
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

:~ 
:m 

)'1 ' 

wrXUll QIor.ttmtsstnu 
Ott 

i4UlU Eufnrrrmeut OOfftrtf 
&tuubnr~l1 null Eburuiinu 

...... ' 

.. ' 

POLICE OFFICER 
SELECTION PROCEDURE 

V ALIDITY REPORT 

,.A em .. 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.



II 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

THE VALIDATION OF ENTRY-LEVEL 

POLICE OFFICER SELECTION PROCEDURES 

Prepared 

for 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 

OFFICER STANDARDS AND EDUCATION 

by 

Wollack and 1~ssociates 
Greenville, California 

------------------_.-----"'--



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I. Problem SLatement 

In July, 1975, the firm of Wollack, W()ibel & Associates, Inc. was retained 

by the Texas Commission on Law Enforcement Officer Standard:; and Education for 

the purpose of developing and validating entry-level municipal police officer 

selection procedures. The purpose of this project is to produce such job-related 

selection procedures in conformance with state and federal equal employment 

opportunity laws on the basis of a cooperative, statewide validation study under 

the direction of the Consultants and in cooperation with the TCLEOSE staff. 

The effectiveness of the law enforcement profession is to a large degree 

dependent upon the employment standards and practices adopted by municipal 

police departments for entry-level officers. It is clear that effective law enforcement 

m~ndates the use of employment tests which enable departments to identify and hire 

the very most competent of police personnel. It is es sential that the principles of 

merit selection must be rigorously upheld. 

The public employer, including police departments t was made subject to 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 when this Act was amended by the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Act (1972). Federal compliance agency guidelines, including 

the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration, require that all employment procedures used to hire police officers 

be jobrelate:L This means that all examinations I whether they be written, physical 

performance tests, oral board standards, or any potentially disqualifying factor I 

must be shown to be related to the requirements of the position of entry-level police 

officer. Any selection factor which adversely affects the employment opportunity 

of job applicants who are protecteri under Title, VII may be challenged with respect to 

its job relatedness (validity). 



The EEOC Guidelines on L:mployee Selection IJrocectures (19'/0) In section 

1607 . 1 s ta te : 

II •• properly validated and standardized employee 
selection procedures can significantly contribute to 
the implementation of non-discriminatory personnel 
policies ... II 

The estcblishmert of job related I valid employment qualifications and standards 

is essential to both the selection of competent police officers and the removal of 

artificial barriers to employment. It is not enough that employment standards are 

objective and are applied equally to all candidates irrespective of race or sex. 

Evidence showing those standards to be job related or valid is also mandated by the 

before-mentioned federal guidelines. This requirement of job relatedness is the 

principal focus o~ the current investigation of the employment requirements for entry-

level municipal police officers. 

It should be emphasized that no prior assumptions were made about the nature 

of the job requirements for entry-level police officers. This study was not an attempt 

to validate or confirm the legitimacy of .existing testing procedures for municipal 

police officers. To the contrary fa systematic and comprehensive analysis of the 

reqUirements for entry-level police work .was undertaken by the Consultants. Based 

upon the conclusions of this job analysis study I a new set of examinati(;m procedures 

was developed by the Consultants. In the view of the Consultants I these procedures 

will permit public agencies in the State of Texas to develop a broadly-based assessment 

of all relevant applicant characteristics required for the position of entry-!-?vel 

municipal police officer. The vi'llidation project described herein is based upon 

these newly-developed employment pf0cedures. 
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This study represents an explicit effort by the Consultants to develop and 

validate police employment procedures in a manner which is consistent with all 

applicable federal guidelines and professional standards. Consultants I therefore I 

have prefaced each section of the following report with a listing of all appli.cable 

federal and professional guidelines in order to demonstrate in. a convincing manner 

that the following validation study has been responsive to the prevailing requirements. 

There is no doubt but that different experts in the area of psychometrics may 

have different perspectives regarding their philosophies and methodologies for 

conducting validation studies. Accordingly I Consultants have adhered closely to 

published guidelines and standards in Clrder to develop testing procedures which, 

if challenged I can be shown to be job rE:llated in accordance with such recognized 

standards. 

Project Administration 

The responsibility for the design and development of all forms, questionnaires I 

tests I manuals I etc. was assumed by the consulting firm of Wollack, Waibel & 

Associates I Inc. While Consultants were entirely responsible for the technical 

aspects of this research I the responsibility for coordination of the validation project 

was assigned to the TCLEOSE staff under the direction of Mr. Keith Bannon. Mr. 

