arbitration clauses. Some 85 percent specified the State Board 
of Mediation a nd Arbitration as the arbiter. Under the new law all towns 
will be legally bound to use the state's services and be bound by the 
state's decisions. 

Charts under the headings Charts G and H organize the details of the 
grievance sections of the contracts. They show great variety in unim­
portant details but consistency in the major aspects described in the 
paragraph above. 

1 I 

CHARTS G 

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

G-1 
(steps Prior to Arbitration) 

STEPS PRIOR TO ARBITRATION IBPO AFSCME 

# % % # % % 
of of of of 

col tot col tot 

No grievance procedure stated 2 (8) 4 x (x) x 

Two steps 9 (36) 19 8 (44) 17 

Three steps 10 (40) 21 9 (50) 19 

Four steps 4 (16) 8 1 (6) 2 

TOTAL 25(100) 52 18(100) 38 

CHARTS G 

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

(Provisions 

PROVISIONS 

No provision 

If mutually agreed to 

Mandatory part of grievance 
procedure 

TOTAL 

G-2 
for Mediation) 

IBPO 

# % % 
of of 

col tot 
18 (72) 37 

4 (16) 8 

3 (12) 6 

25(100) 51 

. 
_ l~ 

AFSCME 

# % % 
of cif 

col tot 
9 (50) 19 

7 (39) 15 

2 (11) 4 

18(100) 38 

OTHER TOTAL 

# % % # % 
of of 

col tot 

1 (20) 2 3 6 

1 (20) 2 18 37 

3 (60) 6 22 46 

x (x) x 5 10 

5(100)10 48 100 

OTHER TOTAL 

# % % # % 
of of 

col tot 
4 (80) 8 31 65 

x (x) x 11 23 

1 (20) 2 6 12 

5(100) 10 48 100 

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

\ 
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CHARTS G 
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

G-3 
(Parties in Procedure) 

PARTIES IN GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE IBPO 

# % % 
of of 

col tot 

No procedure 2 (8) 4 

Supervisor 6 (24) 12 

Command officer/Division Commander 3 (12) 6 

Officer in Charge 1 (4) 2 

Assistant Chief/Second in Command 3 (12) 6 

Chief 23 (92) 48 

Board of Police Commissioners 10 (40) 21 

Police Committee of the Common x (x) x 
Council 

Civil Service Commission x (x) x 

Mayor 2 (8) 4 

Town Manager 9 (36) 19 

Board of Selectmen 1 (4) 2 

Director of Labor Relations/ 1 
Personnel Director 

(4) 2 

Personnel Appeals Board 2 (8) 4 

Chief Administrative Officer x (x) x 

Mediation Board (Mandatory) 3 (12) 6 

Arbitration Board 23 (92) 48 

# CONTRACTS 25 

CHARTS H 
ARBITRATION 

H-l 

AFSCME 

# % % 
of of 

col tot 

x (x) x 

2 (11) 4 

1 (6) 2 

1 (6) 2 

2 (11) 4 

18 (100) 37 

8 (44) 17 

x (x) x 

1 (6) 2 

1 (6) 2 

6 (33) 12 

2 (11) 4 

2 (11) 4 

1 (6) 2 

x (x) x 

2 (11) 4 

18 (100) 37 

18 

• 

OTHER TOTAL 

# % % # % 
of of 

col tot 

1 (20) 2 3 6 

1 (20) 2 9 19 

x (x) x 4 8 

x (x) x 2 4 

1 (20) 2 6 12 

4 (80) 8 45 94 

1 (20) 2 19 40 

1 (20) 2 1 2 

x (x) x 1 2 

x (x) x 3 6 

x (x) x 15 31 

1 (20) 2 4 8 

x (x) x 3 6 

x (x) x 3 6 

1 (20) 2 1 2 

1 (20) 2 6 12 

4 (80) 8 45 94 

5 48 

IMPACT IBPO AFSCME OTHER TOTAL 

Advisory 1 1 (4) 2 x (x) x x (x) 

Final and Binding 17 (68) 35 17 (94) 35 4 (80) 

Not Stated 7 (2e) 15 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 

TOTAL 25(100) 52 18(100) 37 5(100) 

1 Arbitrators decisions are only recommendations and can 
be rejected by the parties. 

x 1 2 

8 38 79 

2 9 19 

10 48 100 
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AGENCY 
--,-

American Arbitration Assoc. 

State Board of Mediation 
and Arbitration 

Not Stated 

TOTAL 

48 

CHARTS H 
ARBITRATION 

H-2 

IBPO 

.. 

2 (8) 

21 (84) 

2 (8) 

25(100) 

4 

44 

4 

52 

, 
AFSCME OTHER TOTAL 

2 (11) 4 x (x) x 4 8 

16 (89) 33 4 (80) 8 41 85 

x (x) x 1 (20) 2 3 6 
"~ 

18(100) 37 5(100)10 48 99 

1 Arbitrators decisions are only ~commendations and can 
be rejected by the parties. 

CHARTS H 
ARBITRATION 

H-3 

WHO CAN INITIATE ARBITRATION? IBPO AFSCME OTHER TOTAL 

# % % # % % # % % # % 
of of of of of of 

col tot col tot col tot 

No procedure 2 (8) 4 x (x) x 1 (20) 2 3 6 

Not specified 1 (4) 2 x (x) X x (x) x 1 2 

Specified 22 (88) 46 18(100) 37 4 (80) 8 44 92 
Employee* 21 (84) 44 18(100) 37 4 (80) 8 43 
Union 16 (56) 33 12 (67) 25 1 (20) 2 29 
Department Management 1 (4) 2 1 (6) 2 x (x) x 2 

TOTAL 25(100) 52 18(100) 37 5(100) 10 48 10 o 

* Employee Union and Department Management figures in number. (#) 
column r~present those specified by either the Employee, ~n~~n or 
De~artment Management as appropriate, ~igures ~o not tot~ e ~:y 
some contracts specify more than one (~.e., Un~on or Emp aye _ 
initiate arbitration). Figures listed under percent column repre 
sent ercentages of all IBPO or all AFSCME etc., as opposed to 
the p~rcent of specified IBPO corrtracts or specified AFSCME contracts 

etc. of total represent percentages of the 48 Figures under percent 
contracts analyzed. 

, , ' 
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Seniority clauses in the contracts are almost identical in language and im­
pact regarding loss of seniority but vary somewhat in language and intent 
regarding the benefits that derive from seniority. These differences re­
flect local practices that required explicit coverage in the contracts. Our 
interviews indicate that dispU'Lcs under seniority clauses are not frequent 
and it is not an area of active agitation for change. 

CHART I 

SENIORITY 

CAUSES FOR LOSS OF SENIORITY IBPO AFSCME OTHER TOTAL 
# % % # % % # % % # % of of of of of of 

col tot col tot col tot 
Voluntary termination 11 (44) 23 13 (72) 27 1 (20) 2 25 52 
Discharge for just cause 12 (48) 25 13 (72) 27 1 (20) 2 26 54 
Failure to return after leave 2 (8) 4 3 (17) 6 x (x) x 5 10 of absence 

Layoff more than two years 1 (4) 2 1 (6) 2 x (x) x 2 4 
Layoff more than one year 1 (4) 2 x (x) x x (x) x 1 2 
Failure to return to work 1 (4) 2 x upon recall from layoff (x) x x (x) x 3 6 

Leave of absence for second job 1 (4) 2 2 (11) 4 x (x) x 1 2 
Leave of absence for over one year x (x) x 1 (6) 2 x (x) x 1 2 
Leave of absence for over 90 days 1 (4) 2 x (x) x x (x) x 1 2 
Arrest 

x (x) x 1 (6) 2 x (x) x 1 2 
Absent three days wit:h~"\ut 
notifying department 

1 (4) 2 x (x) x x (x) x 1 2 

Unauthorized absencf. without x (x) x x (x) x 1 (20) 2 1 2 valid reason 
# CONTRACTS 25 18 5 48 

I 
. ! 

! 

, 



SENIORITY BENEFITS 

Layoff by reverse order 
of seniority 

Recall by seniority 

Choice of vacation time 

Promotions (factor in) 

Shift assignment (factor 

Extra police work 

Overtime 

Acting superior 

Work assignments 
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Chart I 

SENIORITY 
(Continued) 

IBPO 

# % 
of 

% 
of 

001 tot 

12 (48) 25 

9 (36) 19 

18 (72) 38 

5 (20) 10 

in) 2 (8) 4 

4 (16) 8 

2 (8) 4 

3 (12) 6 

x (x) x 

# CONTRACTS 25 

AFSCME OTHER TOTAL 

# % % # % % # % 
of of of of 

001 tot 001 tot 

10 (56) 27 2 (40) 4 24 50 

7 (39) 15 2 (40) 4 18 38 

16 (89) 33 2 (40) 4 36 75 

4 (22) 8 x (x) x 9 19 

3 (17) 6 x (x) x 5 10 

3 (17) 6 x (x) x 7 17 

3 (17) 6 x (x) x 5 15 

x (x) xix 
I 

(x) x 3 6 

3 (17) 6 x (x) x 3 6 

18 5 48 

Education incentives 1 in some form are found in half of the contracts in our 
sample and nearly all of these provide actual higher rates of pay based solely 
on higher educational attainment, In a fourth of the contracts provision is 
made to reimburse police officers for certain expenses related to education 
for training in skills related to police work and while on the force, About 
half of the contracts have some such provision, These are typically straight 
time pay for on·-duty time spent in training or compensatory time off, Others 
grant three-fourths time or lesser compensation down to out-of-pocket ex­
penses. Our interviews exposed an almost universal interest by union 

1 The most common form of education incentive was an,annual pay increment, 
the size of which was dependent on the number of college credits obtained, 
Acceptable subjects varied immensely with some police departments paying 
for courses in business, law, economics and political science, while other 
departments only granted credit for police-related courses, 

Typical language regarding education incentives is as follows: "Employees 
with college credits related to police work, as approved by the Chief of Po­
lice, shall be compensated annually according to the following schedule: 
30 credits--$lOO; 60 credits (or Associate degree)--$200; 90 credits--$300; 
120 credits (or Bachelor degree) -- $400, " 

-~~-
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pr~sidents in increasing the training provided to police officers at all rank 
a,n we ex~ect to see pressure for contractual back-up for both t ,s 
~lOn of pollce professional training in relation to pay and t~e recogm-
lncreased training budgets, It appears from wha promo lon and for 

sures ar,e likely to be successful because police \~~e~:a;~e~l~~:t~~~~~es­
mously In favor of greatly increased training, 

A~tuallY many improvements in police training both at entry level and at 
hlgher levels including police executives are being stimulated by other 
re~su~es and much may be done without the benefit of contract language 
,uc ,c auses may in the next ten years often be improved as a kind " 

~~:~: O!h:
e
; ~~ainFing Pdrac,tices introduced through demonstrations °L~~~~ 

, 0 lee oun atlOn and other sources. 

CHART J 

TRAINING AND EDUCATION INCENTIVES 

EDUCATION INCENTIVE IBPO AFSCME OTHER TOTA 
11 'I; '1; 'It '1; '1; 1t '1; '1; if %-

of of of of of of 
001 tot 001 tot 001 tot 

L 

Annual Pay Incentive 11 (44) 23 8 (44) 17 2 (40) 4 21 44 
Related Expenses Paid 8 (32) 17 4 (22) 8 (x) x x 12 25 
No Clause 12 (48) 25 9 (50) 19 3 (60) 6 24 50 

# CONTRACTS 25 18 5 48 

- -
TRAINING REIMBURSEMENT IBPO AFSCME OTHER TOT AL 

# % % # % % if % % # % of of of of of of 
001 tot 001 tot 001 tot 

No cost to town 1 (4) 2 x (x) x x (x) x 1 2 
Out of pocket costs 3 (12) 6 x (x) (x) (e. g. , transportation) x x x 3 

Compensatory time off x (x) x 3 (17) 6 (x) x x 3 
3/4 time pay if on duty 1 (4) 2 (x) x x x (x) x 1 2 
Straight time pay if off duty 3 (12) 6 (x) x x 1 (20) 2 4 
Straight time pay if on duty 7 (28) 15 2 (11) 4 1 (20) 2 10 
Time and 1/2 if off duty 1 (4) 2 1 (6) 2 1 (20) 2 3 
No clause 13 (52) 27 13 (72) 27 2 (40) 4 28 

# CONTRACTS 25 18 5 48 
f 

Ii 
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We grouped clauses -under a Union Management Cooperation heading although 
this was not the common name of all of them. They are clauses that seek to 
set the limits of jurisdiction for the parties; to describe what each party can 
or cannot do; to say how they will work together. Chart K assembles the 
analysis of these clauses but requires a bit of study before it reveals much. 
Although there seems to be great variety in the matters included in the forty­
eight contracts' clauses on this subject, our interviews indicate that what 
is left out of a given contract is often" accepted practice" so that i? chart 
that showed actual operational functions in each department would make de­
partments appear to be much more alike in operational fact than in contract 
language. For example, there are departments that do pay for time of on­
duty police officers while they are in negotiations or in grievance meetings 
whose contracts do not so specify. And such matters as furnishing a 
seniority list .or having regular meetings is done in more departments than 
those in which the contract requires it. 

Perhaps the most interesting information in this Chart is that union leave 
with pay for meetings with manageme'1t is agreed to in two out of three 
departments and leave with pay for strictly union meetings is allowed in 
more than half. When one reflects that most of these locals have been 
organized in the past ten years, this contractual recognition of the im­
portance of the unions' role is significant. Our questionnaim c1,nd inter­
view data indicate that the legitimate status of the unions and of the 
unions' communication channels-. increasingly will be accepted by man­
agement and the rank and file. Predictably the trend will be toward more 
department paid union negotiation, grievance and union meeting time. 

Similarly the data suggest that more rather than fewer union-management 
meetings, more regularization of meei.:i.ng schedules will prevail. And it 
is likely that these trends will outpace actual contract language. 

, - ' 
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CHART K 

UNION - MANAGEMENT COOP ERATION 
CONTRACT CLAUSE 

No strike 

No lockout 

Union leave with pay 

Contract negotiations 

Grievance meetings 

Union meetings/conferences 

Union Use of bulletin boards 

E mployees given copies of 
contract/rules and regulations 

gree to meet and negotiate 
unsettled clauses 

A 

a~agem~nt furnish seniority 
IlSt wlth classification and 

M 

rate of pay 

J oint Safety Committee 

J oint monthly meetings 

No discrimination 

Co 
s 
operation in 
afety rules 

enforcement of 

# CONTRACTS 

IBPO 

# % % 
of of 

col tot 

9 (36) 19 

3 (12) 6 

18 (72) 38 

19 (76) 40 

13 (52) 27 

18 (72) 38 

16 (64) 33 

4 (16) 8 

7 (28) 15 

1 (4) 2 

2 (8) 4 

11 (44) 23 

11 (44) 23 

25 

AFSCME 

# % % 
of of 

col tot 

11 (61) 23 

6 (33) 12 

13 (72) 27 

10 (56) 21 

13 (72) 27 

8 (44) 17 

14 (78) 29 

9 (50) 19 

4 (22) 8 

1 (6) 2 

1 (6) 2 

4 (22) 8 

1 (6) 2 

18 

OTHER TOTA L 

# % ~ # % 
of of 

col tot 

1 (20) 2 21 44 

1 (20) 2 10 21 

1 (20) 2 32 67 

1 (20) 2 30 63 

1 (20) 2 27 56 

1 (20) 2 27 56 

3 (60) 6 33 69 

1 (20) 2 14 29 

2 (40) 4 13 27 

1 (20) 2 3 6 

x (x) x 3 6 

x (x) x 15 3 

x (x) x 12 25 

5 48 
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CHART K 

UNION - t-1ANAGEMENT COOPERATION 
(Continued) 

CONTRACT CLAUSE IBPO AFSCME 

# % % # % % 
of of of of 

001 tot 001 tot 

Meet to negotiate new contract 

2 months prior to expiration 2 (8 ) 4 2 (ll) 4 

3 months prior to expiration 4 (16) 8 1 ( 6) 2 

4 months prior to expiration 6 (24) 12 2 (ll) 4 

5 months prior to expiration 1 (4 ) 2 1 (6 ) 2 

6 months prior to expiration 6 (24) 12 6 (33) 12 

7 months prior to expiration 1 (4) 2 2 (ll) 4 

8 months prior to expiration x (x) x x (x) x 

9 months prior to expiration x (x) x 1 (6) 2 

Time period not specified 1 (4) 2 1 ( 6) 2 

No clause 4 (16) 8 2 (ll) 4 

TOTAL 25 (100) 50 18 (101) 36 

.. ' . -

OTHER TOTAL 

# % % # % 
of of 

001 tot 

\ i 

1 (20) 2 5 10 

1 (20) 2 6 12 

x (x) x 8 17 

x (xi x 2 4 

x (x) x 12 25 

x (x) x 3 6 

x (x) x x x 

x (x) x 1 2 

x (x) x 2 4 

3 (60) 6 9 19 

5(100) 10 48 99 
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Glossary of Contract Terms and Examples of Clauses (from contracts in effect 
in 1975) 

PROBATION PERIOD 

This is a trial employment period during which the new employee can be dis­
charged without recourse to the grievance procedure. The probationary em­
ployee usually does not receive credit for his accumulated seniority until the 
completion of his probationary period. At that time I his seniority is retro­
active to his initial date of hire. 

Example: All new employees shall work under the provisions of 
this Agreement but shall be employed only on a ISO-day trial 
basis I during which time he may be discharged without recourse; 
provided I however I that the employer may not discharge or dis­
cipline for the purpose of evading this Agreement or discriminat­
ing against Union members. After ISO days I the employee shall 
be placed on a regular seniority list with seniority as of the 
date of hire. 

UNION SECURITY 

These clauses state the rights of the union or as sociation I the duties of the 
employee with respect to membership and dues I and the responsibility of the 
employer to the union or association regarding exclusiveness of representa­
tion and (if applicable) the deduction of dues (check off) . 

A. Recognition Clause: This clause acknowledges the union or association 
as the exclusive bargaining agent for the employees covered by the 
agreement. It sometimes includes a statement that the employer and the 
union will not discriminate against an employee because of his or her 
union membership or lack of it. 

Example: The Town recognizes the Union as the exclusive 
bargaining agent for the purpose of collective bargaining rela­
tive to wages I hours and other conditions of employment of 
all employees in the unit, The Town and the Union agree not 
to discriminate against employees covered by this agreement 
on account of membership or nonmembership in the Union. 

B. Check-Off: This is a commitment by the employer to deduct :from mem­
bers' wages I dues and other assessments by the union. This usually re­
quires that each employee authorize the employer to make these deduc­
tions. This clause frequently contains a "save harmless" statement 
(see example) . 
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Example: Effective September 1, 1975 the Town agre~s to 
deduct from the wages of all employees covered herem, who 
authorize such deductions from their wages, such dues and 
initiation fees as may be fixed by the Union and allowed by 
Statutes. The Town will remit to the Union amounts col­
lected once each month, together with a list of employees 
from whose wages these sums have been deducted. Such 
dues deductions shall continue for the duration of this 
agreement. The Union agrees that it will save the town 
harmless from any claim for damages by reason of carrying out the 
provisions of this agreement concerning the assignment of wages 
for such dues and fees, as herein before provided. 

Maintenance of Membership: This clause requires that present ,union 
or as sociation members maintain their membership for the duratlOn of 
the agreement. New employees and employees who are not memb~rs 
need not join. However, if they so choose to join, they must mam­
tain their membership from that time until the expiration of the con­
tract. Frequently, there is an "escape period" during which time 
membership may be withdrawn. 

Example: As a condition of employment, all present ~ull-time 
employees who are members of the Union upon effect1~e date 
of this agreement shall remain members in good standmg for 
the duration of this agreement. 

Agency Shop: This form of security requires that nonunion ,or nonassoci­
ation employees remit to the union an amount of money eq~lvalent to the 
monthly union dues. This payment mayor may not ,b~ subject to, a 
check-off provision. This clause also may be modIfIed ;:;'0 that Just new 
employees are subject to the remittance provision. 

Example: Any employee covered by this Agreement who was 
employed before September 1, 1975, and was not a m:mber 
of the Union, shall be free to join the Union at any tIme. 

All employees covered herein who are hired, aft,er, the effe~tive 
date of the Agreement, who do not voluntarIly Jom the Umon 
shall as a condition of continued employment, pay to the 
Union each month during the life of this Agreement, or any 
extension thereof, a service charge in an amount equal to 
the regular monthly Union dues, and/or other applicable 
fees, as provided in Article XXI. 

-·-~'~·""""''''-''''''''''''''''''~'-:::~F'''~'''''''~;-('''''''' ~ ~ '" " . 
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E. Union Shop: This form of security requires that present members main­
tain their membership in good standing and that present nonmembers and 
future employees must become members in good standing within a speci­
fied time period. 

Example: As a condition of employment, all present employees 
who are members of the Union upon effective date of this con­
tract shall remain members of the Union in good standing. All 
employees who are not members shall within thirty-one days 
become members and remain members for the duration of this 
Agreement. All employees who are hired hereafter shall as a 
condition of employment become members and remain members 
in good standing of the Union after the thirty-first day of their 
employment. 

F. Modified Union Shop: This is the snme as a union shop with regard to 
present union or association members and new employees. However, 
under a modified union shop agreement, present employees Who do not 
belong to the union or association need not join. 

Example: As a condition of employment, all present employees 
who are members of the IBPO upon the effective date of this 
Agreement shall remain members of the !BPO in good standing. 

All employees Who are hired after the effective date of this 
Agreement, as a condition of their employment, shall become 
members and remain members in good standing of the !Bpa 
after the 31 st day of their employment. 

MANAGEMENT RIGHTS 

This clause states the rights of management. These may be specifically 
spelled out, assumed or stated as rights not waived in the contract. 

A. Retention of Previous Rights: This states that prior rights and rights 
not relinquished under the contract remain management rights. 

Example: The Town retains all rights it had prior to the 
signing of this Agreement except as such rights have been 
specifically relinquished or abridged in the Agreement .. 

B. Rights Spelled Out: In this type of clause, in addition to stating that 
previous rights are retained, the contract itemizes various rights which 
are exclusively management's. 

