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ABSTRACT

Police employee organizations and unions have long been seen as obstacles to
police chiefs and to policy implementation (Walker 1984). More recently, police unions
have been identified as an obstacle to the implementation of community policing (Sadd &
Grinc 1996). While much has been written concerning police unions, most of the studies
are based on anecdotal accounts of police labor relations in a particular department (sec
Levi 1977 for a representative piece of union research). Police unions have yet to be
described or examined empirically.

This work uses a large representative sample of police agencies as a starting point
to survey both police chiefs and police union leaders to answer three major research
questions: (1) what are the characteristics of the typical police employee organization?
(2) what are police chief and police employee organization leader perceptions of police
labor relationships? and (3) to what extent do police employee organizations interfere
with the implementation of community policing?

The findings of this research suggest that police employee organizations share
many of the characteristics of police agencies: most are relatively small and locally
based. Police chiefs and police employee organization leaders have somewhat different
perceptions of police labor relationships and these perceptions appear to be related to
experience and conflict. Very few police chiefs or police employee organization leaders

reported conflict over the implementation of community policing in the last three years.
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

Police employee organizations and unions have long been seen as obstacles to
police chiefs and to policy implementation (Walker 1984). More recently, police unions
have been identified as an obstacle to the implementation of community policing (Sadd &
Grinc 1996). While much has been written concerning police unions, most of the studies
are based on anecdotal accounts of police labor relations in a particular department (see
Levi 1977 for a representative piece of union research). Police unions have yet to be
described or examined empirically.

This dissertation will address the following: review the lite.rature on police
employee organizations, empirically describe police unions, examine police union and
police chief perceptions of police labor relationships, explore union interference, if any,
with community policing implementation, and outline the implications of this research
for police labor relationships generally as well as the implementation of community
policing.

Most previous research uses a case study approach to examine one agency or
several agencies (Juris and Feuille 1972). The agencies that have been studied in the past
have almost exclusively been large agencies, and the labor relations of smaller agencies
(included in this research) have not been examined. This is the first systematic, empirical
study of police employee organizations.

While many authors have written about police labor relationships, a great deal of
this literature outlines how these relationships ough to be based on the author’s opinion
and in some cases interviews with police chiefs (Aussieker 1969, Bowers 1974, Burpo

1971, Juris and Feuille 1972, Levi 1977, Maddox 1975). Police employee organizations



have been examined from a chief perspective and as the previous string cite suggests,
they have not been examined much since the 1970s. This research adds to the literature
by examining police labor relationships from the perspective of police employee
organizations and provides a comparative analysis of union versus police chief
perspectives.

While early work on community policing suggested that police employee
organizations were obstacles to the implementation of community policing (Sadd and
Grinc 1996), this research was often based on studying a small number of large agencies.
These studies should not be used to generalize to the experiences of police agencies
overall or to small agencies in particular. This research, however, includes a systematic
examination of the implementation of community policing in agencies of varying sizes
and can document union activities opposing community policing, if any.

This dissertation will add to the existing literature by addressing the following
issues. First, what does the literature say about police unions in general, their
relationships with police departments and their impact, if any, on policy in police
agencies? Second, this research will include an empirical description of police employee
organizations in terms of their size, membership requirements, activities, and collective
bargaining activities. Third, this research will examine how police employee
organizations perceive police labor relationships as well as how these perceptions
compare to police chief perceptions of police labor relationships. Fourth, this research
will examine whether or not police employee organizations interfere with the

implementation of community policing and if they do, how they interfere. Fifth, this



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