Bannon I s staff was wholly responsible for the administration and coordination of each 

phase of the validation project within the State of Texas. Close liaison was maintained 

with the Commission staff for the purpose of: distributing project materials; arranging 

meetings; assisting in the selection of samples for the project components; administering 

tests; obtaining ratingsi collecting demographic information j and, in general, admini

stering and coordinating the project with the participating police departments. 
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Cooperative Validation Studies 

Applicable federal guidelines and professional standards on test 

validation st~ongly encourage cooperative validation studies. The 

EEOC Guidelines (1970) state in section 1607.4(c) (2): 

11 ••• where the validation process requires the 
collection of data throughout a multiunit organi
zation, evidence of validity specific to each unit 
may not be required. There may also be instances 
where evidence of validity is appropriately obtained 
from more than one .company in the same industry. 
Both in this instance and in the use of data collected 
throughout a multiunit organization, evidence of 
validity specific to each unit may not be required: 
provided, that no significant differences exist 
between units, jobs, and applicant populations." 

The import of this section is that statewide validation for the 

newly-developed procedures r if properly performed, will be recognized 

by the EEOC even though the validation study does not include all Texas 

departments. Under these guidelines r it would only be necessary to 

show, for those departments not directly involved in the validation 

study, that the requirements of th~ir entry-level police positions are 

highly similar to the requi~ements of departments directly involved in 

the project. 

The Industrial-Organizational Division of the American Psycholog

ical Assocation has issued P~inciples of the Validation and Use of 

Personnel Selection Procedures (1975). In their "Statement of Purpose" 

the Principles note: 

"'rhese principles are meant to be consistent with 
the Standards for Educational. and Psychological 
Tests (APA, 1974), They are intended to clarify 
the applicability of the Standards (written for 
measurement problems in general) to the specific 
problems of employee selection, placement, and 
promotion." 
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On page 13 of the APA Principles I psychologi.sts are: 

II ••• strongly urged to engc:lge in cooperative 
research ventures such as industry-wide vulidatim 
studies I consortia of civil service jurisdictions I 
and the like. . • II 

The Equal Employment Opportunity Coordinating Council was established 

under section 715 of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, as amended. This 

council has issued draft Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures in 

order to consolidate the gUideline requirements for establishing the job relatednE~ss 

of testing procedures. Section 2 defines the scope of these guidelines: 

"They will be applied by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission to private and state. and local government 
employers ... subject to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964; by the Department of Labor to contractors and 
subcontractors subject to Executive Order 11246; and by 
the Civil Service Commission to federal agencies subject 
to Section 717 of the Ci vii Rights Act of 1964. . . I and by 
the Department of Justice in exercising its responsibilities 
under Federal law. II 

As of the date that this rEPort was prepared I the most recent draft of these proposed 

Guidelines was dated May 10, 1976. 

Section 6, which deals explicitly with cooperative validation studies I states: 

"It is the intent of the agencies issuing tl1('<;f' gUidelines 
to encourage and facilitate cooperativc' d~'Vl' lopment and 
validation efforts by employers •.. to achieve selection 
procedures which are consistent with these guidelines ••• 
Selection procedures shown by one user to be content 
valid in accord with S 12 c will be considered acceptable 
for use by another user for a performance domain if the 
borrowing users job analysis ~.hows that the. same 
performance domain is measured by the selection 
procedure. II 

-5-



Clearly, applicable federal and professional standards strongly encourage 

efforts similar to the one undertaken by 'rCLEOSE to develop and validate employment 

testing procedures on a statewide basis. 

Sample Selectim 

An efrort was made to involve as many Texas municipal police departments 

in the validation study as was practicable. Table 1 summarizes the municipal 

police departments I by size, who participated in the TCLEOSE validation project. 

Table 1 

Texas Municipal Police Departments, 
by Size, Who Participaterl in Validation Project 

Population Total Statewide ProjECt Sample Sampling Percentage* 

% 

Over I, 000, 000 1 1 100 

500,000 - 1,000,000 2 2 100 

250,000 - 449,999 3 3 100 

100,000 - 249,999 8 8 100 

50, 000 - 99,999 13 12 92 

25,000 - 49,999 21 21 100 

10,000 - 24,999 79 37 47 

5,000 - 9,999 90 15 17 

Under 5,000 248 ~ __ 3 

465 107 23 
*Sampling percentage i.s based upon the number of departments in the sample as a 
percent of the total number of departments in each size category. 
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There nro 465 municipal police departments in the State of Texas. Of this 

number, 248 departments serve communities with 5 I 000 or fewer population. 