Example: The Town has and shall continue to retain, whether 
exercised or not, all of the rights I powers and authority 
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heretofore had by it, and, except where such rights, powers 
and authority are specifically relinquiBhed, abridged or 
limited by the provisions of this agreement, it shall have 
the sole and unquestioned right, responsibility and preroga­
tive of management of the affairs of the Town and direction 
of the working forces, including but not limited to the fol-
lowing: 

a. To determine the care, maintenance and operation of 
equipment and property used for and on behalf of the 
purposes of the Town. 

b. To establish or continue policies, practices and proce­
dures for the conduct of Town business and its relation­
ship with its employees, including its personnel rules, 
and, from time to time, to change or repeal such poli­
cies, practices, procedures or rules. 

c. To discontinue processes or operations or to discon­
tinue their performance by employees. 

d. To select and to determine the number and types of em­
ployees required to perform the Town's operations. 

e. To employ, transfer, promote or demote employees, or 
layoff, terminate or othervvise relieve employees from 
duty for lack of work or other legitimate reasons, when 
it shall be in the best interest of the Town or the De-
partment. 

f. To prescribe and enforce reasonable rules and regula­
tions for the maintenance of discipline and for the per­
formance of work in accordance with the requirements 
of the Town, provided such rules and regulations are 
made known in a reasonable manner to the employees 
affected by them. 

g. To insure that incidental duties connected with depart­
mental operations, whether enumerated in job descrip­
tions or not I shall be performed by employees. 

h. To establish contracts or subcontracts for municipal 
operations provided that this right shall not be used 
for the purposes or intention of undermining the Asso­
ciation or of discriminating against its members. All 
work customarily performed by employees of the 

.-
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bargaining unit shall be continued to be so performed un­
less i'n the sole judgment of the Town it can be done more 
economically or expeditiously otherwise. 

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

A system for settling disputes regarding some aspect of the employer­
employee relationship. A grievance may be presented by the employer I union 
~r association I or by t?e individual employee. Almost always the grievance 
1S present.ed by the umon. This formal sys tem usually provides a hierarchy 
of steps through which the grievance c:::an be processed. Most procedures 
culminate their hierarchy with final and binding arbitration. (The number of 
steps prior to arbitration I in the Connecticut contracts I is from two to four.) 

Examples of Two Steps (prior to arbitration): 

Step I: Within three days (exclusive of Saturdays I Sundays and holi­
days) I after receipt of a written grievance, the Chief of Police shall 
submit his answer to the grievant. Said grievance shall specify the 
alleged violation. 

Step II: In the event that a satisfactory adjustment of the grievance is 
not accomplished at Step I within three calendar days (not including 
Raturdays I Sundays and holidays) of the receipt of the written answer of 
the Chief of Police I the grievant may appeal the grievance to the Board 
of Police Commissioners. The decision of the Board of Police Commis­
~ioner~ shall be given to the grievant within fourteen working days (not 
1ncludmg Saturdays t Sundays and holidays) of the receipt by the Board .. 

Example of Three Steps (prior to arbitration): 

Step I: The aggrieved employee t who may be represented by an individual 
delegated by the Union Executive Board, if said employee desires t shall 
take up the grievance or dispute with the Captain in charge or, in the ab­
sence of the Captain t with the next subordinate officer in charge within 
three working days of the date of the grievance or his knowledge of its 
occurrence. The Captai : (or next subordinate officer in charge) shall 
render hiD decision within three working days. Such officers shall exer­
cise whatever authority may be delegated to them to resolve grievances, 
and in the event that no such authority is delegated, such officers shall 
have no jurisdiction in the grievance procedure. 

Step II: If the grievance has not been settled I it shall be presented in 
writing to the Chief of Police by the employee and/or the individual dele­
gated by the Union Executive Board within three working days after the 
supervisor's response is received. The written grievance shall include: 
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a. A statement of the grievance and facts involved. 
b. The alleged violation of the specific provision of this Agreement. 
c. The remedy requested. 

The Chief of Police or his designated representative shall render his de­
cision in writing within seven working days of the date the grievance was 
submitted to him. 

Step III: If the grievance has not been settled, it shall be presented in 
writing to the City Director of Personnel within five working days after 
the decision of the Chief of Police is received. If he so determines, the 
Director of Personnel, or his designated representative, shall meet with 
the interested parties no later than ten working days after the receipt of 
the grievance and in any case shall render his decision in writing within 
fifteen working days of the receipt of the grievance. 

Example of Four Steps (prior to arbitration): 

Y I 

Step I: A member having a grievance shall first discuss it with his com­
manding officer within five working days of the occurrence giving rise to 
the grievance. The commanding officer: shall give his answer within three 
working days of such discussion. If the grievance is not satisfactorily 
resolved, it shall be forthwith reduced to writing by the aggrieved and/or 
his representative, presented to the commanding officer, and forthwith 
answered by him in writing. If not resolved I the grievance may then be 
processed to Step II. 

Step II: The written grievance shall be submitted to the Chief of Police 
within five working days of receipt of the written Step I answer. The 
Chief of Police shall hold whatever meetings and whatever investigations 
he feels necessary to give a written answer within ten working days of 
his receipt of the grievance. If this answer does not resolve the problem, 
it may be processed to Step III. 

Step III: All written complaints and answers received through Step I and 
Step II shall be submitted to the Police Commissioners within five working 
days of receipt of the written answer in Step II. The Police Commission­
ers shall schedule whatever investigations necessary to determine the 
basis on which a written decision shall be given within thirty days of 
receipt of the grievance. If this decision does not resolve the problem, 
then the question may be processed to Step IV. 

Step IV: Either party may petition the State Board of Mediation and Arbi­
tration to appoint a mediator. This request must be made within ten work­
ing days of the transmittal of the written decision in Step III. Should the 
mediation fail to resolve the question within sixty days, then it may be 
processed to Step V. 
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MEDIATION 

This is a procedure by which third party neutrals attempt to resolve differ­
ences by making proposals to the deadlocked, conflicting parties. Mediation 
may be mandatory or optional. 

A. If Mutually Agreed To: This clause does not make mediation a specific 
step in the grievance procedure but leaves this option available if both 
parties consent to it. 

Example: The mediation services of the State Board of Media­
tion and Arbitration may be used in second or third step nego­
tiations provided that both parties mutually agree on the 
desirability of this service. 

B. Mandatory: A mandatory mediation clause .is one in which mediation is a 
specified step in the grievance procedure. 

Example: See the example of a Four Step grieva nce procedure I Step IV. 

EDUCATION INCENTIVE 

A~ .education incentive is a cash payment (usually monthly or quarterly in ad­
dItlon to base salary) to police officers for the completion of a given number 
of credits in college or for having completed a specific training program. 

Example: Each employee shall be paid the following annual educa­
tional incentive compensation based on his basic salary excluding 
overtime compensation. Incentive compensation will be paid in 
quarterly installments in July, October, January and April. 

College Credits 

15 
30 
45 
60 
75 
90 

105 
120 

TRAINING REIMBURSEMENT 

% of Annual Salary 

1-1/2 
3 
4-1/2 
6 
6-1/2 
7 
7-1/2 
8 

A training reimbursement is an allotment of money in repayment of costs in­
curred by the police officer or in payment for time in attendance at training 
meetings I conventions, etc. 

. ,. 
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Example: Specifically excluded from any considerations of time and 
one-half rates of pay are court attendance, training sessions, both 
in-service and outside school, private road jobs, and any special 
jobs where special rates of pay are established in t,his a?reemen~. 
These exclusions will be compensated for on a straIght tIme basIs 
or that special rate established in this agreement. 

NO STRIKE--NO LOCKOUT--NO PICKETING 

These are pledges of cooperation between the union and the management. 
The employees agree not to strike or take some other action during the term 
of the agreement. This pledge is often in return for a manag~ment pled~e not 
to lockout any employees, however often a no strike pledge IS found wIthout 

a no lockout clause. 

Example: The Association agrees that during the term of this 
agreement it will neither call nor support any work stoppage, 
strike, slowdown, interference with the operation of the De­
partment, nor will either the Association or any employee par­
ticipate in any picketing against the Town over any dispute 
arising out of or concerning the Police Department. 

The Town agrees that it will not lockout the employees during 

the term of this Agreement. 

(Current state law outlaws police strikes and obviates no-strike 

clauses .) 

UNION BUSINESS LEAVE 

This is an agreement between the management and the union that allows union 
officials, grievance committee members and negotiating committee members 
time off, with or without pay, for the purpose of performing union functions. 
Often this clause specifies how many people are allowed leave and that the 
leave is subject to departmental personnel needs. 

Example: The three members of the Union negotiating com,mittee 
shall be granted leave from duty with full pay for all meetll.gs 
between the Town and Union for the purpose of negotiating the 
terms of an agreement when such meetings take place at a time 
during which such members are scheduled to be on duty; this , 
will be with the exception that when in the judgment of the ChIef 
of police or the Division Commander such leave from duty will 
create a shortage of officers on duty required to perform essen­
tial services, in which case such leave shall not be granted, 
and other mutually agreeable arrangements will be made. 
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Sec. 2: The three members of the Union grievance committee shall 
be granted leave from duty with full pay for all meetings between 
the Town and the Union for the purpose of processing grievances, 
when such meetings take place at a time during which such em­
ployees are scheduled to be on duty; with the exception that when 
in the judgment of the Chief of Police or the Division Commander 
such leave from duty will create a shorgage of officers on duty re­
quired to perform essential services, in which case such leave shall 
not be granted, and other mutually agreeable arrangements shall 
be made. 

Sec. 3: The three members of the Union grievance committee de­
scribed above in Sec. 2 that will be granted leave to process 
grieva nces will be limited to situations that have progres sed to 
Sec. 3. of Article XXII of this Agreement. Any grievance that 
falls within the realm of either Sec. 1 or Sec. 2 of Article XXII 
will allow only one member of the Union grievance committee be 
gra nted leave. 

Sec. 4: Such officers and members of the Union as may be 
designated by the Union shall be granted le3.ve from duty with 
full pay for Union business such as attending Union meetings, 
conventions and educational conferences. No more than two of­
ficers shall be granted such leave at the same time and the 
maximum leave shall be no more than two days per person per 
time. During any fiscal year no more than a total of nine days 
for all members shall be granted for such purposes. Such leave 
shall be contingent upon a written request by the member and 
approval by the Chief of Police no less than two weeks in ad­
vance of the requested leave dates. 

ENFORCEMENT OF SAFETY RULES 

This clause is a pledge of cooperation for the enforcement of safety rules and 
regulations. This clause may take the form of a single statement of coopera­
tion or may be much lengthier and specify the areas and the means of coop­
eration. 

Example: 16.1: The Town will continue to make reasonable 
regulations for the safety I education and health of its employees 
during their hours of employment I and the Union agrees that it 
will direct its members to comply with such regulations as are 
provided. 

16.2: The parties to this agreement shall cooperate in the en­
forcement of safety rules and regulations. 



; I 

64 

16.3: The Union will encourage its members to report, promptly, 
in writing, to the Chief of Police or his Deputy, conditions in 
the Town, which might be dangerous to the employees or the 
public. Complaints with respect to unsafe or unhealthy working 
conditions shall be brought to the attention of the Chief of 
Police or his Deputy. 

CONTRACT NEGOTIATION--EXPIRATION OF CONTRACT 

This clause specifies a time period prior to the expiriation of the present 
agreement, when the management and the union can submit modifications to 
the present contract. Usually if no alterations are requested, the present 
agreement is extended for another year. 

Example: This agreement shall be effective as of the first day 
of September, 1973, shall remain in full force and effect until 
the 30th day of June, 1975. It shall be automatically renewed 
from year to year thereafter unless either party shall notify the 
other in writing not later than 120 days prior to the anniversary 
date that it desires to modify this Agreement. In the event that 
such notice is given, negotiations shall begin not later than 
ninety days prior to the anniversary date; this Agreement shall 
remain in full force and be effective during the period of nego­
tiations. 

NO DISCRIMINATION 

This clause is an affirmative pledge by management not to discriminate 
against employees because of age, sex, race, etc. 

Example: The provisions of this agreement shall be applied 
to all employees, probationary employees and supernumer­
aries in the bargaining unit without discrimination because 
of age, sex, marital status, race, color, creed, national 
origin, political affiliation, or union membership. 
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BIBLIOGRAPHY 
POLICE UNION MANAGEMENT RELATIONS 

About this Bibliography 

Lists of things to read are not very instructive and they get out of date rapidly. 
Very often new things come out that digest, comprehend, interpret and go beyond 
whole groups of earlier books. It may be far more profitable to spend an hour 
reading the latest analysis than six hours reading earlier less relevant studies. 
Attention to journal articles, reports of research and carefully selected books 
will profit the profes sional more than rows of older books. 

Es pecially in the police field in the 1970s is this true. Because of the great 
national interest in crime control and the huge amounts of money for research 
available from the Federal government, foundations and other sources, the vol­
ume of material on police matters is enormous. Much of it is quickly out of 
date and much of it is not worth reading. There are, however, good ways to 
keep up to date and to winnow out the materials in which you have no great int­
erest and to screen out the items in your areas of special interest that have 
relatively low utility. The following paragraphs about sources of police union­
management information are written to suggest ways to keep up on the literature. 
A list of current and recent past references follows these paragra phs. 

Sources of Information 

Sources are everywhere. Good lists and good up-to-date advice on the flow of 
new volumes and monographs are easy to come by. 

Probably the best source is the National Criminal Justice Reference Service of 
the U . S. Department of Justice. To receive its lists of materials on police 
union-management relations or anyone or more of a number of areas of interest 
to police, fill out the form that is included in this Guide and mail it in. Their 
well-written brochure (enclosed) describes the National Criminal Justice Refer­
ence Service services. 

The IACP Library, libraries of many university Labor-Management Relations 
centers and departments of police science provide bibliographic services that 
can keep you up to date on the materials that are missed by NCJRS. Several of 
these services, including NCJRS, include in their mailings information about 
upcoming conferences, seminars, conventions and so on, that will be helpful 
in planning professional training programs. 
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APPENDlX A 

CONNECTICUT POLICE UNION MANAGEMENT STUDY 

POLICE CHIEF QUESTION BOOK I 

~: Feel free to leave out answers you do not know immediately. We 
are not asking you to take time to do "research." Please answer 
the questions you know and send in this form. We will pick up 
other information later. 

I. Background Information 

A. Chief's Name 
B. Town Name -----------------

C. Total Population -;-:---:-__ -:--'-----
D. Total Employees (in P.D.) ------E. Total Sworn 
F. Total non-sworn 

--~~~~------­G. Total maintenance I ja nitorial ------------H. Do you have a collective bargaining agreement between police 
personnel and the town? Yes __ No __ 

II. Union Contract 

If the space below is stamped II CONTRACT ON FILE" we have a copy of your current agreement 
and do not r-_quest another. 

If the space is not stamped I please send us a copy of your onntract. If for some reason you 
cannot provide us with a contract, we will send a set of questions about the contract and ask 
for your cooperation in answering them. 

III. Employee Organizations 

A. Name of Police Union or Association ---------------------------------------
B. Do you have an organization for Superior Officers (sergeants and above) in your depart-

ment? Yes __ No __ 

C. Facts about the Police Union or Association. (Fill in only to the extent applicable to 
your town.) 

__ Local is affiliated with AFL-CIO, AFSCME 
__ Local is affiliated with National Association of Government 

Employees (NAGE) I IBPO 
__ Local is affiliated with a state-wide union organization 
__ Other (specify) _____________________________________ _ 

" 
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IV. Union or Association Agreements 

1 I 

A. Exclusive Representation 

1. Is the primary police officer organization listed in III above recognized by the town 
or department as the exclusive bargaining agent for the clas s of persons it represents? 
Yes ___ No __ _ 

2. How was this exclusive representation certified? 
Representative election ________________ _ 
Other (speci~) __________________ _ 

3. How are current bargaining units defined? 
___ Patrol officers only; superior officers not recognized for bargaining 

Patrol and superior officers same unit 
Patrol officers in one unit, superior officers (sergeants and above) in a sepa­
rate unit 
Patrol and sergeants in one unit, other officers in another unit == Other (please speci~) __ ... ~. ___________________ _ 

4. Are there any racial minority, fraternal, ethnic, religious, profes sional or other 
groups who take an active role in representing police interests in your department? 
Yes ___ No __ _ 

If "yes," please list them and indicate the kind of group, the issues in which they 
are interested and where they exert pressure for action or change. 

GROUP NAMES 
(Minority, fraternal, 
professional, other) 

ISSUES 
(Such as work conditions, em­
ployment practices, training) 

FaINTS OF PRESSURE 
(Chief, council, gut 
publicity, other) 

B. Contract Negotiations 

1. Following are several specific arrangements for police contract negotiations. Please 
check the space near the one that most closely describes the practice in your case. 
(Town Represe ntative, as used here, mea ns Mayor, Attorney, City Council, Person­
nel Director, or other official.) 

.. ' 

(Check one) 

a. ___ A representative (s) of the town negotiate (s) the agreement with the union 
or association without the Chief of Police. 

b. ___ Negotiations are shared equally by Chief and someone representing the 
town. 

c. Chief negotiates the agreement with some assistance from Town Repre­
sentative. 

d. A representative (s) of the town negotiate (s) the agreem~'nt with the union 
---or association with some assistance by the Chief of Police and his staff. 
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If this choice is checked, please specify the topics each (Town representa­
tive and Chief) handle (e. g. wage rates, hours, operations, etc.) 

Town Representative 

2. Regarding your answer to #1 just above, please indicate your opinion in response to 
the following questions: 

The ideal arrangement (from your point of view) among the above would be' 
(check one): a. __ b._ c. . d. . - -

3. Do you believe that the Chief in your town should have more to say about the con-
tent of the collective bargaining agreement? Yes No - -
If "yes," please list the topics the Chief should have more to say about and briefly 
the reason for your opinion. ' 

Reason 

4. Are you aware of any State Supreme Court rulings that restrict your bargaining scope 
in any way? Yes No - ---
If "Yes," please describe briefly. 

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

5. Following is a list of matters that are "bargainable" in some locations and t' 
others. Pleas~ check "yes" for each item on the list that is a matter in Wh~~h ~~e 
union or ~ssoclation in your department has a voice, that is, does bargain about it. 
In the COLumn under" No" make a check if the union does not bargain about it 
(Not~ce here that we are not asking whether or not bargaining about the item i~ 
prohIbited. We want to know whether the union is actually involved in bargaining 
about the s e thing s . ) 

Yes No ___ Disciplinary action 
Yes No ___ Pension matters 
Yes No ___ Departmental rules and regulations 
Yes No ___ ASSignment of all manpower 
Yes No ___ Control of property 
Yes No Maintenance of efficiency 
Yes No ___ Political activity 
Yes No Promotion of personnel 
Yes No_ Right to strike 
Yes No ___ Employee discipline 
Yes No_ ASSignment of men to shifts (continued) 

I 
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Yes No ___ M~nagement of department 
Yes No ___ Make rules 
Yes No ___ Appointments to detectives, special as signments 

Yes No ___ Hiring of personnel 

C. The Effects of Police Unions 

Without careful analysis it is impossible to answer the following questions and back 
up the answers with facts. What we are asking for, therefore, are not factual 
answers but your opinions in each case. 

From your total experience in the police field please check the answer that most 
closely fits your opinf.~i.~' (Check only one for each question.) 

1. In your department the organization of the union or association resulted primarily 
from: 

Agitation by people outside the town. 
--- A general movement for town employees to organize. 

Interest of police officers to improve their incomes or working conditions. 
Interest of police officers to provide better police services in the town. 
Reaction of police officers to unfair treatment by supervisors. 
Other (Please specify) ______ ~--------_------

2. In your opinion police officers, as a result of the union or association, 

have substantially better incomes. 
--- have improved their incomes somewhat. 
--- have not done any better financially than they would have done without 

the union or association. 
have probably less income than if no union or association had been 
formed. 

3. Were you the Chief when the union or association was first organized? 
Yes___ No __ _ 

4. Do you believe that grievances are ha ndled in a fairer and better way now than 
before there was a collective bargaining agreement? Yes___ No __ _ 

5. If you had one choice among the following, whioh would you choose? 

I would like to see the union or association grow stronger. 
I would like to see the union or association power or jurisdiction or 
"bargaining areas" reduced. 
I would like to see the union or association eliminated. 
I would be satisfied to see the union organization contj nue about like it is. 

6. Now that nearly all Connecticut Police Departments are organized, many people 
believe police unions are "here to stay." If you can assume (for the purpose of 
this question) that this is true, which one of each of the following sets of state­
ments most closely fits what you would like to see in your department? 

a. 
__ b. 
___ c. 

More concern by my W01!( force with in-service police training. 
Less concern by my work force with in-service police training. 
I am indifferent to this question. 

(continued) 

~'~i" ~: -- v--·--.~_.:~;,::::::-... :=-:::;;;,:::::~,,~::::-.w~:'=:~--:-~:::::::::;~:::::.:;:::::;:-::::.~;:;::-.:::;::.-- "-:_.;.-::.~':;;t~~~~~~""=""tIO;';""::fi;t;-rtn~~::-:""""'~""""'.::!';-~~~'·:-:l'M;-:-·,t~~~..::;,:.:::::';:.:'~::::.-:-:,:-:-:----:..:::::.:::;.:::::::,:::::-::"'-." -.-': --~" 

" I 

,.,1 

.j 

'j 

" 

75 

___ a. More police emphasis in professionalizing the force. 
___ b. Less police emphasis in professionalizing the force. 
___ c. I am indifferent to this question. 

___ a. More concern by my work force to improve their fringe benefits (pensions, 
health insurance, etc.) 

___ b. Less concern by my work force to improve their fringe benefits. 
___ c. I am indifferent to this question 

___ a. More involvement of police in community affairs (civic associations, 
charitable groups, social clubs, churches, boys and girls clubs, athletic 
leagues, etc.). 

___ b. Less involvement of police in these community affairs. 
___ c. Indifft;> re rlt· 

___ a. More attention to crime prevention activity by my force. 
___ b. Less attention to crime prevention activity by my force. 
___ c. Indifferent. 

___ a. More work force participating in long-range planning with my command 
force. 

___ b. Less work force participating in long-range planning with my command 
force. 

___ c. Indifferent. 

7. Do you have regular me\~tings with representatives (president or others) of the 
union? Yes___ l-JO __ _ 

8. Which ones of the follOWing statements are true about the meetings that you do 
have with union people? 

(Check all that are true in your case.) 