An additional 90 departments serve communities of less than 10, 000 population. 

It should be noted I however ( that the majority of police personnel are concentrated 

in the 217 municipal police departments which serve populatims of 5 t 000 and 

above. An effort was made I therefore, to sample more heavily from the moderate 

to large police departments in the state. As such I it can be observed that the 

percent of departments rorving communities of over 25, 000 were almost universally 

involved in the validation study. Of the 48 departments in this size ciategory I 

47 of these departments participated in one or more phases of the TeLEOSE va lid a tim 

project. Forty-seven percent of the departments in the size category of 10,000 to 

24,999 populatirn were also represented. The validatirn sample included a lesser 

percentage of those de~artments serving populations below 10 t 000. In all t a total 

of 107 municipal police departments were represented in one or more phases of the 

project for a statewide sample of 23% of all Texas municipal police departments. 

Table 2 contains an alphabetical listing of participating departments. 
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Table 2 
, 

Alphabetical Listing of Participating Departments 

Abilene Gainesville Odessa 
Alvin Galveston Orange 
Amarillo Garland 
Angleton Grand Prairie Palestine 
Arling-t:.on Greenville Pampa 
Austin Paris 

Harket Heights Pasadena 
Baytown Harlingen Plainview 
Beaumont Hondo Plano 
Bedford Houston Port Arthur 
Beeville Humble Port Lavaca 
Bellaire Huntsville 
Benbrook Hurst Richardson 
Big Springs Richmond 
Brownsville Irving Rockdale 
Brady 
Bryan Jasper San Angelo 

Jefferson San Antonio 
Canyon Seabrook 
Cleburne Kaufman Sherman 
Conroe Kermit Silsbee 
Corpus Christi Kerrville Snyder 
Corsicana Killeen Spring Valley 

Kingsville Sweetwater 
Dalhart:. 
Dallas La Marque Taylor 
Deer Park Lamesa Temple 
Denison Laredo Terrell 
Den-t:.on League City Texarkana 
De Soto Longview Texas City 
Dimmit Lubbock 
Duncanville Lufkin University Park -

Uvalde 
Eagle Pass Marshall 
EI Paso McAllen Vernon 
Euless Mesquite Victoria 

Midland Village 
Farmer's Branch Mineral ~~ells 
Fort Stockton Waco 
Fort Worth Nacogdoches Waxahachie 
Freeport North Richland Hills West University Place 
Friendswood White Settlement 

Wichita Falls 
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II. Vi.'lHdntlm Methodology 

The following section of t~D vuHdatim raport explnins the rutionulo for tho 

choice of the content validation approach in the present project. For the most , . 

part, the components of the entry-level police officer selection system developed 

in (;onjunction with t.his projest \17111 rely upon the. technique of content viJlidity 

for sustaining the job relatedness of these procedures. 

There has been some controversy concerning the appropriate validation method 

for sustaining an employer's burden of proof in Title VII litigation. This section of 

the report speaks to the rationale underlying the choice of an appropriate validation 

methodology. The report focuses upon the content validation method which the 

Consultants utilized for most components of too selection process. This section of 

the validation report includes ..:I pre-publica tion copy ofa paper prepared by Dr. 

Stephen Wollack of Wollack I Waibel & Associates, Inc. entitled: Content Validity: 

Its Legal and Psychometric Basis. This paper was submitted to International 

Personnel Management Association for publication in IIpublic Personnel Management. 11 

The purpose of the paper is to explain and analyze pertinent case -law pertaining to 

the selection of the validation method. The publication is an attempt to reconcile 

conflicting legal and psychologica.l standards pertaining to the content validation 

of employment tests. The author has reviewed the case law dealing with content 

validation. This law is characterized' as out-of-step with the professional testing 

standards I specifically as it addresses the use of content validity. The problem 

stems from a failure by the courts and by expert witnes ses to identify the psychometric 

basis for selecting a validation method. Moreover, existing federal guidelines on 

test validation have been improperly cited by the courts. The cr.iteria for conducting 

an appropriate content validation study are spelled out by the author. 
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CONTENT VALIDITY: ITS LEGAL AND PSYCHOMETRIC BASIC 

Typically, society permits out community of scholars to engage 

in their harmless theorizing without much interest or concern. It 

is not so much motivated out of a commitment to some lofty principle, 

such as academic freedom, bu~ more out of sense of indifference for 

the irrelevant. There have been some exceptions, Darwinian evolution 

is one of a number of notable examples. There are, of course, thou

sands of less dramatic examples of intervention by segments of govern

ment into scientific and technical issues. Scientists frequently 

bec0me embroiled in controversial questions pertaining to the environ

mental impact of a bridge, or a road, or a dam; the effect of a paper 

mill or a petroleum plant on water quality; the relationship of some 

smog control device to air quality, and so forth. 

One sincerely hopes that the eventual interface between our 

scientific and judicial institutions will be fruitful in a societal 

sense. By and large, I feel, the courts have been successful in ad

judicating complex technical issues. The ability of the federal courts, 

in particular, to deal with an incredible range of technical and scien

tific subject matter certainly merits the recognition and appreciation 

of all of us in this land. Unfortunat~ly, this discussion deals with 

one significant exception to the fine track record of which I speak. 

The issue involves the attempt to reconcile the psychometric and legal 

standards for establishing the job relatedness of employment tests. 
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Fairness requires that the federal judiciary be exonerated. The 

fault rests not so much with the courts as with the so-called llexperts," 

who have brought confusion and contradiction to a particular question 

which happens to have a fairly straight-forward answer, one which con

t~avenes an impressive number of rulings. The specific issue at hand 

concerns the adequacy of the content validation methodology for estab

lishing the job relatedness of employment tests. What distinguishes 

this entire matter from other technically-oriented litigation is the 

absence of controversy within the scientific literature concerning the 

appropriateness of the content validation methodology. To the contrary, 

the major standards and guidelines on test validation of the psycholo

gical profession, the proposed standards for test validation of the 

Equal Employment Opportunity Coordinating Council, and existing EEOC 

Guidelines all endorse the appropriate use of content validation. The 

bad case law arises mainly out of two blunders: (1) a failure by de-

fendants to present to the courts the rationale for the choice of vali

dation methods, and (2) a failure by the courts to interpret correctly 

an important section of the EEOC Guidelines. 

I. The Misreading of EEOC l607.5(a). 

The misreading of this particular section by the courts is difficult 

to understand. Perhaps the blame should be placed mainly upon the EEOC 

which managed to produce a guideline so poorly written as to invite 

speculation about their intent. The section is 1607.5(a) of the 

Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures which reads: 

-11-



"For the purposo of satisfyinq the requirements 
of thi.s pilrl, nmplrlcul evidonco in flupporl nf tile 
tl3st validity must be based on studies employing 
generally accepted procedures for determining 
criterion-related validity, such as those described 
in 'Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Tests and Manuals' published by the American 
Psychological Association, 1200 Seventeenth Street, 
NW, Washington, D. C. 20036. Evidence of 
cohtent or construct validity, as defined in that 
publication, may also be appropriate where criterion
related validity is not feasible. However, evidence 
for content or construct validity should be accompanied 
by sufficient information from job analyses to demon
strate the relevance of the content (in the case of job 
knowledge or proficiency tests) or the construct (in 
the case of trait measures). Evidence of content 
validity alone may be acceptable for well-developed 
tests that consist of suitable samples of essential 
knowledge, skills or behaviors composing the job 
in question. The types of knowledge, skills or 
behaviors contemplated here do not include those 
which can be acquired in a brief orientation to the 
job. " 

Frankly, while the guideline is written in a somewhat confusing fashion, 

one must take great liberty with logic to interpret this section as requiring 

a demonstration of technical infeasibility before permitting the use of content 

validation for tests of skills, knowledge, and job behaviors. Yet courts have 

so ruled. My own reading of this section leads to these conclusions: 

1.. Criterim-related validation is required by the EEOC if feasible. 

2. If criterion-'related validalicn cannot be performed feasibly I content 

and construct may be appropriate. 

-12 -
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3. One 0.xcept.i.ill) to lilY first concllll:;1on is noled: Conlcnl vt:llidity 

ulone (emphasis added) may be acceptable for well-developed tests •.• 

of essential knowledge. skills, or behaviors composing the job 

in question. • . 

Clearly, to read 1607.5 (a) .as mandating a demonstration of infeasibility of. 

criterion validity for tests of certain knowledge, skills I and job behaviors 

reguir.es that the reader ignore the explicit statement indicating the acceptability 

of content validity alone for such tests. More than that I if the statement 

concerning evidence of content validity alone is not seen as an exception to the 

requirement of criterion-related validation, then it is incompatible with that 

requirement. Sinc~ these guidelines have been accorded great deference by the 

courts, one wonders why any court would ponder the sufficiency of content 

validation as a methodology for establishing the job relatedness of certain tests. 