___ Meetings only concern grievances 
_ __ Meetings are too infrequent 
___ Meetings may include bargaining for new contract changes 
___ Meetings are well planned and follow planned agendas 
___ More would be accomplished if meetings were planned better and followed 

planned agendas 
___ I could operate the department more effectively with fewer meetings 
___ I could operate the department more effectively with no meetings at all. 

9. Are there any matters that are excluded from collective bargaining with your polioe 
union or association? Yes___ No __ _ 

If so, please ind.i.cate the prohibited subjects and how they are prohibited by 
checking in the table below: 

Subj ects Excluded 
{not bargainable) 

Prohibited by 

Agreement 
State 
Law 

Chief's 
Order 

City 
Ordinance 

Other 
(specify) 

i .' 
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10. Please check the sentence that expresses your view: 

___ a. I would welcome suggestions from the work force about possible changes 
in scheduling and deployme.nt of our police officers. 

___ b. I regard scheduling and manpOT'?r allocation as strictly management re­
sponsibility and do not want ·v.ork force participation in these matters. 

___ c. I would welcome an opportunity I if there were no legal or contracted 
restrictions I to be able to hire trained police officers at various rank 
levels from other police departments. 

___ d. I do not believe in lateral transfers. I would rather I in every case I pro­
mote from within the ranks of my own department. 

D. Regarding Actual Practice of Grievance Handling in your department 

1. Does your town have a personnel director or other person outside the police de-
partment who handles grievances in your department? Yes___ No __ _ 

2. Does your police department have a personnel director or other non-sworn person 
who handles grievances with the union or association? Yes___ No __ _ 

3. Are grievances handled entirely by sworn personnel in your department? 
Yes___ No __ _ 

Please add any comment that will clarify the actual grievance handling process in 
your department. 

E. Parity Between Police and Firemen's Salaries 

1. Has a practice of parity ever existed in your town? Yes __ _ 

2. Is this practice now in effect? Yes __ _ No __ _ 

3. If parity was or is practiced I how was it established? 

(Check one): ___ a. required by city charter 
___ b. required by ordinance 
___ .c. required by state law 
___ d. established by custom 

No __ _ 

___ e. other (specify) ________________ _ 

4. If the practice has been aba ndoned I please explain reason for the chan ge. 

S. Do you believe parity is a reasonable bas is for setting police salaries? 
Yes___ No __ _ 
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V. Police Training 

Please check the statements that are true about a typical police officer who has been in your 
department for two years or more (after all initial training) . 

___ 1. The officer receives no training beyond regular roll calls and supervision. 
___ 2. Officer receives regular training. (Please write a paragraph to describe this 

training.) _______________________________ __ 

___ 3. Officer attends short courses at MPTA or elsewhere at least once a year. 
___ 4. Officer attends such courses less than once a year. 
___ 5. Officer receives additional formal training when he or she moves into higher ranks. 

___ sergeant ___ inspector 
___ lieutenant chief 
_ __ captain 

___ 6. Officer receives additional training if he or she moves into special departments 
or assignments. 

_ __ detective 
__ lab 
_ __ other 

___ narcotics 
___ vice 

__ -,juvenile 
___ traffic 

___ 7. Recognizing that training is costly I do you believe ~ training for your person-
nel (than they now receive) would be worth the cost? Yes___ No __ _ 

Below are some refinements to this answer. Please check all statements that 
are true from your point of view: 

___ A police officer learns on the job by doing his job and being properly 
supervised. No additional training is needed after the first year or two. 

_ __ Formal training should be planned to prepare personnel to take on 
increasing responsibilities. 

___ Training plans should be developed with police union participation. 
___ Training plans should be developed by command staff without participa­

ti on of the union. 
___ Training in management practices should be available to personnel moving 

up into command staff functions. 

8. If more training were available in your department (for example I a career plan 
for training in all police functions at all levels) I what effect would this have? 

___ Effect would be neglibible. 
___ Effect might be good I but would not be worth the cost. 
___ The better officers would be more likely to stay for a long career in the 

department. 
___ The department would recruit better qualified persons for police work than 

it does now. 
_ __ The effect would no doubt 1-.e worth the cost if the training program was 

well planned. 

, 
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9. From your experience with the police union in your department, please check the 
statements that you believe to be accurate. 

___ The union has become increasingly helpful to department operation since 
its inception. 

___ The union has become less and less helpful (to department operation) . 
___ The union is not encouraged to be helpful (to department operation) . 
___ The union has become neither more nor less helpful to operation. 
___ The union plays an essentially responsible role. 
___ The union plays an essentially irresponsible role. 
___ There have been one or more outstanding situations in which police union 

action has hampered the operation of the department. 

If the last one was checked, please list briefly those events. _______ _ 

___ There have been one or more outstanding situations in which police union 
cooperation has been helpful to departmental operations. 

If checked, please list briefly those events. _______________ _ 

10. The Connecticut PIa nning Committee for Criminal Administration funds proj ects in 
police departments in towns throughout the state. Please check the following ap­
plicable statements: 

a. Your department has received one or more grants from CPCCA. Yes __ No __ 
List name(s) of projects: ""': _______________________ _ 

If "Yes" is checked, please check the following: 

___ The project(s) was helpful in improving the department. 
___ It is too early to tell whether or not the project(s) was helpful. 
___ The project(s) was not helpful to the department. 
___ The union cooperated with the project(s) . 
___ The union resisted the project(s). 
___ The union was not involved with the project. 

12. Have any of the grants pertained to department reorganization or use of personnel 
(compared to communications, equipment, records systems improvements, etc.)? 
Yes__ No __ 

13. Do you have a system for rating personnel of your department as a basis for pro-
motions? Yes___ No __ _ 

If~, please list the items in the rating or evaluation which are used for that 
purpose . 

, 
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14. Is your system one that can be called" Performance Evaluation"? (For example, 
are various elements of the officer's performance on the job such as report­
writing, operation at crime scene, etc., specifically judged?) Yes __ No __ 

15. Do you have a formal system in which officers can challenge their ratings? 
Yes___ . No ___ _ 

16. Is there an agreement with the union on the rating system? Yes___ No ____ _ 

17. Do you have a formal grievance procedure in the department? Yes ___ No ____ _ 

18. How many grievances (approximately) were filed in 1974? 

19. Do you believe it is helpful to have the formal grieva nce procedure available? 
Yes____ No ___ _ 

20. The grievance procedure "produces" grievances that could be handled better 
without a formal procedure. Yes____ No ___ _ 

21. The procedure is not worth the time it takes. Yes __ _ No ___ . 

22. Has the union in your department any time in the past three years resorted to any 
of the follOWing "j ob actions" ? 

Reason 

"Blue Flu" 

Strike 

Mass Picketing 

Other 

23. If you were asked to choose one of the following situations as "most nearly true" 
about motivation of police personnel in your department, which one would you 
choose? 

a. Police, as other people, dislike work and must be coerced, controlled 
and directed toward organizational goals. Most police prefer to be 
directed so they can avoid responsibility. 

b. The average police officer, as the average person, has an intrinsic 
interest in his work and a desire to be self-directing. He seeks re­
sponsibility and wants to use his creative ability to help solve depart­
ment problems. 

c. Neither choice is very close to the truth in my opinion. 
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APPENDDC B 

POLICE UNION MANAGEMENT STUDY 

POLICE UNION OR ASSOCIATION 
PRESIDENTS' QUESTION BOOK 

1. Union or Association President's name ______________________ _ 

2. Union address ___________________________________ _ 

3. Name of Police Department _________________________________ _ 

I. Union Contract 

If the space below is stamped" CONTRACT ON FILE" we have a copy of your current agree­
ment and do not request another. 

If the space is not stamped, please send us a copy of your contract. If for some reason 
you cannot provide us with a contract, we will send a set of questions about the contract 
and ask for your cooperation in answering them. 

II. Contract Negotiations 

A. Please check the follo"<JIling correct statements as they apply to your situation. 

1. The collective bargaining team for the union includes: 
a. The 10cQ,1 union or association president 

---~b. A representative of a national union or association 
=====c. Other (specify) ___________________________________________ _ 

2. The team for management includes: 
a. Chief ot Police 
b. Mayor 
c. Town Personnel Director 
d. Town Manager 
e. Town Attorney 
f. Attorney or consultant hired for this purpose 

___ g. Other person of the Police Department (specify) ____________ _ 
h. Other town personnel (specify) _________________ _ 

3. From your point of view, negotiations would proceed
d 
bettebr if

t
: th tat 

a. Chief had less to say on the management s1 e a ou e con r c 
---b. Chief had ~'re to say on the managemE;nt side about the contract 

If you checked that the Chief should have less to say, please write a brief state­
ment that explains why you chose this. 
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If you checked that the Chief should have ~ to say, please write a brief state­
ment that explains why you chose that. 

B. Following are several specific arrangements for police contract negotiations. Please 
check the space near the one that most closely describes the practice in your case. 
(Town Representative; as used here, means Mayor, Attorney, City Council, Person­
nel Director or other official.) 

Oheck one: 

1. ___ a. A represe ntative (s) of the town negotiate (s) the agreement with the union 
or association without the Chief of Police. 

___ b. Negotiations are shared equally by Chief and someone representing the 
town. 

___ c. Chief negotiates the agreement with some assistance from Town Repre­
sentative. 

___ d. A representative (s) of the town negotiates (s) the agreement with the 
union or association with some assistance of the Chief of Police and 
his staf£. If this choice is checked, please specify the topics each 
(Town Representative and Chief) handles (e. g. wage rates, hours, 
operations, etc.). 

~f Town Representative 

2. Do you believe that the Chief of your town should have more to say about the 
content of the c.ollective bargaining agreement? Yes_ No __ _ 

If yes, please list the topics the Chief should have more to say about and, 
briefly, the reason for your opinion. 

Reason 

III. Union or Association Agreements 

A. Exclusive Representation 

1. Is your police officer organization recognized by the town or department as the 
exclusive bargaining agent for the class of persons it represents? 
Yes ___ No_ 

2. How was this exclusive representation certified? 

_a. Representative election 
_b. Other (speci~) _________________________________________ _ 

I 
~ 
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b "g units defined? (check one) 
3. How are current argamm t gnized for bargaining. 

Patrol officers only; superior officer~ no reco 

---~: Patrol and superior officers same,um\ficers (sergeants and above) in 

4. 

Patrol officers in one unit, supenor 0 c. 

a separate unit. , other officers in another unit. Patrol and sergeants in one umt, 
d. _________________________________ ~~=~~ Other (specify) 

___ e. 'mal ethnic, religious, professional or other 
Are there any racial minonty, f~ate , t'ng police interests in your depart-

ho take an active role m represen 1 groups w 

ment? Yes___ No___ th issues in which 
' d indicate the kind of group, e 

If "Yes " please llst them an t ssure for action or change. ' t d and where they exer pre 
they are interes e Points of Pressure 

Issue§. (Ch' f Council Group Names d'ti em- 1e , , 
1 (Such as work ~on 1 ons" ublicity, other) (Minority, fraterna , ployment practlCes, traimng, p 

Professional, other) 
other) 

b 'able" in some locations and not in Following is a list of matters that are ," arga1~he list that is a matter in whi,ch 
5. othe". Please check ··yes·· fm ea.ch "em o~s does baegaln abou' it. (No,;c? 

your union or association has a VOlCe, th~~ar~aining about the item is proh1b1ted. 
here that we are not asking whet,her i

or 
nOtually involved in bargaining about these 

We want to know whether the umon s ac 
things. ) 

Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes __ _ No __ _ 
Yes___ No __ _ 
Yes ___ No~ __ _ 
Yes___ No __ _ 
Yes ___ No ___ _ 
Yes ___ No __ _ 
Yes ___ No __ _ 

Disciplinary action 
Pension Matters , 
Department rules and regulatlOns 
Assignment of all manpower 
Control of property 
Maintenance of efficiency 
Political activities 
Promotion of personnel 
Right to strike 
Employee discipline 
Assignment of men to shifts 
Management of department 

Making rules special assignments Appointments to detectives, 
Hiring of personnel 
Demotion of personnel 
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B. The Effects of Police Unions 

Without careful analysis it is impossible to answer the following questions and back 
up the answers with facts. What We are asking for, therefore, are not factual 
a nswers but your opinion in each case. 

From your total experience in the Police field please check the answer that most 
closely fits your opinion. (Check Q!l§. only.) 

1. In your department the organization of your union or association resulted primar­l!y from: 

_a. Agitation by people outside the town. 

_b. A general movement for town employees to organize. 
_c. Interest of police officers to improve their incomes or working condi­tions. 

_d. Interest of police officers to provide better police services in the town. 
_e. Reaction of police officers to unfair treatment by supervisors. 
_f. Other (specify) __________________________________________ __ 

2. In your opinion police officers, ~Jesult of the union or aSSOCiation, 

_a. Hav.e substa ntially better incomes. 
_b. Have improved their incomes somewhat. 

_c. Have not done any better finanCially than they would have done without 
the union or association. 

_d. Have probably less income than if no union or association had been formed. 

3. Was the current chief in office when the union or association was first organized? Yes_ No_ 

4. Do you believe that grievances are handled in a fairer and better way now than 
before there was a collective bargaining agreement? Yes_ No_ 

S. If you had one choice among the following, which would you choose? 

_a. I would like to see the union or association grow stronger. 
_b. I would like to see the union or aSSOCiation power or jurisdiction or 

"bargaining areas" reduced. 

_c. I would like to see the union or association eliminated. 
_d. I would be satisfied to see the union organization continue about like it is. 

_e. I would like to see the union or association become more involved in 
the operations of the Department. 

6. Now that nearly all Connecticut Police Departments are organized, many people 
believe police unions are" here to stay." If you can assume (for the purpose of 
this question) that this is true, which one of each of the following sets of state­
ments most closely fits what you would like to see in your Department? 

_a. More concern by the union with in-service police training. 
_b. Less concern by the union with in-service police training. 
_c. I am indifferent to this question. 

, 
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___ a. More police emphasis on professionalizing the force 
___ b. Less police emphasis on professionalizing the force 
___ c. I am indifferent to this question 

__ a. More concern by the union to improve their fringe benefits (pensions, 
health insurance, etc.) 

___ b. Less concern by the union to improve their fringe benefits 
___ c. I am indifferent to this question 

___ a. More involvement of police in community affairs (civic associations, 
charitable groups, social clubs, shurches, boys and girls clubs, ath­
letic leagues, etc.) 

___ b. Less involvement of police in these community affairs 
___ c. I am indifferent to this question 

___ a. More attention to crime prevention activity by union 
___ b. Less attention to crime prevention by the union 
___ c. I am indifferent to this question 

a. More union participation in long-range planning with the command staff 
___ b. Les s union participation in long-ra nge pIa nning with the cornman d staff 
____ c. I am indifferent to this question 

7, Do you have regular meetings with the Chief or other Command Staff? 
Yes___ No __ _ 

a. If you have meetings with the Chief or other Command Staff, which of the 
following best describes your opinion of them? 

___ Meetings are well planned and follow planned agendas 
____ More would be accomplished if meetings were planned better and 

followed planned agendas 
___ The Chief could operate the Department more effectively with fewer 

meetings 
___ The Chief could operate the Department more effectively with no meet­

ings at all 

b. Are there any matters that are excluded from collective bargaining with your 
police union or association? If so I please indicate the prohibited subjects 
and how they are prohibited by checking in the table below: 

Subjects 
Excluded 

Union 
Agreement 

State 
Law 

Prohibited by 
Chief's 
Order 

City 
Ordinance 

Other 
(specify) 

n 
\1 

I 
I 
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8. Please check the sentence that expresses your view. 

___ The Chief should welcome suggestions from the work force about possible 
changes in scheduling and deployment of our police officers. 

___ The Chief regards scheduling and manpower allocation as strictly manage­
ment responsibility and does not want work force participation in these 
matters. 

___ The Chief would welcome an opportunity, if there were no legal or con­
tracted restrict'ions, to be able to hire police officers at various rank levels 
from other police departments 

_" __ The Chief does not believe in lateral transfers. He would rather, in every 
case, promote from within the ranks of his own department. 

C. Regarding actual practice of Grievance Handling in your department, check "yes" or 
"no" in response to the following questions: 

1. Do you believe that grievances are handled in a fairer and better way now than 
befo::e there was a collective bargaining agreement? Yes___ No __ _ 

2. Do you have a formal grievance procedure in the department? Yes __ No 

3. How many grievances (approximately) were filed in 1974? 

4. Do you believe it is helpful to have the formal grievance procedure available? 
Yes___ No ___ _ 

5. The grievance procedure "produces" grievances that could be handled better 
without a formal procedure. Yes___ No __ _ 

6. The procedure is not worth the time it takes. Yes No 

7. Does your town have a personnel director or other person outside the police 
department who handles grievances for management in your department? 
Yes___ No __ _ 

8. Does your police department have a personnel director or other non-sworn person 
who handles grievances with the union or association? Yes___ No __ _ 

9. Are grievances handled entirely by sworn personnel in your department? 
Yes___ No __ _ 

Please add any comment that will clarify the actual grievance handling process 
in your department. 

10. Has your union at any time in the past three years resorted to any of the follow­
ing "job actions"? 

Action Year 

"Blue Flu" 
Strike 

____ Ma s s Picketing 
Other 

" 
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If you were asked to choose one of the following situations as "most true" about 
motivation of police personnel in your union, which one would you choose? 

a. 

__ b. 

c. 

Police, as other people, dislike work and must be coerced, controlled 
and directed toward organizational goals. Most police prefer to be 
directed so they can avoid responsibility. 
The average police officer, as the average person, has an intrinsic int­
erest in his work and a desire to be self directing. He seeks responsi­
bility and wants to use his creative ability to help solve department 
problems. 
Neither choice is very close to the truth, in my opinion. 

12. If more training were available in your department (for example, a career plan for 
training in all police functions at all levels), what effect would this have? 

a. Effect would be negligible. 
___ b. Effect might be good, but would not be worth the cost. 
___ c. The better officers would be more likely to stay for a long career in the 

department. 
___ d. The department would recruit people better qualified for police work 

than it does now. 
e. The effect would no doubt be worth the cost if the training programs 

were well planned. 

13. From your experience with the police union in your department please check the 
statements that you believe to be accurate. 

a. The union has become increasingly helpful to department operation 

b. 
___ c. 

d. 
e. 
f. 

since its inception. 
The union has become less and less helpful to department operation. 
The union has become neither more nor less helpful to operations. 
The union plays an essentially responsible role. 
The union plays an essentially irresponsible role. 
There have been one or more outstanding situations in which police 
union action has hampered the operation of the department. 

If i is checked, please list briefly these events. 

___ g. There have been one or more outstanding situations in which police 
union cooperation with the department has been helpful. 

If 9. is checked, please list briefly these events. 

14. The Connecticut Planning Committee for Criminal Administration funds projects 
in police departments in towns throughout the state. Please check the following 
applicable statements: 

a. Your department has received one or more grants from CPCCA. Yes __ No __ 

List name (s) of projects: 

.. ,~ .. ~" ...... ,~ ..... -.­
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b. If "yes" is checked above, please check the following: 

___ The project(s) was helpful in improving the department. 
___ It's too early to tell whether or not the proj ect (s) was helpful. 
___ The project(s) was not helpful to the department. 
___ The union cooperated with the project(s) • 
___ The union resisted the project(s) . 
___ The union was not involved in the project. 

Have allY of the grants pertained to department reorganization or use of per­
sonnel as far as you know (compared to communications, equipment, 
records systems improvements, etc.)? Yes___ No __ _ 

15. Is there a system for rating personnel of your department as a basis for promo-
tions? Yes___ No __ _ 

,~ If "yes," please list the items in the rating or evaluation which are used for 
that purpose. 

'. ·1 

, 
• i 

16. Is your system one that can be called" Performance Evaluation"? (For example, 
are various elements of the ')fficer's performance on the job, such as report 
writing, operation at crime scene, etc., specifically judged?) Yes__ No __ 

17. Do you have a formal system in which officers can challenge their ratings? 
Yes___ No __ _ 

18. Is there an agreement in the union on the rating system? Yes No __ _ 

D. Parity Between Police and Firemen's Salaries 

1. Has a practice of parity ever existed in your town? Yes___ No __ _ 

2. Is this practice now in effect? Yes No 

3. If parity has been or is practiced, how was it established? (Check one.) 

___ a. required by city charter 
b . required by ordina nce 
c. required by state law 
d. established by custom 
e. other (specify) ________________________ _ 

4. If the practice has been abandoned, please explain the reason for the change. 

5. Do you believe parity is a reasonable basis for setting police salaries? 
Yes___ No __ _ 

, 
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IV. Police Training 

A. Please check the statements that are true about a typical police officer who has been 
in your department for two years or more (after all initial training) . 

__ 1. The officer received no training beyond regular roll calls and supervision. 
__ 2. The officer receives regular training. (Please write a paragraph to describe 

this training.) 

___ 3. Officer attends short courses at MPTC or elsewhere at least once a year. 
4. Officer attends such courses less than once a year. 

___ 5. Officer receives additional formal training when he or she moves into 
hig her ra nks . 

__ sergeant 
__ lieutenant 
__ captain 

__ inspector 
__ chief 

6. Officer receives additional training if he or she moves into special depart­
ments or assignments. 

__ detective narcotics __ juvenile 
__ lab __ vice ___ traffic 
__ other 

__ 7. Recognizing that training is costly f do you believe more training for 
police in the ,department (than they now receive) would be worth the 
cost? Yes__ No __ 

Below are some refinements to this answer. Please check all statements 
that are true from your point of view. 

__ A police officer learns on the job by doing his job and being 
properly supervised. No additional training is needed after the 
first year or two. 

___ Formal training should be planneci to prepare personnel to take on 
increasing responsibilities. 

__ Training plans should be developed with police union participation. 
__ Training plans should be developed by command staff without 

participation of the union. 
__ Training in management practices should be available to personnel 

moving up into command staff functions. 
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APPENDJX C 

POLICE STANDARDS AND GOALS 

Reactions to NACCJSG Standards 
on Police Union Management Relations 

1. Do you generally agree with: 

Standard 1B.1 Yes 

Standard 1B.1 Yes 

No 

No 

Standard lB. 3 Yes No 

Standard lB. 4 Yes No 

2. Please check below the one or more paragraphs in each standard that you 
strongly agree with or strongly disagree with. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

1B.1 1B.2 
Agree Disagree Agree Disagree 

1 
2 

1B.3 
Agree Disagree 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

1B.4 
Agree Disagree 

1 
2 
3 
4 

3. Probably no department is "up to standard" in all respects. Will you check 
about where you think the practices in your department stand on the road toward 
achieving the ideal standard level described by NACCJS. 