Nevertheless, some courts have held that infeasibility must be shown before 

any application of content validity may be entertained. Additionally t there have 

been rulings to the effect that criterion-related validation is the "preferred" or 

"best" method of validatiol. Both conclusions are erroneous. 

It is highly instructive to consider the evolution of these rulings. In 

Chance v. Board of Examiners (3 EPD 8286). the District Court pondered the 

issue of criterion versus content validation. Despite some conflicting evidence 

on the technical merits of the various methodologies I Judge Mansfield correc.!J.y 

noted that: 

-13-



II Prodictive v<.lUdily is of qrcater s ic)nificance in evC1.l.uating 
aptilude tests them proficiency les Ls ••• II 

Since· the content validity study offered by defendant.s was ruled inadequate, 

the court did not reach the questioh uf which methodology is preferred. The 

decision in Chance was affirmed by the Second Circuit (4 EPD 7756) and 

represents, in my opinion, one of the best reasoned decisions by a federal 

judge in the area of employment testing. However, in Fowler v. Schwarzwalder 

(5 EPD 8062) I the District Court ruled that the infeasibility of conducting a 

criterion-related study must be shown before a content study may be accepted. 

Nevertheless, the ruling was not definitive, because the court went'on to hold 

that the job ahi:liysis in question was improperly conducted. Plaintiff's expert 

maintained that the most accurate method of insuring fairness "was through 

use of an examination, the validity of which had been tested by the predictive 

validity method .•• " Defendant's expert concurred in his observation that 

"test validation generally means predictive validity or statistical evidence 

of validity and that content validity is acceptable,only when predictive validity 

studies are not feasible." It is regrettable that too findings did not focus more 

clearly on the reported testimony of the plaintiff's expert that: 

"while the use of content validity methodology is appropriate 
to verify an achievement test, it is ineffective to validate an 
ability test intended to predict the suitability of a candidate 
for a job. II 

This important bit of testimony concurs fully with Chance, however I this language 

has been consistently ignored by subsequent rulings which have cited Fowler as 
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standing for the propositions that predictive validation is preferred I 
and technical infeasibility of criterion-related validation must be 

I proven before content validity may be applied. It should also be ob

served that the type of test in question in Fowler cannot be adduced 
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from the language of the opinion. Therefore, if the test were substan-

tially of an aptitude character, both experts may have been entirely 

correct in insisting upon criterion-related validation. However, be-

cause the court failed to focus on this essential issue, we are left 

in Fowler with very unfortunate language which has been cited as dictum 

in subsequent decisions. 

In Bridgeport Guardians v. Bridgeport Civil Service Commission 

(5 EPD 8502) "experts" agreed that content validation is "less reliable" 

than predictive validity. Experts for defendants in this case consisted 

of an Associate Dean of Arts and Sciences at a local university and a 

retired New York City police officer. Plaintiffs' expert was a well

known psychologist who has developed something of a ,reputation for 

having worked plaintiffs' side of the issue in many such testing cases. 

While it is not my intention to be critical of these individuals, per-

sonally, it should be noted that the cases pertaining to testing issues 

are characterized so frequently by the presence of "experts" who are 

either: (1) the same persons working the same sides of issues, or 

I (2) individuals who have little if any training in the area of psycho

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

metrics, some of whom acknowledge themselves to be inexpert. Their 

impact on the case law has been profound. 

In ~ridgeport (see footnote 7) the trial court observed: 

"Evidence of content or construct validity, as defined 
in~hat publication, (~EOC Guidelines) may also be 
appropriate where criterion-related v.alidity is not 
feasible." 
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This citation is a correct interpretation of EEOC 1607.5(a), 

however, it is a partia~ summary of the language in that section, as 

I have indicated previously. The foo~note does not spea]c to the ex

ception under which content validity alone is acknowledged by those 

Guidelines as being sufficient (i.e., tests of skills, knowledge, and 

job behaviors). 

What is more remarkable with regard to Bridgeport is that the 

Second Circuit in affirming the District Court's ruling on the vali-

dation study (6 EPD 8755) referred to the predictive approach as the 

"best method," citing for authority all the previous cases in which 

the issue of validation methodology was obscured. 