In this scale flO is totally up to standard level f 7 is substantial achievement 
of the standard level, 3 is some progress toward the standard f and 1 is no ac­
tivity that fits the standard. Then check where you think you will be in achiev­
ing these standards by 19BO. 

IB • I-The Police Execu- Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 
'kive & Employee Relations 19BO 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 

IB.2-Police Employee Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 

Organizations 19BO 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 

IB.3-Collective Nego- Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 

tia tion Proce s s 19BO 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 

IB.4-Work Stoppages Now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 

& Job Actions 19BO 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 

Attached to this questionnaire I as sent to the Chiefs I "vere copies of the four 
standards that are a part of Chapter IB which follows in this Appendix. 

-
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Following is a reprint of POLICE, Chapter 18. It includes the 
four standards we sent to the Chiefs in Connecticut and to 
which they reacted ot! the questionnaire above. 

Police 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 

Chapter 18 
Employee Relations ........................................................ . 442 

447 Standard 18.1 The Police Executive and Employee Relations ................ . 
Standard 18.2 
Standard 18.3 
Standard 18.4 

Police Employee Organizations ............................. 454 
Collective Negotiation Process .............................. 457 
Work Stoppages and Job Actions ............................ 465 

Chapter 18 

Employee Relations 
The police chief executive must be provided wit~ 

police employees, physical resources, and laws If 
he is to administer an agency that will reduce crime. 
maintain public order, respond to the needs of the 
public, and perform other services determined by 
local government. A deficiency in anyone of these 
resources can limit his ability to move the agency 
toward effectively reaching objectives. Employees 
are by far his most costly resource. The community 
benefits to the extent the chief executive maximizes 
the performance of police employees. 

This chapter discusses employee-agency relations. 
The standards contained in this chapter are designed 
to provide a workable framework for all agencies 
in their relations with employees. 

Standard 18.1 discusses the role of the police 
chief executive and his responsibility to develop 
policies and procedures that promote and maintain 
good employee relations. 

Standard 18.2 considers employee organizations. 
Employee organizations should protect employee 
rights yet insure that employees remain responsible 
to their oath of office. 

Standard 18.3 discllsses the collective ~egotiation 
process as it applies to police employees and police 
agencies. 

Standard 18.4 discusses work stoppages and 
other job actions used for bargaining purposes. The 

... 

standard urges such aClions to be prohibited by law. 
The police chief executive usually is held much 

more accountable by the public for the activities 
of his personnel than most other public agency 
officials. As the "top cop," he is in the constant view 
of the pUblic. He is expected to recognize and 
respond to the problems of the community more 
than any other local department head. 

The conduct of police employees, and employee 
organization formation and activity, depend upon 
the attitude and programs of the police chief execu­
tive. If his reaction toward employee group activity 
encourages employee cooperation, he can promote 
an atmosphere cif effective employee relations. Em­
ployee relations .will probably be negative, however. 
where the police chief executive refuses to recognize 
employee organizations. 

In some cities, strong employee organizations 
exist where internal tension and conflict prevail 
within the police agency. On the uther hand, the 
influence of the police chief executive has been a 
significant factor in maintaining an effective team 
approach and minimal internal problems. Another 
important factor is the support provided by the pub­
lic and government officials. The police chief execu­
tive may be able to alleviate potential problems by 
anticipating those problems and adjusting programs. 
procedures, or organizational structure. 

., 
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During the 1971 convention of the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police, Sylvester Billbrough 
of the IACP staff reflected: 

Although many prerogatives should be reserved for 
management, I think management must exercise the pre­
rogatives it has. We see indications of policemen invoking 
pressures of employee groups to get shotguns for patrol cars. 
·W<! see them exerting pressures to get raincoats; we see them 
e.'l:erting pressure to get more training. I think the patrolmen 
are speaking because there is a need for someone to do so. 
They do this because perhaps too often police administrators 
have not spoken up when they should have. Good 
management include5 a concern for the subordinates' 
welfare. I think we need to speak out for the department 
and the employee, or the employee will do so himself. 

Status and Requirements 

Police employees are speaking up about what 
they consider the declining status of the police and 
the changing requirements of the job. In his 1966 
survey of police opinion in Chicago, Boston, and 
Washington, D.C., Albert J. Reiss reported that 59 
percent of police employees felt that the prestige 
of police work had dropped during the last 20 years. 
Seventy percent of the policemen questioned in a 
1966 Oakland, Calif., survey by Jerome Skolnick 
ranked "lack of respect for the police" as the most 
serious problem they faced. Reiss reported that 
80 percent of his surveyed group stated that police 
work is more hazardous than 5 years before. 

James Sterling of the IACP staff, in his 1968 
nationwide survey, found that 82 percent of police­
men believed that "many people look upon a police­
man as an impersonal cog in the governmental 
machinery rather than as a fellow human being." 
Over 72 percent of these men felt the police were 
not receiving the backing they should from the city 
political structure. 

These are problems the police chief executive 
must face. In the May 1971 Police Chief, Robert 
M. Igleburger, Director of Dayton, Ohio, police, 
urged chief executives to maintain their effectiveness 
by adopting a managerial style and organization 
more flexible than that of the classic organizational 
concepts. The traditional military and police auto­
cratic administration is an inadequate approach to 
new employee requirements and employee organiza­
tions. 

The police chief executive should create an atmos­
phere that encourages an employee to do a good 
job. The employee should feel he is contributing 
to the agency's success. Consideration should be 
given to applying the principles of participatory 
management to police work. 

But the management approach of the chief execu­
tive must be individual. He must be comfortable 

with it. It must also be compatible with his agency, 
community, and employees. 

Responsibilities 

Police employees willingly accept certain respon­
sibilities that are part of the police job. Some join 
the police to serve the public; others seek the security. 
and stability of civil service. Whatever their moth'a­
tion, police employees are more than ever being 
faced with the decision to join an employee organi­
zation similar to a labor union. 

Structures of Employee Organizations 

The ideal employee organizaton from the point 
of view of many-including police managers, pro­
fessional employees, and persons unwilling to accept 
organized labor in law enforcement-has generally 
been an independent, incorporated, professional 
association with membership open to all ranks. The 
organization should be free of outside influence; un­
der State restrictions intended to retain control in 
the membership; genuinely interested in professional 
police work; and pledged to a pOlicy of open mem­
bership that provides depth and influence to the 
organization's activities. 

But, in the end, it will be the choice of each 
police employee to decide if his personnel interests 
will be guided by an independent police organization 
or an organized labor affiliate. Though the latter 
has played an increasingly strong, yet still relatively 
minor, role in police employee organizations dur­
ing the past several years, indications are that 
organized labor is not the road police organizations 
wish to travel. 

The police employee's allegiance is multifold. In a 
great many police agencies the employee not only 
belongs to the local organization but is also affili­
ated with the Fraternal Order of Police or the Inter­
national Conference of Police Associations. In sev­
eral large police agencies, employees may even be 
members of two different employee organizations, 
as in Baltimore, San Jose, Calif., and Cincinnati. 

Police employee organizations, particularly dur­
ing the 1960's, found that aggressive activities pro­
duced power to gain increased personnel benefits. 
However, as projected by John Burpo in The Police 
Labor Movement, "The seventies will require fresh 
appraisal by police employee organizations as to 
their role and responsibility in the police labor 
movement. Increased sophistication in dealing with 
labor problems by police administrators and public 
employers during the next decade will cause em­
ployee organizations to reevaluate whether militancy 
is the key to attaining improved benefits." 
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Police chief executives will be asked to develop 
effective and productivt~ employee relations, and 
police employee organizations will be asked to 
cooperate with this objective. Both share that re­
sponsibility. 

In The Future Policeman (Project STAR, 1972), 
James Q. Wilson predicted that growing unionism in 
police agencies will have profound effects on man­
agement decisions. He said "such changes as can 
be made will meet powerful sources of resistance. 
One is to be found in the growing constraints on 
the freedom of action of the police administrator 
arising out of political supervision and police union­
ism ... " 

He said that within the next 20 years "Large 
cities that do not have police unions (under what­
ever name) will get them; those that do have them 
will probably grant them, sooner or later, quasi­
official bargaining status; and the unions themselves 
will broaden their interests beyond merely wage 
and benefit matters to include a number of aspects 
of substantive police policy. In this they will be 
little different from other organizations of municipal 
employees, at least in the larger cities. In virtually 
every large governmental bureaucracy, the em­
ployees eventually organize in an effort to control, 
or at least powerfully influence, the agency's per­
sonnel system and thus to reduce administrative 
discretion over hiring, promoting, and firing." 

Organizational Responsiveness 

To prevent employee organizations from imposing 
unrepresented decisions on their members, provi­
sions should be available to insure that employee 
organizations remain responsive to their members. 
As M. W. Aussieker, Jr., stated in Police Collective 
Bargaining, "It is unlikely that policemen will toler­
ate an organization that substitutes its own pater­
nalism for the paternalism of professional public 
administrators or local legislative bodies." 

Collective Negotiation 

Prior to 1960, police employees participated in 
determining their personnel benefits through in­
formal methods. In small cities they would appear 
with their families at meetings of the local govern­
mental body to influence specific votes. Others. 
particularly in large cities, would individually, or 
as an association, lobby legislators or meet with 
the police chief executive to develop a common 
proposal for submission to the legislative body. But 
police agencies and local government have grown 
rapidly, and these informal methods have, in most 
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cases, become inadequate. Collective negotiations 
appear to be an answer to this need. 

The process of collective negotiating brings rep­
resentatives of management and employees to­
gether to develop and mutually agree on the terms 
and conditions of employment for a specified period 
of time. It involves compromise and balancing the 
needs of both groups. The objective is to create and 
maintain productive operations within the police 
agency and reduce the potential for internal con­
flict. 

Teachers, firemen, r ;d police have been the most 
organized employees within the public employment 
sector. Their effectiveness can be measured by the 
large amount of separate collective negotiation 
legislation enacted on th,.;>ir behalf and the special 
acts written for them that mandate specific condi­
tions of employment by the States. 

In 1946, Charles Rhyne noted in Labor Unions 
and Municipal Employee Law that there was very 
little collective negotiation in the large cities. Eleven 
years later, New York City Mayor Robert Wagner's 
study commission found that many cities were en­
gaging in collective negotiations, usually in the 
absence of any law. This was confirmed in the 1958 
survey of the International City Manager's Associa­
tion. In 1959, Wisconsin was the first State to enact 
legislation providing for some collective negotiations 
by public employees. In 1962, President Kennedy's 
Executive Order 10988 opened the door for many 
of the States by allowing collective negotiations by 
Federal employees. 

A 1971 survey by the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police disclosed that 26 States had 
legislation which specifically allowed police to nego­
tiate collectively in some form. John Burpo in 
The Police Labor Movement reported that direct 
negotiation between police employees and local 
government is generally used when the State specific­
ally provides for it, while its use is limited in the 
absence of a State statute. A 1968 survey by 
Harvey Juris for The Legal Status of Municipal 
Police Employee Organizations found that 45 percent 
of the surveyed police employee organizations nego­
tiated directly with local government. 

Even with this increased collective negotiation 
activity, many police managers are fearful of, and 
skeptical about, the process. They fear the under­
mining of management's power to control employees 
and the negotiating of management prerogatives 
and civil service issues. They doubt that the juris­
diction will be able to raise enough revenue to pay 
for many agreements. Because the process is new, 
corl1plicated. and virtually unknown in the police 
sector, police managers are apprehensive about its 
long and short term effect upon their organization. 
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Experience has shown, however, that manage­
ment prerogatives are subjected to the negotiation 
process only if the police chief executive allows 
them to be. It is generally feIt that management un­
der collective negotiation processes does change, hut 
for the better. It becomes more careful, more re­
sponsible, and more responsive. 

Civil service systems are affected by collective 
negotiation. Initially they were created to protect 
the merit system in government employment and to 
overcome the problems of political patronage. 
Through the years, civil service bodies have enlarged 
their scope of responsibilities. and have become, 
in essence, the personnel department of most gov­
ernment entities. It is this en.larged scope of 2.ctivi­
ties that will probably become subject to collective 
negotiation, as has been demonstrated in manv 
agreements reached by police agencies. -

The National League of Cities hus recommended 
that civil service laws and practices should be re­
vised where they restric.t effective employee rela­
tions. 

Collective r.egotiation in the police employment 
field is misunderstood and poorly defined. Political 
power remains an essential element as well as a 
block to effectiveness. There is a sufficient degree of 
confusion and variation in State and local collective 
negotiation legislation. As a result, a need for 
standard Federal legislation to overcome the lack 
of effective State legislation has been expressed. 
Legislation could be accomplished easily by a minor 
change in the Taft-Hartley Act, which controls 
private sector labor relations. The likelihood of this 
intervention is real if the States do not respond by 
enacting effective legislation. 

Attitudes 

The attitude toward collective negotiation in the 
public employment field is generally favorable. 
Many f'~el that most labor tension and conflict 
will be alleviated by effective collective negotiation 
legislat.ion and operation. A growing number of 
study groups, including State commissions in Colo­
rado and Illinois, the National League of Cities, 
and the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, have endorsed the concept. 

Collective negotiation and police work have been 
found to be compatible in the var,ied experience 
of many cities, although not without some problems. 
As of 197 I, 26 States had specific legislation en­
abling police to negotiate: 16 provide for required 
collective bargaining, six allow collective bargain­
ing, three require "meet and confer," and one allows 
employees to present proposals. 

The National Planning Association, in its 1953 
Fundamentals of Labor Peace, identified several 
points on collective negotiation which generally go 
unheeded in the public sector. The report stated 
that the process should be centered on the problem 
rather than focused on rights and principles, should 
encourage effective employee organization­
management consultation and information sharing, 
and should not employ a legalistic approach. 

Each State should provide legislation that balan­
ces the rights of the public with the necessity for 
effective. productive relations between police em­
ployee~; and their employers. The legislation should 
pro.mote orderly, constructive relationships between 
polIce employers and employees by providing a 
means to resolve disputes over the terms and co~di­
tions of employment. Unresolved disputes that re­
sult in concerted work stoppages or job actions 
are injurious to the public, and statutory provisions 
should be created to minimize these actions and to 
provide for their speedy resolution. 

Concerted Employee Work Stoppages and 
Job Actions 

"There is no right to strike against the public 
safety by anybody~ anywhere, anytime," Calvin 
Coolidge said during the Boston police strike of 1919 
when he was Governor of Massachusetts. Similar 
condemnation still rings out when a police strike 
threatens, or measures are suggested to avoid the 
potential of such a strike. Yet, police strikes have 
occurred and will probably continue to occur in one 
form or another. 

Strike is not the appropriate term for this forv 
of activity by police. Strike is a labor term associ­
ated with employees walking off the job, publicly 
announcing the reason for this action, picketing, 
and taking other actions to publicize the issue and 
restrict the operation of the employer. Police in 
recent years have rarely engaged in this type of 
activity. Reasons for this include prohibitive legis­
lation, and police reluctance to use organized labor 
tactics that might place public safety in jeopardy. 

Police employees have engaged in other types 
of work stoppages. A work stoppage is a complete 
or partial elimination of police service when police 
employees willfully fail to report for assigned du­
ties. Primary examples are "sick call" or "blue flu". 
attendance at professional seminars, and mass resig­
nation. 
. There are several milder forms of concerted po­
~Ice employee protest in response to employment 
Issues. A protest tool used in San Diego was the 
refusal to issue traffic citations; violators were 
warned instead. Tn Suffolk County, N.Y., a similar 
method was used, with the addition of citations to 
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public agency vehicles. Other means of protest have 
included 100 percent enforcement of every conceiv­
able violation, or a simple slowdown or cessation 
of citation issuance. 

Even though public employee work stoppages 
are much less frequent than private employment 
strikes, they involve more critical services and have 
the potential for much greater public harm. 

Police work stoppages are potentially one of the 
mos~ serious of these. The Boston police strike has 
often been mentioned as an example of the disas­
trous consequences of police walking off the job. 
In 1969, in Montreal, Canada, police employees 
went on strike: three persons were killed in less 
than 24 hours; looting and vandalism losses were 
over $1 million. 

These two incidents are the exception, but therc 
have been numerous other police work stoppages 
throughout the country. "Blue flu" work stoppages 
encompassing nearly all first level police employees 
have occurred in Detroit and Pontiac, Mich., New 
York, N.Y., New Orleans, La. and Vallejo, Calif. 
Youngstown, Ohio, and Miami, Fla., have employed 
the professional seminar as a work stoppage tactic. 
Mass resignations have been llsed by some smaller 
police agencies such as Lockport, Ill., in 1967. 
The Government Employees Relations Reports of 
the Bureau of National Affairs, and the Public 
Safety Labor Reporter of the International Associ­
ation of Chiefs of Police, both reflect a continuous 
incidence of police work stoppages. 

M. W. Aussieker, Jr., in Police Collective Bar­
gaining, contends that police work stoppages and 
job actions have had limited impact on municipal 
government because they usually last no longer 
than 1 day; do not involve the entire employee 
force; do not involve total work stoppage; cease 
when it appears that public opinion is against them; 
and are not very effective because most cities can 
secure manpower assistance from adjacent police 
agencies. 

Other sources contend that such employee activ-
ities, particularly work stoppage, are a necessary 
element to any collective negotiation program be­
cause they force both sides to contend with reality. 

Any alternative to this activity, they argue, 
simply delays the inevitable and causes the activity 
to be more intense when it does occur. 

It appears that police employees are for the most 
part reluctant to engage in work stoppages and 
other labor tactics. Donald B. Straus, president of 
the American Arbitration Association, found this 
view to be the one most often expressed by police 
employee organization leaders during seminars on 
compulsory arbitration. In a 1972 survey of sworn 
employees of Suffolk County, N.Y., reported in the 
Police Chief, 193 of them felt that the police should 
have the right to strike, while 591 were opposed. 
A Gallup poll in the late 1960's showed that while 
most of the public favored the right of public em­
ployees to belong to unions, nearly two-thirds of 
those sampled favored retention of public employee 
antistrike provisions. 

But a prognosis for greatly increased strike, work 
stoppage, and job action activity in public employ­
ment was offered in The Crisis in Public Employee 
Relations in the Decade of the Seventies, a report of 
a seminar conducted by the Public Employee Rela­
tions Center of Harbridge House in 1971. Among 
the reasons given were: inflation and union or­
ganizing drives; traditional amnesty for striking 
employees; wage increases resulting from public 
employee strikes; inability of public agencies to 
cope with labor activity; the singular vulnerability 
of public agencies to this activity, inasmuch as the 
pressure to re~olve the issue becomes imperative; 
lack of the necessity for a large strike fund; and 
the general deficiency of public management­
employee relations. Faced with this forecast, the 
police chief executive has a serious responsibility. 
He must be prepared to act effectively and posi­
tively to neutralize concerted work stoppages and 
other job actions by police employees. 

The Commission believes that if the standards 
set forth in this chapter are adopted by police chief 
executives-and if the principles they embody are 
accepted by police employee organizations­
harmonious relationships can prevail within police 
agencies. There should be no necessity for strikes, 
work stoppages, or job actions. 
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Standard 18.1 

The Police Executive 
and Employee Relations 

Every police chief executive should immediately 
acknowledge his responsibility to maintain effectiv~ 
employee relations and should develop policies and 
procedures to fulfill this responsibilitv. 

1. Every police chief executive 'should actively 
participate in seeking reasonable personnel benefits 
for all police employees. 

2 .. Every police chief executive should provide 
an . ~nternal two-way communication network to 
facIlitate the effective exchange of information within 
the agency and to provide himself with an informa­
tion feedback device. 

3. Every pOli.ce chi.ef ex.ecutive should develop 
methods to obtam adVisory mformation from police 
employees-who have daily contact with operational 
problems-to assist him in reaching decisions on 
personnel and operational matters. 

4: Every police chief executive should provide 
a gnevance procedure for all police employees. 

5. Every police chief executive shouli have em­
ployee relations specialists available to provide as­
sistance in: 

a. Developing employee relations pro­
grams and procedures; 
. b. Providing genera! or specific training 
In management-employee relations; and 

c. Collective negotiations. 
6. Recognizing that police employees have a 

rig~t! subject to certain limitations, to engage in 
political and other activities protected bv the first 
a~endment, every police agency should promulgate 
'~r!tten policy that acknowledges this right and spe­
Cifies proper and improper employee conduct in 
these activities. 

7. Every police chief executive should acknowl­
~d.ge the right of police employees to join or not 
Jom employ~e organizations that represent th,eir 
emplo~~ent mterests, and should give approprbtc 
recogmtIon to these employee organizations. 

Commentary 

Initiation of Employee Benefits 

Police em?loyees, like other workers, want equit­
~ble economic benefits and optimum working condi­
tIOns. They have traditionally sought increased sal­
ary, . compen~a:ion for ?vertime work, improved 
pension proVIsions, quality health insurance uni­
~orm ~llowan~es, ~nd guaranteed pay. They are 
mcreasmgly displaYing an interest in their workin o 

ho~rs; routine. ~nd safety equipment; vacation and 
hol~day provIs~ons; health benefits; deployment 
policy; promotIOn procedures; internal discipline; 
and many other areas not previously cited by police 
employees. 

, 
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The police chief executive must always ~onsider 
his employees' personnel benefits and workIng c~n­
ditions in relation to other law enforcement agencies 
and to other public employees. Some issues may 
be beyond the chief ex:cutive's. ~uthori.ty if they 
are cont,rolled by legislation or CIVil service regula­
tions; he can, however, initiate the proces~ to make 
needed changes. If he does not assume thiS respon-

county sided for years with the city lawmakers in 
refusing reasonable increases in police employee 
salaries. Through the collective negotiation process. 
the employees secured the salary increase and in 
the process the agency gained a union. These are 
but two examplt:s where the role of the police chief 
executive, in initiating reasonable personnel bene­
fits, may be the kef to employee organization ac-

sibility, some other person or group may. . . 
tivity. 

The success of the management approach of Ini-

tiating reasonable employee benefits can. ~e best 
evaluated by examining the internal conditIOns of 
agencies where the police chief executive has as-

Internal Communication System 

sumed this role. . 
Often, reasonable personnel benefits that. po\!ce 

chief executives should have secured for their per­
sonnel have been gained through organized police 
employee activities. During .the late 1940's, when 
most of the private and publIc employees worked a 
40-hour week, police employees needed to go ~o 
the public to gain th.e. same bene~t. ?ther public 
employees in most Cities were paid ~Ime-and-one­
half for overtime work long before police employees 
were. Only within the last 10 years have some police 
agencies provided safety equipment at no cost to 
police employees; this and. othe~ benefits have been 
commonplace in most other public employment. 

Every police chief execu~ive sho~ld pr~vi~e for 
the effective exchange of InformatIOn wlthm the 
agency. He should know what his employees want. 
how they feel, and he should act on this informatio~. 
He also should inform all his employees of hiS 
views and the planned activities of the agency. This 
two-wav exchancre of information can minimize 
rumors' and smo~th the way for implementation of 
many agency policies and programs.. . 

police agencies throughout the NatIOn are usmg 
techniques to disseminate information through the 
agency. For the most part, they are one-wa~, down­
ward communication systems. Many agencies have 
internal publications. Smaller agencies often subscribe 
to the internal publications of a larger, adjacent 
agency or a statewide publication of a professi.o~al 
associa.tion or training commission. Oakland, Calif.. 
issues ...:omprehensive management messages. T?e 
Los Angeles County Sheriff and th~ Day to?, OhIO, 
police transmit short, prer~corde~ mformatl.on dur­
ing inactive periods on police radiO frequencies. The 
St. Louis police chief broadcasts to the. agency 
through closed-circuit television; other. ag7ncles may 

Where personnel benefits cannot be secured be­
cause of fiscal or other problems, the police ch!ef 
executive has the responsibility to inform police 
employees of those problems. Then .c~ployees can 
address complaints to budget authontles or others. 
Based on such information, police employees max 
choose to wait until the situation improves, especI­
ally if they have developed a sense o~ confide.nce 
in the police chief executive's abilit~. With s~~clent 
information. police employees ar~ .\0 a p~sltlOn to 
make a much more intelligent declSlon, as In Cleve­
land when police employees chose between a 
10 percent reduction in salary for all or a 10 per-
cent layoff of manpower. . . 

The problem of the small town police agency \0 

the area of employee benefits is perhaps even more 
complex. The financial base. is usua~ly much more 
restricted. Those involved In the Issue are very 
close to the decision. The police chief executive, in 
many cases, is an appointee of the lu,,:,makers or 
jurisdiction administrator and has few, If. any, :en­
ure rights. His is a difficult but not an ImpOSSible 

position. . 
An interim police chief executive of a 60-man 

California agency, deficient in personal benefits, 
requested a substantial but reasonable increase a~d 
[efused to reduce his request when asked by the city 
manager. The increase was approved withou~ inc.i­
dent. The sheriff of a small northern Califorma 
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find this an effective means of communIcahon. 
It is essential that the police chief executive ob­

tain agency reaction to his policies, procedures, and 
programs. It cannot be ass~med that ~mployees 
are knowledgeable on all subjects; ,he chief execu­
tive should ascertain what they do know and what 
they would like to know. . 

It is sometimes difficult, however, for the chief 
executive to gain information from fi:st level ~m­
ployees. The military structu~e of police orga~lz~­
tions and reliance on the cham of command wlthm 
most' agencies, can hinder the upward .flow o~ infG.r­
mation. The requirement that informatIOn be In wn,t­
ten form. and the knowledge that such reports ":111 
be reviewed at numerous levels of command. In-
hibit candor. 

Tn smaller agencies an open door policy. which 
provides regularly scheduled periods ~or the police 
chief executive to hear employee gnevances, may 
be feasible and effective. Larger agencies may elect 
representatives from each mai?r subdivi~ion to pre­
sent their attitudes to the chief executive through 
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regularly scheduled conferences. The distribution of 
questionnaires to officers, or using rollcall train­
ing time or informal employee gatherings presided 
over by the divisional supervisors, may provide an 
expedient means to determine employee attitudes 
on key issues. Intradepartment mailing systems 
should provide personnel with direct access to the 
chief's office. Feedback is the prime component in 
the guidance system that enables a chief executive 
to formulate policy that is both rational and realis­
tic. 

Police Employees and the 
Chief Executive's Decisionmaking Process 

Some police chief executives resist employee par­
ticipation in the decisionmaking process. Others 
encourage it .. \lith considerable success. Participa­
tion in this context means assistance. 

Lawrence Appley, president of the American 
Ma~a?em.ent Association, described the employee 
partiCipatIOn process from the manager's point of 
view: "Analyzing a problem and arriving at the 
best solution he could find, (then) calling his sub­
ordinates together to discuss the problem, (and) 
leaving the meeting with a bettel' solution than the 
one he began with." 

The American Bar Association, in its Stand­
ard, Relating to the Urban Police Function, 
pointed out that "the patrolman, possibly more 
than anyone. is uniquely aware of operational 
problems and needs and has unique expertise." 

When employees bring a problem to the atten­
tion of the chief executive, he should use them as a 
resource to solve the problem-the solution often 
may be the employees' suggestion. This method 
puts some of the responsibility on the employees 
themselves, lets them feel the difficulties of the de­
velopment process firsthand, and allows them an 
opportunity for occupational growth. 

Significant managerial activities involve some 
~sk, and er:couragement of employee participation 
IS no e.xceptlon: Once employees experience the op­
portumty of mfluencing decisions which affect 
them, they may attempt to move into areas that 
are beyond the scope of their role. 

Participation or assistance, to be successful, de­
mands .a certain degree of compatibility on the part 
of the Involved parties; a recognition by employees 
that final decisions must rest with the chief execu­
tive; and encouragement of both formal and in­
formal involvement of the police employee and the 
chief executive. That will not occur overnight. Years 
of noninvolvement and resistance must be over­
c?~e. But the problem has been met in many juris­
dictions. Some examples readily present them­
selves. 

A former police chief executive of Covina, Calif., 
held. ~pen monthly meetings where employees could 
partiCipate. The newest man in the organization 
was encouraged to participate. New ideas and pro­
grams were suggested; current programs were eval­
uated. E~plo~ee s~ggestions were an important 
element In thiS chief executive's decisionmakincr 

'" process. 
Kansas City, Mo., may have the most innovative 

approach to employee participation in the country. 
Numer~us task forces directed by patrolmen and 
other hne personnel have been established to ex­
plore and develop new methods for crime 'reduction. 
Funds are provided for the work of the task forces 
and the officers are encouraged to participate. ' 

The agency also is beginning a project desicrned 
to validate various methods of patrol. A numb;r of 
task forces have been set up for this project and 
the em~lo~ees are involved in preliminary planning 
and deslgmng the evaluation techniques. The depart­
ment regularly uses questionnaires for suggestions 
?n improving police service. A recent query was 
Issued on the police communications system. 

The Michigan State Police for many years have 
requested employee participation in testing uni­
forms. vehicles. reports, and other operational 
changes. For many issues, questionnaires are used. 

The police chief executives of Kettering. Ohio, 
and Jackson, Miss., employ a technique which 
frightens some chief executives and police employ­
ees. They routinely ride with first level field em­
ployees selected at random. Both report that this 
routine has significantly influenced their decisions. 
A similar approach is used by the chief executive 
of the Arizona Highway Patrol. 

The police chief executive of Des Moines Iowa , , 
meets monthly with the representatives of the em­
ployee organization and a group called the Patrol­
m~n's Committee. This group of elected represen­
tatives from the fiel~ service discusses a wide range 
of topics involving field issues. Denver, Colo., has 
found that a similar program successfully dispels 
unfounded rumors. The method has also resulted in 
procedural and equipment changes. 

Prior to formalizing a process involving the em­
ployee organization, the San Mateo, Calif.. Sher­
iff's Department had a similar elected representa­
tive meeting with the chief executive. It resulted 
in such items as a new lighting system for the 
~atrol vehicle, dis~ontinued use of recap tires, adop­
tion of a new Uniform hat, and purchase of two­
channel radios, 

The Province of Ontario, Canada, has a board 
which reviews issues relevant to police personnel 
on an areawide basis. Police employee organiza-
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tions have been ulled extensively to provide research 
for this board. . . , 

In Dallas, Tex .. first level poltce employees arl.: 
being used increasingly in this process: One ex­
am Ie is a study by policemen on the Increase of 
ass~ults on police. The findings were presented to 
the public without alteration.. . 

In Dade County, Fla., the poltc.e ~ave Included 
a provision in their oJllective negotIatl?n agre~men~ 
for a management-labor monthly ~eetIng to d~sc~ss 
issues other than those involved In the negotmtlOn 

rocess and grievance procedure. ~any. other e~­
~Ioyee organizations are als~ becumIng Involved In 
the formulation of personnel Issues. . 

European police systems also .have pr?~lded for 
employee involvement in makIng deCI~I?ns. ~n 
Great Britain, first level employees partlc~pate In 
national and regional boards; many were Involv~d 
for several years in a study by the Roya~ Commls-
'on on the Police. It is estimated that In Sweden 

~lear\Y one out of 10 police employees regularly 
sits pn a joint employee-management body of some 
kind. . 

Poiicc chief executives who successfully use thiS 
technique readily acknowledge that it does not solve 
all problems. But they firmly believe th~t the te~h­
ni ue of involving employees in the informatIOn 
gaihering portion of the decisionma.king pr?:ess has 
helped them to reach more effective decIsIOns ~n 
issues that affect employee performa.nce. T~IS, 
consequently, has resulted in better polIce service. 

The Internal Grievance System 

An employee grievance is an em~loyee's com-
laint that he has been treated unjustly by the 

Police agency or one of its members. A. syst.em that 
~llows police employees to resolve .thelr ?n~vanc~s 
fairly and expeditiously can functIOn \~Ithln cu ~ 
rent police organizational structures Without th ... 
need for an employee organization. The lack. of a 
grievance system will be o?e .of the first Issues 
raised by any employee organIzat~on. 

A grievance system may be Viewed as a tool for 
maintaining or increasing employee morale .an~ as 
another channel of internal commumcatl~n. 
Through an effective grievance system, th~ chief 
executive may receive valuable feedback which can 
be used to pinpoint organizational problems. 

Most police grievance systems are .patterned a~t~r 
those of private industry. They re.qUlre that an I~I­
tial attempt be made to resDlve mformall~ t.he IS­
sue between the aggrieved employee and his .Imme­
~iiate supervisor. Subsequent .steps . ~ay reqUire !he 
submission of the grievance 10 wTltlng. pro~res~l1lg 
~pward through several levels of the o~ganIzatlOn. 
Some agencies usc detailed forms for thiS purpose. 

Each step may have rigid time limits to speed the 
process, or may require a response to the ag­
grieved employee at each level. The eventual. t.er­
mination of the grievance varies from final decIsion 
by the chief executive, to recourse to anot~~r 
agency within the local government (such as t~e cIvil 
service commission) or anothe.~ externa.1 arbitrator. 

Often a grievance system eXists. but IS not ~sed. 
sometimes because it is too complicated, sometimes 
because employees who have tried it have. been 
frustrated. Sometimes a grievance report goes In .the 
complainant's personnel file where it is s.usceptl?le 
to misinterpretation when the ~mployee IS conSid-
ered for reassignment or promotIOn. . 

Research indicates that a major problem .WIth 
the grievance system lies in the lower and middle 
mana Dement level of police agencies. In many ~ases 
these °managers fail to make a decision on the Issue 
in question and, instead, simply ~efer it to the m,xt 
higher level. Police chief executives should estab­
lish firmly the amount of respons~bi1ity that lower 
level managers should assume on gnevances. 

The systems which appear tq be successful arc 
those which are bilateral and alI ow the employee t? 
use either the formal chain of command or to submit 
the grievance to an internal board (u.sually com­
prised of a cross section of the polIce agency). 
Baltimore, Dayton, Ohio. and Seattle, Wash.. are 
using the latter technique. . 

I nternal grievance boards can screen complaInts 
objectively to determine if they are reaso~~~le; of 
course, this places a great deal of responslbl!lty. on 
them. Such procedures have been su~cessful In lIm­
iting the number of grievances submitted ~o t~e po­
lice chief executive, but he must have faith m. the 
board and its recommendations if the system IS to 
be effective. . 

External grievance arbiters may. be more obJec­
tive but many agencies feel outSide boards hav,e 
ins~fficient knowledge of police problems and theIr 
solutions to judge cases satisfactorily. . 

Recourse to external resources also leads to. bl~d: 
ing arbitration that costs time and money. BmdlO", 
arbitration also obligates both the ~gency and the 
employee to the decision of an ou~slder who ofte.n 
does not realize the future implicatIOns of the decl·· 
sion. One agency's experien~e. with unresolved 
grievances has been that its decISIons generally were 
overturned in binding arbitration becaus.e .of the 
arbitrator's labor union background and his mexpc-
rience in police and public employment. . . 

The grievance system is frequently ~se~ 1.n the pn­
vate employment sector to resolve dISClp~m?r~ ap­
peals. Few police agencies have allowed dlsclplIn~ry 
issues to be reviewed through bot~ the formal 10.­

ternal discipline system and the gnevance process. 

---~----
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Police agencies should restrict the Use of the griev­
ance system to specific issues and exclude issues sub­
ject to collective negotiation or disciplinary appeal. 

In the 1968 case of Pickering v. United States, 
391, U.S. 563, the Supreme Court noted that a 
teacher's criticism of his superintendent and the 
school board, even though erroneous could not be 
the basis for diScipline since the critici~m was neither 
shown nor presumed to have impeded the teacher's 
performance or the operation of the schools. The 
Court stated: "The problem in any case is to arrive 
at a balance be.t~een. the interests of- the public 
employ~e, as a CltIzen, m commenting upon matters 
of public concern, and the interests of the State 
as an employer, in promoting the efficiency of th~ 
public services it perfonns through its employees." 

Use of Specialists for Employee Relations 

Few police chief executives have the specialized 
experience in employee relations, employee organi­
~ation activities, and collective negotiations, that 
IS necessary to increase employee effectiveness. 
Many are turning to management-employee special .. 
ists for counsel in the field of employee relations. 

Specialists are available in the private employ­
ment field and more are becoming available to 
pUblic agencies. Academic institutions can provide 
expenise in this area; among them are the indus­
trial relations centers of the University of Wisconsin 
and the University of California. Police employee 
organizations have realized the value of 
management-employee specialists and have re­
tained. the services of these experts; the police chief 
executive would be well advised to do likewise. 

Most police agencies and local governments can­
not afford, nor do they need, a full-time specialist 
in this area. However, the services of such a person 
should be available if the need for assistance arises .. 

. The essentials ?f t?is decision have been applied 
dIrectly to the polIce In Brukiewa v. Police Commis­
sioner of Baltimore City, 257 Md. 36, 263 A. 2d 
210 (1970). However, decisions of this type usually 
~ak: Into. accoun: the fact that police agencies are 
Justified In reqUIring stricter controls over free 
speech than do most other public employers. 
. Several. cases. involving policemen have given po­

lIce .agencles gUidance in developing reasonable reg­
ul~tl?ns. The most pronounced change has been the 
shlft~n~ of the burden of proof and justification for 
restnctlOns from the employee to the police agency. 
The specifics are embodied in Belshaw v. City of 
Berkeley, 246 Cal. App. 2d. 493, 54 Cal. Rptr, 
727 (1966); Meehan v. Macy, 392 F. 2d 822 

In addition, the police chief executive should increase 
his knowledge about employee relations. Other 
members of the police agency should also be given 
the opportunity to gain this knowledge through the 
many seminars, institutes, and courses offered in 
this field. 

Police Employee Political 
and First Amendment Rights 

Until recent years, government, by regulation, 
could restrict public employees from their exercise 
of .c:nain first amendment rights such as political 
activIty and free speech. Such restrictions were based 
on the 1892 Supreme Court Case of McAuliff v. 
Mayor of New Bedford where Justice Oliver Wen­
del/ Holmes stated, "The petitioner may have a 
constitutional right to talk politics, but he has no 
constitutional right to be a policeman." Today public 
employees comprise nearly 20 percent of all em­
ployed persons in the United States, and a reas­
sessment of Justice Holmes' position is taking place. 

(D.C. Cir. 1968); and Muller v. Conlisk, 429 F. 
2d 901 (7th Cir. 1970). 

A police agency may make and enforce reason­
able rules that prohibit police employees from mak­
ing certain public expressions. As reflected in Bel­
shaw v. City of Berkeley, police employees should 
be allowed to express freely their views and opin­
ions that are not: (1) defamatory, (2) obscene. 
(3) unlawful (under a clear and present danger 
test), or· (4) likely to disrupt the efficiency and 
morale of the agency. 

Courts, however, may strike down restrictions 
that are so vague that an employee may have to 
guess at their meaf!in~, or Which are so broad that 
legitimate conduct is' also restricted. In Flynn v. 
Giarrusso, 321 F. Supp. 1295 (E. D. La. 1971). 
t~e court stated, "The point is that these regula­
tIOns sweep far broader than necessary to advance 
the legitimate interests of the police department as 
an employer. An officer's speech is so subject to the 
restraints of either prior approval by superiors or 
subsequent discipline, restraints, which are left to 
the unfettered discretion of enforcing police offi­
cials, that We fail to see how an officer can exer­
cise his first amendment rights rationally and intelli­
gently." 

Police agencies have had the strictest limitations 
on employees' first amendment rights. Almost all 
police agencies have regulations that prohibit or 
restrict both on and offduty activities in this area. 
Many agencies, for example, have regulations 
forbidding officers to ridicule or publicly criticize 
the agency's policies or personnel on the grounds 
this Would undennine morale and effectiveness. It 
was not until the Jate 1960's that police employees 
began testing the validity of such regulations. Police employees, as public employees, have been 

prohibited specifically from activity in political man-
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agement and campaigns through local legislation 
and provisions of the 1939 Federal Hatch Act. 
Most police chief executives, police authorities. and 
p,olice employees, until the last several years, have 
;greed that politics should be kept out of police 
agencies and that one method of doing this is to keep 
the police out of politics. 

The law is less clear on bipartisan or nonpartisan 
elections where police employ'ees seek such local 
ollices as a member of the school board or city 
council. The law seems to indicate that the burden 
of proof wiII be on the police agency to show that 
the operation of the agency is affected seriously by 
any such political activity. 

Formation of Police Employee Organizations 

The right to organize police employee organiza­
tions is protected by the first amendment and has 
been reiterated in several cases including Ball v. 
City Council of City of Coachella, 252 Cal. App, 
2d 136, 60 Cal. Rptr, 139 (1967); A merican Fed­
eration of State, Count)', and Municipal Employ­
ees v. Woodward, 406 F 2d 137 (1969); Atkins 
v. City of Charlotte, 296 Fed. Supp, 1068 (1969) 
and a 1971 case heard in Federal District Court, 
Fraternal Order of Police v. City of Atlanta. 

The 1969 Advisory Commission on Intergo -(m­
mental Relations' Report, Labor-Management Yoli­
cies for State and Local Government, indicated that 
73 percent of police employees were represented in 
their employment interests by some form of associa­
tion or union. Police employees in 45 percent of 
1,500 cities surveyed belonged to the Fraternal Or­
der of Police (FOP). In 41 percent of the cities, 
the police employees belonged to local independent 
associations. The American Federation of State, 
County, and Municipal Employees accounted for 
membership in 9 percent of the cities, while the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters claimed 
membership in 2 percent of the cities. 

Employee organizations are not new to police 
agencies. They have existed for many years, but 
generally they have operated only as fraternal and 
professional groups. Police chief executives who 
have come up through the ranks of their organiza­
tion usually are or have been members of the 
employee organization they now deal with from 
their management position. 

What changed primarily during the 1960's was 
the direction, operation, and tenor of these organi­
zations. Some employee organizations, such as those 
in Detroit and New York City, cannot now.be dis­
tinguished from organized labor unions. Police 
chief executives must be mindful of this !::hang­
ing relationship and the operation of their own 
employee organizations; they must not base their 

-1 I 

actions on the fear of potential organized labor 
involvement. 

Tn giving recognition to a police employee or­
ganization, the chief executive mllst remember that 
the members of the organization are still his em­
ployees. The International City Management As­
sociation's Municipal Police Administration provides 
an appropriate description of why the police em­
ployee organization exists: "It exists because the 
employees want it, and are willing to give it their 
time and money . . . Because it is their organiza­
tion, they want it truly accepted by management. 
If the organization is ignored, they feel ignored; 
if the organization's existence is threatened, they 
feel threatened. The police administrator seeking 
harmony will refrain from any attack on the organi­
zation which represents the men, and will help 
(the organization) gain status." 

Several police chief executives have found that 
employee organizations can assist in improving the 
agency's effectiveness. In Pontiac, Mich., the em~ 
ployee organization was instrumental in developing 
a new promotional system, which was introduced 
without resistance. The local FOP lodge ill Dayton, 
Ohio, helped the chief executive avert a threatened 
police employee work stoppage due to a proposed 
anti-work-stoppage ordinance. 

The Right to Choose to Join 
:m Employee Organization 

While recognition of an employee's right to join 
an employee organization is important, the chief 
executive also has the responsibility to protect the 
rights of those ~,mployees who do not wish to join 
the organization. In that regard, the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations indi­
cated that, "When the right to join becomes a 
duty, obviously freedom of choice becomes merely 
a catchword." 

Several police employee organizations now pro­
pose the requirement that membership be a condi­
tion of employment-as is the case in Detroit­
and that they seek this agency shop condition during' 
their negotiations with their poUce agencies. 

Several court cases, however, support the police 
chief executive who desires to protect employees 
who do not want to join police employee organiza­
tions. Essentially, the cases indicate that there must 
exist a statute permitting an agency shop condition 
before it can be valid-Civil Service Personnel 
Association v. Ballard, N. E. 2nd (Decided June 
1971): New Jersey Turnpike Employees Union v. 
New Jersey Turnpike Authority, New Jersey Supe­
rior Court, Middlesex County, Docket No. C-2014-
70, December 2, 1971; Oregon A !tome), Gelleral 
Opinion No. (i85!?; and Pennsylmnia Lahor Rda-
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(iollS Board v. Teall/sIers Local Ullioll Board No.8, 
Case No. PERA-C-l 07 5-C. M osl civil service reg­
ulations also protect employees from discharoc 

'h b wit out "good cause." 