In WACO v. Alioto (5 EPD 8624) the issue of content versus crite-

rion-related validation was once again adjudicated. The court noted: 

"Although ~he Guidelines (Section 1607.5) provide that 
evidence of 'content' validity alone may be acceptable 
for well-developed tests ... they also provide that this 
method of validation is appropriate only 'where criterion
related (i.e., empirical) validity is not feasible' (ori
glnaI emphasis) ... and, further (emphasis added), when 
the tests consist of ... knowledge or skills. " 

The editorial license taken by the WACO court in rearranging the 

language of 1607.5(a) amounts to a clearly erroneous interpretation of 

this guideline. They concluded that the infeasibility showing and the 

knowledge and skills limitations are conjunctive requirements which 

must be satisfied before content validity can be considered. It is 

worth noting, once again, that the court failed to establish a nexus 

between the requirement of establishing infeasibility and the aptitude 

content of the examination. The result of these mistakes has been that 

several courts hav~ cited WACO as standing for a mandatory showing of 

technical infeasibility despite the content of the examination (i.e., 

aptitude or achievement test). 
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The courL no Led in SlIllLll v. eiLy of Lust ClevelcJlld (G LPD 8831) that 

experts for bOLh sides tl9reed that critcrion-reluted vulidity is "preferred ", 

Moreover, the court cited for au thority Bridgeport Guardians. Once again I 

lhe critical issue of exnmirwtlon Lype Wus not tro()Lod explicitly. The 

examination challenged in that case was the Army General Classification 

Test, a well known aptitude examination intended to screen applicants for 

the military. My discussion of the psychometric requirements underlying 

the choice of a validation raticnale will strongly support a similar preference 

for criterion-related validity for broad-band I abstract examinations such as 

the AGeT. Nevertheless I the case law on the issue of validation methodology 

does not clearly distinguish the various approaches on psychometric grounds. 

In Vulcan Society v. Civil Service Commission of City of New York (6 EPD 8904) 

the court cited a "preference" for criterion-related validatim based upon Fowler v. 

Schwarzwalder. The District Court held in Vulcan: 

"Some crurts have taken the position that predictive or concurrent 
validation of employment examinations is absolutely required I at 
lrost in the absence of a showing that studies employing these 
methods have been attempted and found impractical to be implemented. 
The strong preference fa these types of validation is based upon the 
fact that empirical comparison between test and job performance is the 
only means of conclusively establishing that an examination actuall..:t. 
accomplishes its goal. II (emphasis added) 

It is I indeed I ironic that the court should argue on behalf of criterion-related 

validation on the basis of the examination's goal.NJtwithstanding the specific 

issues of this case I the upproprit.rt:e goal of an employment test may be to measure 

an applicant's existing level of achievement rather than to predict his future level 

of job performance. Both goals t we will see I are legitimate objectives of employment 
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lesLs and huvo !Joen recoCjllized uS such !Jy Llle psychometricians who have 

wrillcll the pro[ess!ollill slulldmds llIH.l ~Jllldellnes for leBt development ~ll1d 

validation and by the r:r:OC in 1607.5 {a} which specifically permits the use 

of content vulldulioll DIone for eslablishlng tho Jo!J reluLedness of uclllovemenl 

tests. 

The court in Vulcan perpetuated the misreading of 1607.5 (a) (see footnote 

25) by citing only that language in the applicable guideline which refers to the 

use of content validity in those situatims where criter.ion-related validity is 

appropriately more suitable (abstract examinations I 1. e. I aptitude tests I etc.). 

The specific language explicitly permitting the use of content validation for 

tests of skills I knowledge I or job behaviors is once again omitted. 

In the Vulcan appeal, the Second Circuit astutely observed: 

"Cases like this one have led the courts deep into the 
jargon of psychological testing. Plaintiffs insist that 
the only satisfactory examinations are those which have 
been subjected to 'predictive validatim' or 'concurrent 
validatim,' preferably the former .•• The judge wisely 
declined to insist on either. The Fourteenth Amendment 
no more enacted a particular theory of psychological 
testing tha~ it did Mr. Herbert Spencer's Social Statics. 
Experience teaches that the preferred method of today 
may be the rejected one of tomorrow. What is required 
is simply that an examination must be 'shown to bear 
a demonstrable relationship to successful performance 
of the jobs for which it was used.' II 

In reference to the criterion-related methodologies I the Circuit in Vulcan also 

noted that: 

"thoso two !;chelllos hnvc their own d ifficllltios, unci the f ullure 
to lise one of them is not fatal, at least from a constitutional 
standpoint, as long as the examination is properly job related. II 
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In C) similur ruling, the District Court in'Officers [or Justice v. Civil 

Sc:rvke Commission, San I'rancisco (6 1:PI) U95G) concluded the (ollowing based 

upon the previously noted deciSions of Bridgeport Guardians and WACO: 

liThe EEOC Guidelines I it should be noted I allow for the 
use of content validation studies only when the use of 
predictive validation studies is not feasible. II (emphC' ,'s 
added) 

The adverse consequences of perpetuating an inexact, incomplete citation 

of 1607.5 (a) is evident in the fallacious reasoning of the District Court in Officers 

for Justice in which the trial court noted: 

"Defendants once again had not performed any type of 
statistical analysis necessary to meet EEOC Guidelines ..• 
had made no significant attempt to determine the predictive 
validity of the sergeant examination II 

What is fundamentally wrong with this holding is the acknowledgement by the 

court that: 

IIEssentially I the examinations are achievements trusts .• .. 

The import of this holding is to require predictive validation even where technical 

standards indicate the use of content validity. In fairness to the District Court, 

however, it should be noted that the issues of this case were resolved as required 

on the grounds of the appropriateness of the content validation study for the 

promotional examination. 

The District Court in Kirkland v. N. Y. State Department of Correctional 

Services (7 EPD 9268) cited Vulcan, Bridgeport Guardians, and EEOC 1607.S(a) 

in concluding: 
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'''flliIL crll.('fi(IJ-r"oli1l(~d or clllpiricill valitlation lfi profornblo 
Lo oLher vulltlullon IllcLhotls." 

They further note: 

"The eEOC's minimum stundQrds for vi)l1t1ulion •.• require un 
employer to undertake criterion validation if it is feasible. 
They demand (emphasis added) empirical evidence in support 
of a test's validity. " 

It is interesting to note the evolving degree of positiveness or certainty with 

which the criterion-related validation standard is asserted as buttressed by 

the language of preceeding case law. Accordingly, one notes the" suggestims II 

which the Kirkland court infers from previous litigation (Vulcan and Guardiansl 

that criterim-related validation may be the only: 

"method (which) suffices to carry the burden of proof as to 
job relatedness ••. " 

The District Court correctly notes, however I that: 

"Those cases which have indicated a preference for criterion
related validation have also found a lack of content and con
struct validation before striking down an examination. II 

1:" 

Unfortunately, the District Court subsequently ordered a new test to be developed 

and validated by means of criterion-related validatim if feasible (8 EPD 9675). 

The Second Circuit affirming in part the trial courfs holding on the testing issue 

(10 EPD 10,357), similarly held that a showing of technical infeasibility "must be 
, 

made. Finally I in the appellate level ruling in Douglas v. Hampton (9 EPD 9973) t 

the Circuit correctly held that construct validity may be considered only after 

a showing that criterion-related validation is infeasible. Unlike content 

validation, the EEOC Guidelines do not exempt the employer from demonstrating 

infeasibility of criterion validation prior to claiming construct validity. However, 
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in footnote 80 I the Circuit holds: 

II Mlcr S01l)0 pmiod of time empirical sludics Hhould be required 
unless the employer can establish the infeasibility of such 
studies .•. We hold only that absent proof that empirical 
validity is not feasible I other techniques for establishing 
validities are not acceptable. " 

Here too, we find the categorical assertion that the EEOC Guidelines require 

criterion-related validation or a demonstration of infeasibility as they pertain 

to all "other techniques for establishing validity. II As a nonottorney, I 

am prompted to speculate that the courts are more disposed on such matters 

to place greater confidence in the holdings of other courts I however poorly 

reasoned, than in their own reading of tha pertinent guideline in dispute as 

it wa s written. 

The evolutionary process described herein is worth a brief re/iew. EEOC 

1607.5 (a), though somewhat poorly written, permits the employer to sustain 

his burden of proof for tests of skills I knowledge I or job behaviors exclusively 

on the basis of content validation. In Fowler I defendant's expert testified that 

in his view "content validity is acceptable only when predictive validity studies 

are not feasible." The court felt that this view was consistent with 1607.5. 

Experts for both sides preferred predictive validation I but plaintiff's expert did 

allow as how the use of content validation is appropriate for achievement tests. 