Police and Organized Labor 

Police management consistently has opposed af­
filiation of police employee organizations with 
organized labor. In 1969 the IACP Special Com­
mittee on Police Employee Organizations identified 
four reasons why it thought police employees 
should not affiliate with organized labor: (1) there 
\vould be a threat of a strike, a common tool of 
the organized labor union; (2) this group would 
eventually become involved in decisionmaking for 
the police agency. subordinating public safety to 
membership interests; (3) it would inhibit police 
professionalism; and (4) the union would be in­
terested primarily in personal financial betterment, 
rather than advancement of social and professional 
goals. 

Added to t!-Jcse arc the arguments that affiliation 
with organized labor would encourage police par­
ticipation in partisan politics and compromise the 
ncutrality of police employees in maintaining order 
during disputes. The courts, which have struck 
down regulations that prohibit this affiliation, have 
done so following consideration of these arguments. 
However, these issues, while they are the legitimate 
concern of the parties involved, have not been suffi­
ciently documented or demonstrated in fact to war­
rant the police agency's total restriction of this con­
stitutional guarantee. 

Police employees have shown that, in general, 
they ~o not want to affiliate with organized labor. 
The recent unsuccessful organizing attempts of the 
International Brotherhood of Police Officers are 
indicative of this lack of response. The separation 
from national ties by some affiliated police em­
ployee organizations in Maryland and New Haven, 
Conn., is another indication of this reluctance. There 
have been examples of police employee organiza­
tions dropping all atnliation with organized labor 
and returning to local police association activities; 
San Jose, Calif., and Seattle are two. 

A recent survey of the Suffolk County, N.Y., 
Police Department, reported in the April 1972 
Police Chief, 419 of the 784 surveyed police em­
ployees favored a national police union, while 398 
did not. Only 110 of the employees, however, 
thought that such a union should be affiliated with 

t~e AFL-CIO. Organized labor groups often charge 
hIgher dues without offcring more services than 
traditional police employee organizations, and may 
offer fcwer benefits. Organized labor has not been 
a. significant force in the police employee organiza­
tIOn movement to date, and there is little indication 
that it will be in the future. 
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Related Standards 

The following standards may be applicable in 
implementing Standard 18.1: 

1.3(1) The Police Function. 
1.5(1) Police Understanding of Their Role. 
2.1 (2) Development of Goals and Objectives. 
2.2(2) Establishment of Policy. 
8.2(2) Enhancing the Role of the Patrol Officer. 
11.2(2) Legal Assistance. 
18.2 Police Employee Organizations. 
18.3(2)(5) Collective Negotiation Process. 
19 A( 4) Investigation Procedures. 
20.3 Employee Services. 
20.4 Health Insurance. 
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Police Employee Organizations 
Every police employee organi~~~ion should im­

mediately formalize written polIcIes, rules, and 
procedures that will protect the right~ of all m~m­
bers and insure that they can remam responsible 
to their oath of office. 

1. Every police employee organization should 
place in writing the scope of its activities to inform 
all members of their organization's programs and 
their representatives' activities. 

2. Every police employee organization should 
adhere to rules and procedures designed to insure 
internal democracy and fiscal integrity. These rules 
and procedures should include: . ' 

a. Provi§ions to protect members m theIr 
relations with the police employee organization; 

b. Standards and safeguards for periodic 
elections; 

c. Identification of the responsibilities of 
the police employee organization officers; 

d. Provisions for maintenance of account­
ing and fiscal controls, including regular financial 
reports; . 

e. Provisions for disclosure of financIal 
reports and other appropriate documents to mem­
bers regulatino aoencies, and the public; and 

, f. Ack"'no~ledgment of responsibility to 
the governmental entity legally charged with re­
gulation of such employee organizations. 

Commentt:Jry 

Activities of the 
Employee Organization and Representatives 

Police employees voluntarily are placing their 
future personnel benefits and, to some degree, their 
professional image in the han?s of the employee 
organization and its representatIves. Every member, 
therefore, should know the activities and direction 
of the employee organization. The members ~ho~ld 
require that the scope of e.mp~oyee. ?:gaOlzatlOn 
programs and its representatIves. actIvItIes be de­
scribed in writing and made avaIlable to all mem­
bers. 

The nature of the employee organization and its 
representatives .is influenced by the poHc.e a.gen~y, 
the community, and the employee <:>rgaOlzatlon ~t­
self. Police employee organizations generally mIr­
ror the manaoement style of the police agency by 
reflecting either an effective democratic. b~se or 
by placing nearly autonomous leadership In the 
hands of a few representatives. 

Elected police employee organization represent~­
tives are by definition political fi.gures. ~o rema~n 
in their position, they must satisfy their constIt­
uents-police employees. 

, . 
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For many years the police followed the example 
of the fire fighters, who were and are one of the 
most highly organized public employee groups. 
Bernard Garmire, Chief of Police of Miami, Fla., 
claims that the longstanding alliance of fire fighters 
with policemen over the parity issue has posed a 
serious pmblem for the police. 

The police agency administration, including the 
chief execl1tive, also influences police employee or­
ganization representatives' activities. An effective 
management-employee team requires high quality 
representation to provide support for reasonable 
benefits, and to strive for greater professionalism. 
Election as an employee organization representative 
should not be a deterrent to future promotion, or 
impose hindrances such as job assignment conflict 
and limit of employee organization business to off­
duty time. 

Police employee organizations have been effec­
tive where there is a positive working relationship 
with the police agency, or an active political in­
volvement, or both. Police must not compromise 
their position of political neutrality and professional 
objectivity. Yet inappropriate political activities of 
employee organization representatives may precip­
itate such a compromise even though agency man­
agement and employee group membership are op­
posed to it. 

During the past several years, police employee 
organizations have become increasingly involved in 
local politics. They have supported mayoral can­
didates in Minneapolis, Boston, Detroit, Cleveland, 
Los Angeles, and Houston. Political involvement is 
not always endorsed by the members of the or­
ganization. Jahn Harrington, president of the 
National Fraternal Order of Police, was recently 
defeated in an election at his local lodge after 
serving many years as head of the organization. 
One authority cites this defeat as the result of black 
members' reaction t(1 Harrington's 1968 public en­
dorsement of a national presidential candidate. 

Nevertheless, it is apparent that the police will 
continue and even expand their employee organiza­
tions to combat political groups and policies they 
feel are detrimental to their image, function, or 
role. During the 1971 National Conference of the 
Fraternal Order of Police the political activity ~'e­

striction was deleted from its constitution. 
An example of such action involves the policies 

and legislation under which police function. These 
policies and legislation are formulated by repre­
sentatives of the people, or such designees as the 
police chief executive. If police employees fail to 
enforce the law or enforce it selectively contrary 
to the policies of the police agency, they violate 

their oath of office. Yet such action has been 
prompted by some police employee organizations. 

Police Employee Organization 
Internal Democracy and Fiscal Integrity 

Police employee organizations rightfully seek pro­
visions from the police agency that protect all 
police employees from arbitrary and capricious 
actions by the agency. Police chief executives 
rightfully should seek similar measures from the 
employee organization to protect all employees 
from arbitrary and capricious actions by the police 
employee organization. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations in its report Labor-Management Policies 
for State and Local Government recommended that 
public employee organizations adhere to certain 
basic rules and practices designed to maintain in­
ternal democracy and fiscal integrity. Similar rec­
ommendations were adopted by the National 
League of Cities. 

Currently 18 States provide for a special admin­
istrative body to regulate police emr.Joyee Telations. 
The trend is toward the establishment of an in­
dep~ndent board to administer the employee re­
lations program. Such boards exist in New York 
State and City, New Jersey, Hawaii, Maine, Nevada, 
and Los Angeles. Some States, such as Michigan, 
Nebraska, and Wisconsin, use existing boards which 
also regulate employee relations in the private em­
ployment sector. 

Some observers contend that employee relations 
legislation necessitates excessive paperwork for 
employee organizations; that it cannot insure in­
ternal democracy; and that the lack of it in many 
States is evidence that it is unnecessary. 

Others contend that this legislation balances the 
rights of each employee against those of the em­
ployee organization, and establishes legal recourse 
for employees who feel they have been treated 
unfairly by the employee organization. They con­
tend it alleviates employee organization misman­
agement or improprieties that could seriously af­
fect the image and effectiveness of individual police 
employees, the police agency, and the employee 
organization. 

One of the most common complaints from mem­
bers of police employee organizations is the misuse 
of dues income. Unfair police labor practices are 
prohibited by legislation in 11 States. The most 
comprehensive legislation is in Connecticut, Maine, 
and Massachusetts. John Burpo has stated that such 
laws benefit both the police agency and the police 
employee organization by prohibiting nearly every 
form of abuse by agency, employee, and employee 
organization. This legislation is particularly effective 
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against employee organization abuses when it pro­
vides for withdrawal of the organization's accredita­
tion as the exclusive bargaining agent. This elim­
inates the organization's fundamental base of 
power. 

An employee organization's fiscal integrity is ex­
tremely important because actual or even rumored 
abuse can adversely influence public perception and 
support of the police agency. To insure this integrity, 
the employee organization should publish and dis­
tribute regular, complete financial reports to all 
employees and the public. Fiscal activities also 
should be monitored by the employee relations 
administrative body, the State corporation commis­
sion if the employee organization is incorporated, 
the Internal Revenue Service, or the courts. 

f / .-
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Related Standards 

The following standards may be applicable in 
implementing Standard 18.2: 

11.2(8) Legal Assistance. 
18.1 (7) The Police Chief Executive and Em­
ployee Relations. 
18.3(1)(4) Collective Negotiation Process. 
20.3 Employee Services. 
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Collective Negotiation Process 
Every police agency and. all police employees 

should be allowed, by 1975, to engage in collective 
negotiations in arriving at terms and conditions of 
employment that will maintain police service effec­
tiveness and insure equitable representation for both 
parties. 

1. Legislation enacted by States to provide for 
collective negotiations between police agencies and 
public' employees should give equal protection for. 
both parties and should include: 

a. Provisions for local jurisdictions to en­
act specific rules for the collective negotiation 
process; 

b. Procedures to prevent either party 
from circumventing the collective negotiation 
process; 

c. Pro't'isions for police agency retention 
of certain unrestricted management rights to in­
sure proper direction and control in delivering 
police services; 

d. Provisions to prohibit police employees 
from participating in any concerted work stoppage 
or job action; and, 

e. Procedures that require adherence to 
the collective negotiation legislation by all parties. 
2. Every police chief executive shuuld insure that 

he or his personally desiglllated representative is 
present during all coUective negotiations involving 

the police agency, and that he is allowed to protect 
the interests of the community, the police agency, 
and all police employees. 

3. Every police agency should insure that all 
police employees receive training necessary to main­
tain effective management-employee relations. This 
training should include: 

a. Sufficient information to provide all 
employees with a general knowledge of the 
management-employee relations process; 

b. Specific instructions to persons who 
represent the police agency in the collective nego­
tiation process; and 

c. Specific instructions to enable every 
supervisory police employee to perform his 
duties under any collective negotiation agreement. 
4. Every police chief executive should encourage 

employee organizations to provide training to enable 
their representatives to represent members in the 
negotiation process adequately. 

5. Every police chief executive should establish 
administrative procedures to facilitate the police 
agency's operation under any collective negotiation 
agreement. 

6. Every police chief executive should recognize 
that in the collective negotiation process the prob­
lems of unit determination, areawide negotiation, 
and impasse procedures are largely unresolved and 
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that little guidance is currently available in these 
essential areas. 

Commentary 

Collective Negotiation Legislation 

Thirty-three States have legislation that .requires 
at least some public employees to engage In vary­
ing forms of collective negotiations, and other States 
permit this activity. Police employees in 19 States 
are required, by State legislation or orde~, .to par­
ticipate in some form of collective negotlat~on, al­
thouoh in a few of these States the reqUirement 
depe~ds on the local jurisdiction's willingness to 
participate. . 

Overall State and local public employee relatlOns 
legislation' is confusing, fragmented, contradictory, 
and, many times, incomplete in its coverage. of 
employees. There is a growing t:en.d toward .legisla­
tion requiring mandatory negotiations, particularly 
for public safety employees. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, and the Twentieth Century Fund Task 
Force on Labor Disputes in Public Employment, 
produced studies of public employee relations; their 
recommendations differed basically only in one pro­
vision. The former group recommended the "meet 
and confer" approach of California, while the latter 
adopted the more common .approach ?~ collective 
negotiation based on exclusIve recogmtlOn. There 
were several notable dissenters to the ACIR's meet 
and confer recommendation; they felt that it was 
not sufficient to meet the needs of an effective 
employee relations program and that collective n~­
ootiation should have been recommended. The baSIC 
difference between the two processes is that in 
collective negotiations the two parties meet as 
equals, while under the meet and confer system 
managerial discretion is maximized.. . 

It is generally agreed that what IS needed IS 

a general State statute that will balance m a.n age­
ment rights and employee needs, and proVide a 
foundation for effective management-employee re­
lations. At the same time, such legislation would 
recognize that police agencies and police employees 
throughout each State vary in their needs and or­
ganizational environment. Such statutes must allow 
for variations and individual applications. Some 
police employees may not feel th.e need ~or.' or 
may not want to engage in, collective negOtiatIOns. 
They should not be forced to do so. 

Studies such as the National Governors' Confer­
ence 1967 Executive Committee Task Force Report 
on State and Local Government Labor Relations, 

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

and several State commiSSions, have recommended 
that a single statute encompass all public employees 
with latitude within the legislation to meet specific 
needs of particular groups. It is generally agreed 
that such a proposal will result in a stronger and 
more efficient State management-employee rela­
tions program. 

But such legislation must be workable. Cali­
fornia's legislation is considered by many to be an 
outstanding example of employee relations legisla­
tion which embraces the essentials of a "meet and 
confer" approach. It was enacted in 1969. Yet, by 
1972 only half of the jurisdictions had become 
activ~ly involved in the process. The California 
Senate Select Co~mittee on Local Public Safety 
Employment Practices, in 1972, began studying the 
reasons for the many recognized problems. Prob­
lems identified were that the legislation could not be 
enforced, did not require that a conclusion be 
reached, actually rewarded local jurisdictions !or 
delay, allowed local jurisdictions to refuse to Sign 
an agreement if minute differences existed, and 
gave greater advantage for preparation to manage­
ment. 

Laws establishing collective negotiation for public 
employees have withstood legal attacks on their 
constitutionality. Courts have been favorable to 
statutes that reflected careful study and use of the 
experience of both public aod private employee 
relations programs. . 

Local jurisdictiol)s should be allowed to establtsh 
specific rules for the collective negotiation process. 
Neootiati6n involves money and policy formula­
tio~s that are usually responsibilities of the local 
goy~rnment and individual police agency. The 
police employee organization must interact and ~e­
gotiate with local government and the pohce 
agency, not with the State. 

The survey by the Advisory Commission on Inter­
governmental Relations reported in Labor-Mana~e­
ment Policies for State and Local Government dIS­
closed that two-thirds of the municipalities, and 
nearly one-half of the counties, had not enacted 
laws or specific rules for their relationship with 
the employee organizations or for the process of 
negotiation. This may be explained in part by the 
coverage provided by State legislation. 

It is possible that failure by local jursidictions to 
deal with these issues will cause them to be decided 
by the courts, the State, or unpredictable political 
influences. Frustrated with the self-imposed delays 
of local jurisdictions, several police employee or­
oanizations in California, such as the one in San o 
Dierro, have gone to court to have these important 
issu~s decided. The three issues most often in dispute 
are: recognition of the employee organization~ de-
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termination of the negotiation units to be repre­
sented; and initiation of good faith negotiation. 
These also have been the primary causes of public 
employee work stoppages and job actions. 

Prime consideration should be given to the es­
tablishment of a date for the negotiation process 
consistent with the budget cycle of the agency, 
and allowance for reasonable time for negotiations. 
The Police Act, which regulates the process for 
police employees in Ontario Province, Canada, re­
quires' that the negotiation begin within 60 days 
of the request by the majority employee organiza­
tion. 

Collective negotiation many times. becomes a 
lengthy and costly process. Whether the cost is 
borne by the loc;ll jurisdiction, shared equally, or 
paid by the adversary in the process, should be a 
decision of the individual parties to each process. 

Because two basic issues are in contention­
salaries and working conditions-many jurisdictions 
are separating the negotiation for each issue: salary 
negotiations by the local government and working 
conditions by the police agency. New York State 
and Los Angeles are two such jurisdictions. But 
employee relations authorities contend this is a 
severe handicap for management because it elim­
inates the potential for bargaining one against 
the other. 

Exclusive recognition of the organization that 
represents the majority of the employees involved 
in the negotiation process is essential to an effective 
program. Negotiation between more than two parties 
could result in excessive conflict and prevent set­
tlement. It is generally agreed, however, that the 
local jurisdiction and police agency should allow 
representatives of a limited, reasonable number of 
minority grollp employees to be heard prior to the 
actual negotiation process. 

Police employee organizations usually are willing 
to negotiate in good faith; however, sometimes 
they resort to political circumvention and external 
pressures when the negotiation seemingly does not 
satisfy their objectives. For effectiye collective ne­
gotiation, such circumvention should be restricted, 
requiring both parties to negotiate for the end 
results. 

Because few local jurisdictions have set restric­
tions, the negotiation process continues to be pri­
marily a political process. Often such outside in­
fluences as local and State legislative bodies, the 
press, and the public are brought into the negotia­
tions by both sides in an attempt to strengthen 
their stand. 

Picketing by police employees and their families 
has been employed successfully in New York City, 
Detroit, Omaha, Neb., and Los Angeles in wage 

determinations. Boston employees used this tactic 
to defeat the use of uniform name tags. Police 
employee organizations also have made sllccessful 
use of civil lawsuits. Numerous Eastern and Mid­
western employee organizations have used this 
tactic, including New York City regarding the deploy­
ment of employees, Detroit in the residency require­
ment for police employees, and Cincinnati in the 
two-man patrol car issue. 

It is generally agreed that collective negotiation 
should not be circumvented. Cincinnati has suc­
cessfully closed all external doors to the employee 
organization during the negotiation process. This 
includes the city council, mayor, police chief execu­
tive, and State legislature. 

If collective negotiation is going to work, every­
one must work toward requiring that both parties 
reach an agreement solely within the process. Al­
ternatives other than those available at the negotia­
tion table must be closed. 

Collective negotiation dQes not require unneces­
sary or unreasonable concession on the part of 
police management. The ability of the police to 
provide police services must not be affected by 
collective negotiation. The State legislation that es­
tablishes collective negotiation for police employees 
should also define the parameters of negotiable 
issues and make provisions for dispute resolution' 
on these issues. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations has recommended that State employee 
relations legislation provide "that public employers 
retain the unrestricted right: (a) to direct the work 
of their employees; (b) to hire, promote, demote, 
transfer, assign, and retain employees in positions 
with the public agency; (c) to suspend or discharge 
employees for proper causes; (d) to maintain the 
efficiency of governmental operations; (e) to relieve 
employees from duties because of lack of work 
or for other legitimate reasons; (f) to take actions 
as may be necessary to carry out the mission of 
the agency in emergencies; and (g) to determine 
the methods, means and personnel by which oper­
ations are to be carried on." 

Legislation in 11 States provides for the retention 
of unrestricted management rights. All of these 
States require either "meet and confer" or collective 
bargaining. The courts hesitate to interfere in the 
police chief executive's exercise of management 
judgment. This has been the attitude of arbitrators 
in most police arbitration cases. 

But, it would appear that police management 
still is negotiating issues that specifically are defined 
as prohibited from negotiation. Police .management 
must stand firm on the nonnegotiability of restricted 
management rights. , 
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The issue of seniority, for exampI~, i~ an initial 
objective of police employ~e or.garu.zatlOns. "!"hey 
want it to be a primary consideratIOn In pro.mOtions, 
layoffs, reassignments, overtime, and specI~1 work 
tasks. Once the door is allowed to open, It seems 
to remain open, and police management shoul~ 
be aware that seniority could replace the ment 

the government n~gotiator, .when necessary. Ho:-v­
ever, the police chief executIve must also rec~gnIze 
that his relationship with his employees will be 
largely set once an agreement is rea.ched. . 

system and its management prerogatIves.. . 
Operational issues are also becon:In~ pnmary 

objectives of police employee orgaruzatIOns. De­
ployment of field personnel, weaponry, one: versus 
two-man patrol cars, riot equipment, and assl~nme~t 
to civil disorders are the primary issu~s In t~IS 
area. police management, in some cases, IS negotia-

When the positions of supervisors and r;tl~dle 
managers are heard prior to the new negotiation, 
they give the resulting agreement greater support. 
These employees can be a valuable resource to. the 
chief executive. If police management goes mto 
negotiations without their. in.formation a~d support, 
it may lack the necessary inSight to negotiate a prac-
tical, effective agreement. . ' 

ting on these issues. . ' . 
State legislation establishing c~lIectl.ve nego~latlOn 

for the police service is one thmg; Its continUOUS 
implementation is another. To further that end, an 
appropriate administrative agency should be created, 
at either the local or State level, to insure ~dherence 
to the law by both parties and to pro":'lde for.a 
neutral agency to resolve disp~tes, particular~Y.In 
the areas of exclusive recognitIOn of the I?aJonty 
employee organization, complain~s o~ unfmr labor 
practices, and interpretation of legislatIOn. 

Informal talks between the police chIef executIve 
and the employee organizations, p~or to the neg.o­
tiation process, can bring the speCific areas .of d.ls­
agreement into focus. Negotiation should begm With 
problem definition, not with the exchange of pro­
posals and counterproposals. 

Employee Training and Information 

Regardless of form, a regulatory agency must 
develop the confidence of. both management and 
employee organizations. It IS generally agreed that 
the agency's members should be knowledgeable 
about public employment problems and. needs, 
rather than about the experiences and philosophy 
of private labor practices. 

police Chief Executive Participation 

Because public employee organizations in the 
past usually dealt directly with local go~ernm~nt 
in the areas of personnel benefits, ~ohce. chief 
executives were able to avoid becoml~g dlrec~ly 
involved; they continued to operate. their ag~n~les 
without much intervention. CollectIv~ negOt1a~IOn 
has changed that situation. Polic~ chief exec~tl~es 
who do not involve themselves In the negOtIa~l?n 
process could find their management capabIlity 

seriously restricted. .' . 
Experience with collective negotiation In the 

public sector indicates ~hat. the best approa~h for 
the police chief executive. IS .to neg~ttate directly 
with the employee organIzatIon, USing the least 
cumbersome machinery and procedu:es. The po­
lice chief executive or his representative shou!d. be 
included among the local government negotl~tlon 
team, but many chief executives have reSisted 
actually being a party to the process. They have 
felt that they best can retain their nianagem~nt 
position by remaining neu.tral but ~r~sent du.nng 
the negotiating process, With the abilIty to direct 

" I 

Effective management-employee relat~ons, par­
ticularly with collective negotiation, reqUIre that all 
police employees have a general knowledge of the 
program, and. that supervisors and. empl~y~es 
directly involved in the p~ocess have. speCific trammg 
and information. Burpo In The PO/Ice. ~abor M o.ve­
ment cited the inexperience of muruclpal offiCIals 
in the neootiation process-compared to the exper­
tise of p~bIic employee organizations-:-as one .of 
the reasons for the defeat of the collective negotIa­
tion legislation by the 1969 Colorado General 

Assembly. . 
To increase employees' ability to c?nslder the 

negotiation process intelligently, all pohce emplo~­
ees should be informed by the age?cy of their 
role in the management-employee relatIOns program 
and how the program will affect them .. The m?st 
effective time to dispense such general mformatlOn 
is during basic police traini~g. for sworn employees, 
introductory orientation tramm~ ~or nOfisworn per­
sonnel, and routine annual tralrung for other em-

ployees. . d 
Updated information th,en. should be trans.mlt~e 

through the police agency s mternal communIcatl.on 
network. Information presented by the polIce 
agency must be objective and unbiased. even though 
it may be in response to biased information presented 
by the employee organization. The empl~yee or­
ganization should be permitted to present informa­
tion at its own expense, to all police employees. 

A police middle m~na~er in Detroit has note? 
that the police agency s blgges~ loss ca~e. when It 
initially entered into the col~ecttve negotIatIOn proc­
ess The reason was ObVIOUS: management had 
no~ anticipated the problems it would encounter 
and was not prepared to handle them. Although 
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the employee organization representatives were 
equally inexperienced they had the foresight to 
hire a competent labor attorney to negotiate for 
them. 

The collective negotiation process is a difficult 
one requiring careful preparation and able execu­
tion. It cannot be conducted successfully with 
tricks and gimmicks. A police agency should be rep­
resented by a team of experts in personnel, budg­
etary. and field operations management. Such 
representatives should be designated long before 
negotiations begin and should be given as much 
training, experience, and information in the area 
of collective negotiations as the agency can support. 

Effective training can be obtained from academic 
institutions, government agencies, other negotiators, 
and labor and public employment lawyers. The Uni­
versities of California and Wisconsin continuously 
provide such training programs. The latter encour­
ages attendance by the city manager or mayor, local 
legislators, the police chief executive, and other se­
lected police employees. The United States Depart­
ment of Labor also provides training in collective 
negotiations. 

Police agency representatives should develop and 
maintain a system which acts as a clearinghouse for 
information, including court and arbitration deci­
sions. All internal matters associated with 
management-employee relations should be sent to 
the agency representatives. Previous contracts of 
other local police agencies are particularly impor­
tant. With this information, the agency representa­
tive should be able to develop sound positions. 
avoid failures, and maintain fair and effective 
employee relations. 

Once an agreement is reached, the resulting con­
tract must be implemented. The police chief execu­
tive has the primary responsibility for insuring that 
all police employees understand and abide by the 
agreement. The contract must be presented clearly 
and concisely at a level consistent with the education 
and experience of those who will be affected by it. 

Employee Organization Preparation 

Individuals who represent the police employee 
organization during the collective negotiation proc­
ess must be as skillful and knowledgeable as the 
representatives of the police agency. The police 
chief executive should be concerned with the ade­
quacy of this representation. since inadequate rep­
resentation can cause unsatisfactory negotiation 
results and subsequent employee unrest. Therefore, 
employee organization representatives should be en­
couraged to take advantage of the same training 
programs available to the police agency. 

Many major police agencies allow employee or-

ganization representatives duty time to prepare for 
the collective negotiation process; however, some 
major and most small police agencies do not. In 
the past, Seattle police employee orga.nization rep­
resentatives were allowed on-duty time for this 
activity, but because it required so much time the 
agency has restricted this practice. The California 
Senate Select Committee on Local Police Safety 
Employment Practices realized that the State's leg­
islation did not provide for necessary preparation 
time and is studying the implications and possible 
solutions. In a case involving a Santa Clara, Calif., 
police employee organization president, the court 
ruled that the police agency should allow this on­
duty activity because his work can help maintain 
internal order and alleviate potential work stop­
pages. 

Many employee organizations have found that 
their positions are best advanced by using profes­
sional negotiators. Detroit was extremely successful 
through its use of a labor attorney. In San Mateo 
County, Calif., the Sheriff's employee organization 
feeis it has been very successful in realizing per­
sonnel benefits by using a professional negotiator. 

The chief executive of the Covina, CaUf., police 
department employed a unique approach to collec­
tive negotiation. He regularly met with employee 
organization representatives to detertnine what 
they were going to seek and to insure that they 
were prepared to support their position. Through 
this process, reasonable requests were developed 
and the chief executive attempted to secure the de­
sired benefits through the normal budgetary proc­
ess. 

Employee organizations must realize that most 
police chief executives confront the same forces 
that ·they do, and that few control the purse strings. 
During a national conference on police and fire dis­
pute arbitration, Ralph Lynch, Jr., city solicitor of 
Pittsburgh, stated that meaningful negotiation is 
stifled if there is wide difference between what po­
lice employees believe they should get and what 
the local jurisdiction is ,willing to pay for. Where 
both the police chief executive and employee or­
ganization work together to secure reasonable bene­
fits, such a conflict can generally be avoided. 

Operation Under a Collective Negotiation Agreement 

The most important element in the mainte­
nance of effective management-employee relations 
programs and collective negotiations is what hap­
pens within the police agency after the negotiation 
process. The public, and many police chief execu­
tives and local governmental officials, look upon 
collective negotiation as an annual (or less fre­
quent) activity that once concluded can be forgot- , 
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ten until the next negotiation period. Actuall~, ~he 
process continL!es,. even though formal negotiatIOn 
mav not be occurring. . 

interpreting the contract is. a contm~ous process. 
Line supervisors usually will mterpret It themsel~es 
in relation to their specific problems; how.ever, in­

terpretation of complex claus~s and operatIOnal. a?­
herence to the contract generally is the .responslbll­
ity of the agency's trained representa:lves or the 
local jurisdiction's personnel agency. ThiS same per­
son or agency should be available to field super-
visors for individual assistance. I 

In many cases operational orders and manua.s 
must be rewritten to conform to the contract. ThiS 
may involve a significant amount of work. 

When new operational orders that affect ar~as 
subject to negotiation, or that are part of the eXI~t 
ina contract, are drafted. they should be made aV.a! -
able to a representative of the emplo.yee orgamz:­
tion prior to implementation., The a;;slstance of t e 
organization during an order s dr~ftl~g c~n be v~ry 
effective. If the employee orgamzatlo~ IS not in­

volved in this process, it may file a gnev~nce, par­
ticularly if it disagrees with the orde:. ThiS ~ype of 
grievance has been generally upheld If submitted to 
arbitration or a regulatory agency. 

Unresolved Ar!!as Essential 
to Collective Negotiation Processes 

The three unresolved areas esse.ntial to t.he ~ol­
lective negotiation process are umt determinatIOn, 
areawide negotiations, and impasse procedures. Col­
lective negotiation in the public employment secto~ 
is a relatively new process that has develope 
rapidly. In many cases,. this development has 
brought conflict and confUSIOn. 

Unit Determination 

One of the most perplexing problems ~aci~g po­
lice collective negotiations is the det~rmmatlOn of 
an appropriate division of empl~yee~ Into represen­
tative units. The principal issue m dispute has been 
the definition of supervisor and management e~­
PIOyee and whether these persons ?hould be in­

cluded in a bargaining unit in~ludlng. first lev.el 
employees, or in a separate umt, or In no umt. 

Although police employees want the powe~ af­
forJed by the largest unit that can. be orgamzed. 
they usually will refrain from grouptn~. themselves 
with nonpolice employees. In co~munltles strongly 
influenced by organized labor, poltce employees tend 
to organize on the b.asis of rank. I~ other co~­
munities. particularly In the West. poltce emplo~t;:s 
have remained together regardless of rank. ThiS IS 

probably because in most agencies supervisors and 
management personnel generally ris~ from th~ r.anks. 

Public employers differ in ~heir view ~.f thiS Iss~e. 
Some favor a single large umt that aVOIGS ex:es.slve 
fragmentation which might damage negotIatl~ns 
and lead to organization rivalry. Fragmentation 
prolongs negotiations and. more im~ortantly, can 
force the employer to reach several different agr~e­
ments th<l i will result later in confusion and conflict 
during normal operations. 

Other public employers con~end that fragmenta­
tion can be beneficial because It reduces the power 
and effectiveness of the units, and because the r.e­
suiting rivalry will cause conflict among the um:s 
rather than with the employer. ~earlY all pub!lc 
employers desire to exclude supervisors. and p.ar~lc­
ularly manaaement personnel, from negotlattng 
units. (They ~ontend that if they are not excluded. 
management is pitted against man~~ement.) 

A major factor used in determtntng the ap~ro­
priate unit is community of Jnt.erest, but .. particu­
larly in the police sector, thiS IS an elus!ve term. 
Employees who are subjec~ .to the same personnel 
policies and working condltt.ons, wh.o .have had a 
common history particularly 10 negotIattng patterns. 
who have a vocational specialization along yrofes­
~;ional lines, and who have similar authonty a~d 
e,xercise similar rights are said to f?rr:' a commumty 
of interest. Except for the last, thiS tncludes nearly 
all police employees in an agency re~ardless of 
rank; therefore, all could belong to one UnIt. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations in Labor-Management Policies for Slale 
and Local Government strongly recomme.nded th.at 
State legislation determine the appropnate Untts 
and that managerial and supervisory person.nel. 
elected and top management appointive offiCials. 
and certain confidential employees, be e~cl~ded 
from any unit engaged in collec~ive neg?tlattons. 
Fifteen States do require that either umt ?e.t~r­
mination or its dispute resolution be a respo?slblltty 
of the regulatory agency, and. se~eral speCify Untt 
determination through State legislatIOn. 

Areawide Negotiations 

Because collective negotiations require time. 
money, and experience, only ~ few I~rge polic~ 
employee organizations and pohce age~cles can .af 
ford this expensive pro~ess. r-.:1any pol~ce agen~~es. 
and employee organizatIOns without thIS capablht~. 
may not feel it necessary or desirable to en~a~e I.n 
collective negotiations; others may. f~el .their tnd~­
vidual situation rcquires such p~rtlClpatlon. Are;,­
wide negotiations on a joint baSIS have been pro-

d .... ~s a \vorkable solution to thi~ problem. pose " I d r n 1967. the U.S. Bureau of the Census reven e 
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that over 90 percent of all local governments 
have police agencies with fewer than 10 employees, 
while 65 percent of the county police forces have 
fewer than 11 employees. The 29,000 rural local 
governments employ only about 30,000 full-time 
police employees. How these police agencies and 
employees can be expected to engage in meaning­
ful collective negotiations is open to serious ques­
tion. 

practice of arbitration and, instead, accept rcsolu­
tion by the legislature. 

Twenty-two States either allow for or require 
SOme form of impasse resolution procedures for 
police collective negotiation disputes. Three states­
Michigan, Pennsylvania. and Rhode Island-man_ 
date compulsory and binding arbitration for po­
lice disputes. Many persons believe this diversity is 
good because it documents the various approaches. 
Experts in the field, practitioners in police collective 
bargaining, and academicians all differ on their pref­
erences and supporting reasons on impasse pro­
cedures. Many change their views after personal 
experience. To date, no truly successful model has 
been found. 

Areawide negotiations present several problems. 
Most local governments, police agencies, and police 
employee organizations are unwilling to cede a large 
portion of their responsibility or authority to an­
other group. The strongest factor affecting consolida­
tion is that local governments represent the revenue 
base and are generally unwilling to consolidate 
that base to serve regional needs. Additionally, there 
are wide differences between central city and sub­
urban police service levels and personnel systems. 
M. W. Aussieker, Jr., points out in Police Collective 
Bargaining that the continued use of police mutual 
aid pacts may negate the service level argument 
by changing working conditions of involved police 
agencies. The police employees of the affluent com­
munity of Cherry Hill, N.J., certainly have had 
working conditions altered by their support of 
Camden. N.J., police in civil disturbances. 

In Labor Management Policies for Stale alld Lo­
cal Government the Advisory Commission on Inter­
governmental Relations recommended that local 
public employers and employee organizations de­
velop arrangements for collective negotiations on a 
regional basis. The Commission believed that such 
arrangements would achieve more uniform labor 
conditions, conserve time and energy in the nego­
tiation process, and help prevent the playing off of 
one group against another, Theodore Sachs, chief 
counsel for the Michigan Fire Fighters Union. rep­
resents the opposing view of many police and fire 
organizations when he contends that such an ar­
rangement would simply decrease the effectiveness 
of larger employee organizations rather than elevate 
the weaker units. 

Impasse Resolution Procedures 

A rbitration is probably the most controversial 
area of collective negotiation, particularly in the 
public employment sector. Employees and employ­
ers in the private employment sector denounce and 
avoid arbitration. Within the public sector there are 
mixed feelings about arbitration among both fac­
tions, but it is generally felt that arbitration should 
be viewed with skepticism and approached with 
extreme caution. 

Arbitration is a quasi-jUdicial process involving 
hearing both sides, reviewing the evidence and sup­
portive material, and obtaining relative material 
from other sources in making a decision on an ap­
propriate agreement. The form of arbitration varies 
from voluntary or compulsory entry into the 
process, to advisory or binding application of the 
decision. In the public sector, the tendency has 
been to have a three-man-arbitration panel with one 
representative from each side sitting with" neutral 
third party. Selection of the neutral member has 
been a serious problem in cases in Ontario, Canada. 
and in Pennsylvania. 

Those favoring arbitration, particularly compul­
sory binding arbitration, contend that it prevents 
work stoppages, results in decisions based solely 
on the presented evidence, checks potential abuses 
of power by taking the final decision from the in­
volved jurisdiction, and eventually develops guide­
lines that will be helpful in future collective nego­
tiations. 

Others contend that arbitration should not be 
viewed as a panacea for impasse resolution. that it 
is too lengthy and expensive, and that the cost is 
normally borne equally by both parties. An excep­
tion exists in Pennsylvania. where the public em­
ployer pays the entire cost. 

Impasse resolution procedures are invoked when 
collective negotiations break down and the parties 
cannot mutually resolve the disputed area. In the 
private employment sector, a strike by employees 
or a lockout by the employers is generally the re­
sult. But for the police service, such a result is 
both inappropriate and undesirable. The public 
employment sector. therefore. has sought other pro­
cedures. Generally, impasse procedures first in­
volve mediation, then factfinding. National sys­
tems usually avoid the Canadian and European 

Mo<;t arbitrators have been involved in organ­
ized labor grievances rather than public employ­
ment service or contract arbitration. An arbitrator 
may be less responsive to many important ancil­
lary factors if he does not live in the community 
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affected by the dispute. This is especially trut: when 
the arbitration decision becomes more expensive for 
the local jurisdiction. 

The problem of arbitration is most clearly dem­
onstrated where one or both sides fail to negotiate 
in good faith and maintain extreme demands in 
the belief that arbitration may decide in their 
favor. Many feel that the prospect of arbitration 
can defeat collective negotiations. Additionally, 
there is no guarantee that arbitration will alleviate 
the kind of work stoppage that occurred in Mon­
treal, Canadn, when the employee organization re­
fused to accept the arbitrators' decision, and in 
Marqudte, Mich.. when the public employer re­
fused. 

Pennsylvania has whdessed a steady increase in 
police arbitration cases with 51 in 1968, 70 in 
1969. and 92 in 1970. Yet, success of arbitration 
is placed in serious doubt when, as in Michigan's 
police arbitration panels. there are dissents in 
two-thirds of the cases. 

In April 1972. Ralph W. Hanley, arbitrator for 
the City of Vallejo, Calif., contended that public 
employees already have an impressive arsenal of 
protective safeguards encompassing civil service 
systems and effective political lobbying. It was his 
view that there had not been any major disparity 
in treatment, at least in California, between pub­
lic and private employees. If binding arbitration is 
integrated into public employment, offsetting limi­
tations on current employee safeguards may be 
needed to protect the public interest. Whatever 
impasse procedure is used should include a time 
limit. Vallejo's experience with court referral of 
the decision indicates that an open-ended proc­
ess costs too much, prolongs the negotiation proc­
ess, places an inordinate legislative burden on the 
court, and in the end can aggravate exist­
ing employee-employer tension and frictions. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations in Labor Management Policies for State 
and Local Government, and the National League of 
Cities at its 1971 Congress of Cities convention, 
declared arbitration unacceptable as an impasse 
procedure for public employment. 

During a conference on arbitration of police and 
fire disputes, William J. Fallon, a Boston arbitra­
tor, indicated that compulsory arbitration was on 
trial in the public sector and that its general effec­
tiveness is and would be in doubt for quite some 
time. He found that the fear that arbitration would 
inhibit collective negotiation was realized all too 
often and that police disputes, many times involv­
ing 30 to 40 issues, were much more complicated 
than private labor disputes. 

Oregon is experimenting with a form of arbitra-
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tion that restricts the decision to the selection of 
the last negotiation offer of either party, in the be­
lief that it will be in the best interests of each party 
to negotiate as closely as possible to a common 
agreement. New York is considering a procedure 
wherein an independent factfinder deci~es disputed 
issues and presents his finding to both parties, who 
may then negotiate for 30 days. If after 30 days 
the parties cannot agree on another settlement, the 
factfinder's settlement becomes binding on both 
parties. 

Arbitration to settle disputes in the detennination 
of the collective negotiation agreement is a relatively 
untested procedure even in the private sector. Its 
primary purpose in the public sector is to resolve 
disputes and avert the potential of a police work 
stoppage-in itself a doubtful hope. Whatever pro­
cedure is developed must fit the needs of the local 
situation and, to be effective, must be born from a 
consensus of the local government, police agency, 
and police employees. The community that will be 
served by the results must also be involved because 
ultimate!y it must bear the cost. 

References 

I. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations. Labor-Management Policies for Slate 
and Local Government. Washington, D.C.: Gov­
ernment Printing Office, 1967. 
2. American Aribitration Association. A rbitra­
tio!! of Police and Fire Disputes. New York: 
American Arbitration Association, 1971. 
3. Aussieker, M. W., Jr. Police Collective Bar­
gaining. Chicago: Public Personnel Associa­
tion, 1969. 
4. Burpo, John H. Police Labor Movement. 
Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas, 1970. 
5. Murphy, Richard J., and Morris Sackman 
(ed.). Crisis in Public Employee Relations in 
the Decade of the Seventies. Washington, D.C.: 
Bureau of National Affairs, 1970. 

Related Standards 

The following standards may be applicable in 
implementing Standard 18.3: 

11.1 (2) Use of Professional Expertise. 
11.2 Legal Assistance. 
16.3 Preparatory Training. 
18.1(5) The Police Chief Executive and Em­
ployee Relations. 
18.2 Police Employee Organizations. 
18.4 Work Stoppages and Job Actions. 
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Standard 18.4 

Work Stoppages 
and Job Actions 

Every police chief executive should immediately 
prepare his agency to reuct effectively to neutralize 
any concerted work stoppage or job action by police 
employees. Any such concerted police employee 
action should be prohibited by law. 

1. Every State, by 1976, should enact legislation 
that specifically prohibits police employees from 
participating in any concert,ed work stoppage or 
job action. Local legislation should be enacted im­
mediately if State prohibitive legislation does not 
current:,; exist. 

2. Every police agency should establish formal 
written policy prohibiting police employees from 
engaging in any concerted work stoppage or job 
action. 

3. Every police agency should develop a plan 
to maintain emergency police service in the event 
of a concerted employee work stoppage. 

4. Every police chief executive should conside 
the initiation of internal disciplinary action, includ­
ing uismissal, against police employees who P!lrtici­
patl! in a concerted job action or work stoppagl!. 
Among the many disciplinary aIternatiltes available 
to thl! chid executive are actions against: 

a. All participating employees for \'iolat­
ing prohibitive legislation and polic)'; 

b. Individual employees when their in­
dividual conduct warrants special action; 
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c. Only those employees who encouraged, 
instigated, or led the activity; and 

d. None of the participating employees; 
however, criminal or civil action may be sought 
for violations of legislative prohibitions. 

Commentary 

State Legislation 

Strikes by public employees have been prohib­
ited almost universally by specific legislation, gov­
ernmental policy. or thl! common law; various pen­
alties have been prescribed. Currently 31 States 
specifically prohibit police strikes and, depending 
on interpretation, concerted work stoppages. 

Public employee strikes are permitted in Hawaii, 
Pennsylvania, and Vermont; each of these statutes. 
however, includes a provision to exclude such ac­
tivity by police employees. As in the private sector, 
strikes endangering the public health, safety, or 
welfare-such as railroad and steel strikes-have 
been enjoined. 

The government's position should not be reversed; 
all States should specifically prohibit concerted work 
stoppages and job action$ by police employees. 
The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations in Labor-Management Policies for State 



114 
(466) 

and Local Government recommended a similar pro­
vision. This is necessary in view of the increased 
police employee activities in this area and the dele­
tion of no-strike proviSions in many public employee 
organization constitutions including the International 
Association of Fire Fighters: American Federa­
tion of State. County and Municipal Employees; 
and the many factions of the International Confer­
ence of Police Associations. 

The courts find little difficulty in upholding these 
legislative prohibitions and have taken a similar 
position on such apparent subterfuges for the strike 
as concerted sick calls and mass resignations. In 
United Federation of Postal Clerks v. Blount. 30 
LEd. 2d 38 (1971). the United States Supreme 
Court affirmed a lower court statute prohibiting Fed­
eral employees from striking. This pattern was main­
tained in Bennet v. Gravelle. United States Court 
of Appeals. Fourth Circuit. No. 71-1311, Novem­
ber 19, 1971, where it was also stated that a strike 
would not be made legitimate even though strik­
ing employees may have a justifiable reason. 

The courts have defined a public employee strike 
quite broadly, but States should acknowledge that 
the wording of statutes should be broadened to in­
clude such subterfuges as concerted work stoppages 
and job actions. A good example of legislative defi­
nition of strike is found in 17.455 (1). Act 336. 
Michigan Public Acts of 1947 as amended, which 
states in part, " ... the concerted failure to report 
for duty, the willful absence from one's position. 
the stoppage of work, or the abstinence in whole or 
in part from the full, faithful. and proper perform­
ance of the duties of employment. for the purpose 
of inducing, influencing, or coercing a change in 
the conditions. or compensation, or the rights. priv­
ileges, or obligations of employment." 

Frequently legislation has provided no manda­
tory penalties, but there is a trend to include explicit 
penalties for both the participating employees 
and the involved employee organization. The issue 
of penalties is perplexing; there is some dispute 
over whether they should be mandatory, discretion­
ary, or nonexistent. 

Some States permit dismissal of participating em­
ployees, while others rely on heavy fines. Many 
now employ unfair labor practices statutes that pen­
alize employee organizations through loss of 
dues. loss of recognition as a bargaining organiza­
tion, heavy fine. and imprisonment for organiza­
tion officials. 

No law has prevented all strikes. Legislative 
prohibition and penalties undoubtedly restrain 
many from participating in concerted work stop­
pages and job actions; however, their precise degree 
of effectiveness is unknown. There has been a 
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growing trend to grant amnesty to participating 
employees; it is a trend that seriously dilutes the 
effectiveness of legislation. 

Some contend, as Aussieker does in Police Col­
lective Bargaining, that specifying punitive action is' 
self-defeating. Employees and their organizations 
may regard them as a challenge rather than a re­
straint. Specific penalties also deprive public em­
ployers of flexibility in dealing with a personnel 
problem-a work stoppage or job action. In settling 
a concerted work stoppage or job action, some 
public officials have had to waive the statutory 
penalty provision by granting amnesty. 

Others believe that discretionary or unspecified 
penalty sanctions create a sense of uncertainty that 
in itself might be a deterrent. Some, particularly 
academicians and public employee organization 
leaders. maintain that strikes should not be prohib­
ited. They contend that the lack of a prohibition 
adds realism to management-employee relations. 
A pragmatic approach to the curr!'':t police prob­
lem seems to involve the comprcmise. of prohibiting 
police employee work stoppages and job actions 
but allowing a maximum of executive flexibility 
and discretion in the application of the law. 

Police Agency Policy 

Legislation prohibiting police employees from en­
gaging in concerted work stoppages and job actions 
may not be sufficient to maintain internal discipline. 
Some employee conduct may fall short of a viola­
tion of the statute, yet still constitute a neglect of 
duty or other conduct that should be subject to 
internai discipline. For these reasons, every police 
agency should establish specific writ{en policy that 
encompasses the statute provisions as well as those 
areas which fall short of a statute violation but 
still constitute misconduct. 

That policy must be specific and definitive, yet 
broad enough to satisfy the needs of the police 
agency. While general misconduct provisions such 
as "conduct unbecoming an officer" and "neglect of 
duty" may cover the activity, it is preferable to 
establish a specific prohibition that communicates 
the agency's position to the employees. 

Plan to Restore Emergency Services 

When police employees walk off the job, who will 
protect the public? That has been the paramount 
question facing police chief executives throughout 
the country since police work stoppages began oc­
curring. The longer the delay in restoring at least 
emergency police service, the greater the potential 
for public injury. death. and property loss. Even 
though they are faced with these seriolls conse-
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quenccs, few police chief executives have developed 
a plan to cope with a concerted employee work 
stoppag(!. 

The initial consideration must be the source of 
manpower sufficient to supplement cmployees who 
may remain on the job. An agency that is not 
part of a large metropolitan area may find that 
adjacent police agencies cannot handle more than 
their own normal workload. 

Although it has not happened yet, a struck 
agency could find that police employees responding 
for assistance may respect the labor dispute action 
of the poliCe employees engaged in the work stop­
page. This becomes a greater possibility as more 
and more police employees join larger organiza­
tions. 

During the Montreal work stoppage, 200 Pro­
vincial police assisted the 47 remaining Montreal 
personnel. The Royal Canadian Mounted Police pro­
vided police service during the Maritime Province, 
Canada, work stoppages. In Vallejo, Calif., the 
California Highway Patrol provided emergency 
police service for the municipality during a work 
stoppage. 

Several agencies have maintained a form of emer­
gency service by placing nonparticipating manage­
ment and supervisory personnel on 12-hour shifts. 
Detroit. New York City, and Pontiac. Mich .. have 
used this approach. 

There are many problems-most of them logis­
tical and operational-that must be anticipated 
when outside police employees are used for assis­
tance. In Montreal, 500 police vehicles were either 
taken or disabled, and many radios were jammed 
by the police employees engaged in the work stop­
page. Police radio frequencies usually are not com­
patible from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Responding 
police employees generally are unfamiliar with the 
area as well. Police employees engaged in the work 
st.oppage can be expected to complicate unit dis­
patching by placing numerous false calls. A serious 
administrative problem is: who will pay for the 
cost of the assistance or overtime expenses? 

Some sources feel that no public announcement 
should be made about a work stoppage, others that 
a public statement should be made reflecting the 
fact that police service and public safety are in 
jeopardy. Although a public statement or this na­
ture would be beneficial in securing a court injunc­
tion, many experts attribute the Montreal disaster 
to the fact that such a statement was made there: 

Others believe that-even though to do so may 
ncgate an injunction request-the public should be 
assured that their safety is secure and emergency 
police service will be maintained. This approach 
was taken in the Pontiac, Mich., work stoppage, 

during which there was an actual less(.'ning of re­
port,::d crime and calls [or service. 

Every police chief executive should be prepared 
to seek a court injunction to order police employees 
back to work. This places the responsibility on the 
employee organization leaders and brings the court 
in as a neutral third party. If a ban on police work 
stoppages is to be effective, the law must be invoked 
and injunctions requested. 

Disciplining Police Employees 
Engaged in a Concerted Work 
Stoppage or Job Action 

The police chief executive faces a difficult deci­
sion in resolving work stoppages or job actions: 
whether or not to initiate internal disciplinary ac­
tion or dismiss participating employees. With very 
few exceptions this activity is subject to disciplinary 
action by either law or internal regulation 
or both. Police chief executives who have not faced 
this situation will usually state that participating 
employees should be disciplined to the fullest ex­
tent. But those who have been confronted with the 
situation realize that many problems must be con­
sidered before reaching a decision on disciplinary 
action. 

Where legal penalties exist as a ban on work 
stoppages and job actions, they must be enforced 
or their effectiveness will dwindle. When police em­
ployees disregard this form of ban, they show con­
tempt for the law and violate their ,oath of office. 

Generally there are three courses of action that 
the police chief executive can take. He can en­
force strictly all legal and internal prohibitions. He 
may exercise discretion in applying disciplinary op­
tions. Or, he may choose to take no disciplinary 
action. 

Strict enforcement is advocated by most police 
chief executives who have not been faced with the 
issue. Such a course, however, is really only first 
aid in a labor dispute. The long run problem ;c; 
seldom solved. In fact, long-standing scars may be 
left. In Battle Creek. Mich., for instance. over half 
of the police employees were discharged for engag­
ing in a concerted work stoppage. 

Chief of Police William Hanger of Pontiac, 
Mich., recommends that, consideration be given to 
the employees. the long range of disciplinary ac­
tion, and the factors that gave rise to the employee 
action. In Pontiac's \\'orl.< stoppage, the police em­
ployees had been frustmted over a long period of 
time and had, in Hanger's opinion, exhausted all 
other means prior to resort~ng to a work stoppage. 
For these reasons, Chief Hanger chose not to 
invoke the discplinary measures available to him. 
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The problems involv~. in disciplinary action 
against job actions or wo{~\ stoppages are both ad­
ministrative and operational. How many police 
chief executives can gather suflicient information, 
formally charge. and put on disciplinary hearings 
for 50 to 90 percent of their employees? Could 
New York City handle 15,000 cases or Los Angeles 
3.500'1 In addition, it would be difficult if not 
impossible to replace this number of employees, 
particularly in sufficient time to meet the demands 
for police service. Suspending such a large number 
of employees would seriously deplete the agency's 
strength. 

The discretionary approach permits the police 
chief executive the necessary degree of flexibility. 
It allows for individual disciplining of leaders or 
persons who incited the activity, rather than all 
involved employees. A police chid executive of a 
major Southern police agency, when faced with a 
one-platoon work stoppage, refused amnesty; how­
ever, he allowed employees to return without sum­
mary punishment. Following resolution of the issue, 
each participating employee was dealt with indi­
vidually, either by reassignment or strict supervi­
sion. In 1967, all Detroit police employees who 
were engaged in a traffic citation job action were 
subsequently transferred. 

John BUrDO in The' Police Labor Movement as 
well as M. \V. Am:sieker, Jr., in Police Collective 
Bargaining contend that taking no punitive action 
would be the best course of the police chief execu­
tive. They claim that wholesale suspensions could 
destroy the agency, that individual suspensions or 
jail sentences simply make the involved employees 
heroes or martyrs, and leaders in future disruptions. 

Both of these sources express the feeling that 
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the no-action approach will not cause the police 
employees to go unpunished. They contend that 
civil and criminal action should be sought. Others 
consider this an abdication of authority and respon­
sibility by the police chief executive. Whatever 
decision the police chid executive makes, it should 
be his to make, with the knowledge that his 
decision will have a long-lasting effect on the opera­
tion of his agency. 
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Related Standards 

The following standards may be applicable In 

implementing Standard 18.4: 
11.2(2) Legal Assistance. 
18.3 Collective Negotiation Process. 
19.4 Investigation Procedures. 
19.5 Adjudication of Complaint£. 
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APPENDIX D 

AN ACT CONCERNING BINDING ARBITRATION 
FOR MUNICIPAl, COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

AGREEMENTS 

Pile No. 881 

substitute House Bill No. 6969 

State 

House 

House of Representatives, May 20, 1975. The 
Committee on Labor & Industrial Relations reported 
through Rep. coatsworth of the 32nd District, 
Chairman of the Committee on the part of the 
House, that the SUbstitute bill ought to p~ss. 

AN ACT CONCERNING BINDING ARBITRATION FOR 
MUNICIPAL COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives in General Assembly convened: 

1 section 1. Subsection (c) of section 7-473 
2 of the general statutes is repea.\.ed and the 
3 following is substituted in lieu thereof: 
4 (c) The person selected or appoin~ed as fact 
5 finder may establish dates and place of hearings 
6 which shall be, where feasible, in the locali;.y of 
7 the municipality involved. Any such hearings 
8 shall be conducted in accordance with rules 
9 established by the board of mediation and 

10 arbitration. Upon request, the board of mediation 
11 and arbitra tion shall issue subpoenas for hearings 
12 conducted by the fact finder. The fact finder may 
13 administer oaths. Upon completion of the hearings 
14 and within thirty days from the date of 
15 appointment, unless such period is extended by the 
16 board of mediation and arbitration for good cause 
17 shown, the fact finder shall make written findings 
18 of fact and recommendations for resolution of the 
19 dispute and shall cause the same to be served on 
20 the municipal employer and the employee 
21 organization involved. THE FACT PINDER SHALL, AT 
22 MUTUALLY CONVENIENT TIMES BUT WITHIN FORTY DAYS 
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23 AFTER SERVICE OF HIS WRITTEN REPORT WHICH SHALL 
24 INCLUDE SUCH FINDINGS OF FACT, SUCH 
25 RECOMMENDATIONS AND A VERBATIM COPY OF THE 
26 PROVISIONS OF THE PROPOSED CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT 
27 WHICH WERE AGREED TO BY THE PARTIES PRIOR TO THE 
28 TIME WHEN THE FACT FINDER SERVICES WERE REQUESTED, 
29 PERSONALLY APPEAR BEFORE THE NEGOTIATORS AND THE 
30 LEGISLATIVE BODY OF THE MUNICIPAL EMPLOYER AT ONE 
31 MEETING, AND PERSONALLY APPEAR BEFORE THE 
32 NEGOTIATORS AND MEMBERSHIP OF THE EMPLOYEE 
33 ORGANIZATION AT ANOTHER MEETING, TO READ HIS 
34 WRITTEN REPORT, VERBATIM, AND TO ANSWER ALL 
35· QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE SAME THAT MAY BE DIRECTED 
36 TO HIM. THE FACT FINDER SHALL NOTIFY, BY 
37 CERTIFIED MAIL, THE PARTIES OF THE DATE OF THE 
38 LAST MEETING. IF THE FACT FINDER FAILS TO SO 
39 PERSONALLY APPEAR AT EITHER MEETING FOR ANY 
40 REASON, HE SHALL NOTIFY THE NEGOTIATORS AND THE 
'41 LEGISLATIVE BODY OF THE MUNICIPAL EMPLOYER AND THE 
42 NEGOTIATORS AND MEMBERSHIP OF THE EMPLOYEE 
43 ORGANIZATION OF SUCH FAILURE AND IF HE FAILS TO 
44 GIVE SUCH NOTICE, THE NOTICE SHALL BE DEEMED GIVEN 
45 ON THE FORTIETH DAY AFTER THE SERVICE OF HIS 
46 REPORT. IF THE LEGISLATIVE BODY OF THE MUNICIPAL 
47 EMPLOYER FAILS TO NOTIFY THE EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION 
48 IN WRITING, WITHIN TWENTY DAYS AFTER THE FACT 
49 FINDER'S LAST SUCH ~EETING OR AFTER NOTIFICATION 
50 OF THE FACT FINDER'S FAILURE TO APPEAR, WHICHEVER 
51 OCCURS FIRST, THAT IT HAS REJECTED THE FACT 
52 FINDER'S REPORT AND IF THE EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION 
53 FAILS TO NOTIFY THE MUNICIPAL EMPLOYER IN 
54 WRITING, WITHIN SUCH TWENTY-DAY PERIOD, THAT IT 
55 HAS REJECTED THE FACT FINDER'S REPORT, SUCH REPORT 
56 SHALL BE DEEMED ACCEPTED AND SHALL BE FINAL AND 
57 BINDING ON ALL PARTIES. WHERE THE LEGISLATIVE 
58 BODY OF A MUNICIPAL EMPLOYER IS THE TOWN MEETING, 
59 THE BOARD OF SELECTMEN SHALL PERFORM ALL OF THE 
60 DUTIES AND SHALL HAVE ALL OF THE AUTHORITY AND 
61 RESPONSIBILITIES REQUIRED OF AND GRANTED TO THE 
62 LEGISLATIVE BODY UNDER THIS SUBSECTION, AND WHERE 
63 THE MUNICIPAL EMPLOYER IS A DISTRICT, SCHOOL 
64 BOARD, HOUSING AUTHORITY OR OTHER AUTHORITY 
65 REFERRED TO IN SUBSECTION (d) OF SECTION 7-474, 
66 SUCH DISTRICT, SCHOOL BOARD, HOUSING AUTHORITY OR 
67 OTHER AUTHORITY SHALL PERfORM ALL Of THE DUTIES 
68 AND SHALL HAVE ALL OF THE AUTHORITY AND 
69 RESPONSIBILITIES REQUIRED OF AND GRANTED TO THE 
70 LEGISLATIVE BODY UNDER THIS SUBSECTION. THE 
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PROVISIONS OF A PROPOSED COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
CONTRACT ESTABLISHED BY SUCH ACCEPTANCE OF THE 
FACT FINDER'S REPORT SHALL BE CONSIDERED AS AN 
APPROVED COLLECTIVE BARGAINING CONTRACT OR 
AGREEMENT AND SUCH CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT SHALL NOT 
REQUIRE FURTHER APPROVAL OF THE LEGISLATIVE BODY 
OF THE MUNICIPALITY. 

Sec. 2. Subsection (c) of section 7-474 of 
~he gene~al sta~utes is repealed and the following 
~s subst~tuted ~n lieu thereof: 

(C) Notwithstanding any prOVision of any 
general statute, charter, special act oc ordinance 
to ~he contrary, the budget-appropriating 
author~~y of any municipal employer shall 
a~propr~ate whatever funds are reqUired to comply 
w~th a collective bargai~ing agreement, provided 
the .request called for in subsection (b) of this 
sect~on has been approved by the legislative body 
of such municipal employer[. ] OR IUTH A 
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT APPROVED AS THE 
RESULT OF AN ARBITRATION DECISION RENDERED IN AN 
IMPASSE OF CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS UNDER SECTION 7~ 
472 OR RENDERED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS 
OF SECTION 4 OF THIS ACT, OR APPROVED UNDER 
SECTION 1 OF THIS ACT, AS THE RESULT OF THE 
FAILURE OF THE PARTIES TO REJECT THE FACT FINDER'S 
REPORT. 

Sec. 3. Section 7-472 of the general 
statutes is repealed and the following is 
substituted in lieu thereof: 

(a) The services of the state board of 
mediation and arbitration shall be available to 
municipal employers and employee organizations for 
purposes of mediation of grieVances or impasses in 
con ~ract . negot~a tions and for purposes of 
arb~~rat~on of d~sputes over the intecpretation or 
appl~cat~on of the terms of a written agreement 
and, if such service is requested by both the 
mnnicipal employer and the employee organization 
EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 4 OF THIS ACT, for 
purposes of arbitration of impasses in contract 
negotiations. Whenever any impasse in contract 
negotiations is submitted to arbitration the 
decision of the arbitration canel or arbifrator 
shall be. rendered no later than twenty days prior 
to the .f~~al date ~y which time the budget­
appropr~at~ng authorlty of the cunicipality is 
required to adopt its budget or [ten] FORTY days 

i ' 



1 I 

120 

4 File No. 881 

after the close of the arbitration hearing, 
whichever is later, provided that in no ca~e shall 
such decision be rendered later than f~ve d~ys 
prior to such final budget adoption date. Noth~ng 
contained herein shall prevent any agree~ent from 
being entered into in accordance ~~th the 
provisions of subsecti~n ~e), of sect~on 7-474~ 
(b) Nothing in this sect~on ~s ~nten~ed to p:even~ 
the use of other arbitration, tr~bunals,~n the 
resolution of disputes over the ~nterpretat~on or 
application of the terms of written agreements 
between municipal employers and employee 
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organiza tions. , 
sec. 4. Sect~on 7-474 of the general 

statutes is amended by adding subsections (h), 
(i), (j) and (k) as follows:, , 

(h) If either the mun~c~pal employer or the 
municipal employee organization rejects the report 
of' the fact finder, either party may request the 
arbitration services of the state, board, of 
mediation and arbitration, prov~ded wr~tten 
notification of such request shall be sent ,by 
registered mail or certified mail, return re~e~?t 
requested, to the non-requesting p~r~y. , W~th~n 
ten days of receipt of such n~t~f~cat~on, the 
chief executive officer of the mun~~~~al employer 
and the executive head of the mun~c~pal employee 
organization each shall select one member of t~e 
arbitration panel. within ten days o~ th7~r 
appointment, the two members of the arb~trat~on 
panel shall select a third member. Such th~rd 
member shall be the chairman of the panel. ~n,the 
event that the municipal employer or the mun~c~p~l 
employee organization have not selected the~r 
respective members of the arbitration panel or the 
two members of the panel have not selected the 
third member, the state board of mediation and 
arbitration shall appoint such members as are 
needed to complete the panel, pro~ided the memb~r 
or members so appointed are res~dents of th~s 
state and provided further, the third member shall 
be a fact finder other than the fact, finder w~o 
submitted the report pursuant to sect~on 1 of th~s 

act. th 
(i) Within ten days of appointment of e 

chairman, the arbitration panel shall, by call of 
its chairman, hold a hearing within the 
municipality involved. At least five days prior 
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to such hearing, a written notice of the time and 
place of such hearing shall be sent to the 
municipal employer, the municipal employee 
organization and the other members of the panel. 
The chairman of the panel shall preside over such 
hearing. Any member of the panel shall have the 
power to take testimony, to administer oaths and 
to summon, by subpoena, any person whose testimony 
may be pertinent to the matters before said panel, 
together with any records or other documents 
relating to such matters. In the case of 
contumacy or refusal to obey a subpoena issued to 
any person, the superior court, upon application 
by the panel, shall have jurisdiction to order 
such person to appear before the panel to produce 
evidence or to give testimony touching the matter 
under investigation or in question, and any 
failure to obey such order may be punished by said 
court as a contempt thereof. No person shall be 
excused from attending and testifying or from 
producing books, records, correspondence, 
documents or other evidence in obedience to the 
subpoena of the panel, on the ground that the 
testimony or evidence required of him may tend to 
incriminate him or subject him to a penalty or 
forfeiture; but no individual shall be prosecuted 
or subjected to any penalty or forfeiture for or 
on account of any transaction, matter or thing 
concerning which he is compelled after having 
claimed his privilege against self-incrimination, 
to testify or produce evidence, except that such 
individual so testifying shall not be exempt from 
prosecution and punishment for perjury committed 
in so testifying. 

(j) The hearing may, a t the discretion of the 
panel, be continued and shall be concluded within 
forty days from its commencement. within ten days 
of the conclusion of the hearing, the municipal 
employer or the municipal employee organization 
may file briefs on the issues before the panel, 
provided the other party shall receive a copy of 
the brief and have an opportunity to respond to 
it. Such response shall be made no later than ten 
days after the receipt of such brief. Within 
twenty days after the conclusion of the hearings 
or the filing of the brief or the response brief, 
whichever is later, the panel shall, by majority 
vote, decide each issue presented to it and send 
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to the parties a written copy of such decision 
with the vote thereon attached thereto. The 
decision of the panel shall be final and binding 
upon the municipal employer and the m'lnicipal 
employee organization except that a motion to 
vacate or modify such decision may be made in 
accordance with sections 52-418 and 52-419 of the 
genera 1 sta tute 5. 

(k) The cost of the arbitration panel shall 
be distributed among the parties in the following 
manner: (1) The municipal employer shall pay the 
costs of the arbitrator appointed by it; (2) the 
municipal eruployee organization shall pay the 
costs of the arbitrator appointed by it; (3) the 
municipal employer and the municipal employee 
orga~ization shall equally divide and pay the cost 
of the chairman; and (4) the costs of any 
arbitrator appointed by the state board of 
mediation and arbitration shall be paid by the 
party in whose absence the board appointed. 

-----------
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