What experts faile:l to note I and the court similarly overlooked I is that the 

preference for validation method is always dictated by the examination type I 

aptitude (predictive) or achievement (content). In I3ridgepOl't, the Guidelines 

were cited in part without noting the exception within 1607.5 (a). The Oircuit 

affirmed, describing predictive validatim as the "best method, II citing the cases 

-21-



wlli<;1i evulved frulll j'(Jw]C!r. WI\CO 1,ldlulIlly mlslnLerproLed lllc pcrLillclil 

guideline by suggesting that the skills and knowledge limitations for content 

v(llidHy (lrc IIfurther ll requirements in oddlUon to a showing of infeasibiliLy. 

A preference for criterion validity was also expressed in East Cleveland 

citing Bridgeport I and in Vulcan I citing Fowler. Similarly, Officers for 

Justice" cited Bridgeport and WACO, and Kirkland cited Vulcan and Bridgeport, 

and so it goes. The evolutionary process reaches its conclusim when 

Officers for Justice requires predictive validation Qr a demonstration of its 

infeasibility for a test which it acknowledges to be an achievement test. 

In this context, it is not particularly surprising that the Kirkland court 

would wonder whether any content study will suffice to carry the employer's 

burden of proof as to job relatedness. To say the least, this sequence of 

cases is amos t extraordinary example of the triumph of precedent over truth. 

When Title VII liability frequently involves substantial backpay awards and 

court-ordered ratio hiring, the stakes are simply too high to permit a standard 

of review which is', itself fallacious. 
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1l. Pro[eLiuiollnl BL1I1H!t.Il'<.lB Support Content V~llkluLlo\. 

; 

Conlrary to tho perLinenl (:118e l.:lw, very lHUc confusion or dlsngtoclllont exIsLs 

within the professional standurds and guidelines with respect to the choice 

of the various t;.1lidatim methodologies. In general, it may l:.:e said that the 

choice of the valicatim methodology is determinErl by the nature of the inference 

which one draws from any test. If one is interested in inferring from the use 

of the test whether future job performance can be predicted I then the appropriate 

validation methodology is criterion-related validity. A criterion-related validation 

study is one in which the burden is to demonstrate that the test in question is 

adequately correlated with the applicant's future job performance. Typically I 

abstract employment tests (e. g., aptitude tests, intelligence tests, and personality 

measures) require that criterion-related validity be established. These examinations 

which ar~ abstract on their face can hardly be represented as measures of job 

content or required skills and knowledge I rather I they are constructed to measure 

certain traits or characteristics which are thought to be relevant to future job 

performance. Because the inference from the abstract measure to job performance 

is substantial, criteri01-rela ted validity is required to confirm or disconfirm the 

validity of the predictive inference. 

Content validity is applicable wpen a test purports to measure existing 

job skills, knowledge, or behaviors. The purpose of content validatim is to show 

that the test measures the job or adequately reflects the skills or knowledge 

required to do the job. There is no questim of prediction in this sense but rather 

an assessment or a measurement of existing capabilities. If, for example, a welding 
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Lost V\{)[Q given Lo job upplicunls for Lhe pw;ition of weldor I 1t would not be 

necussary LO do u criLuriUlI-reiaLud sludy. In lhls uXlllllple, conlonL v{llldHy 

uione is acceptable under the EEOC Guidelines because the test purpor:ts to 

measure an existing skill rather than an abstract trait. In summary I the 

choice of the appropriate validation methodology depends upon the nature 

of the inference which the test user wishes to draw. If the inference is in 

regard to the measurement of present skills or knowledge I content validation 

alone is an acceptable methodology for establishing the job relatedness of a 

test. If the inference is v'iith respect to the prediction of future job performance, 

then the federal guidelines and professional standards require that a criterion

related validation study be done. 

The Equal Employment Opportunity Coordinating Council has issued several 

drafts of Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures. The Council 

is composE;d of several major federal agencies including the EEOC. These, 

draft guidE~lines are the end-product of an extensive process which has been 

going on for several years for the purpose of deve.foping common or uniform 

gu idelines in this complex area of employee selection. While final guidelines 

have not as yet beef', issued, the most recent draft of May 10, 1976 does reflect 

a great deal of input from the professional community of psychometricians and 

personnel researchers who have been provided ample opportunity to respond 

to various proposals for such standards. Therefore, the proposed Uniform 

Glidelines are important inasmuch as they reflect substantially the thinking of 

the professional community regarding the validation of employment tests 

and should, accordingly, be given the weight of expert testimony. The proposed 
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Those of us who work in the lesling ureu recognize thut the Uniform Guidelines 
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huve greutly expundcd upon the' subject matter of content vulidation and have 

treated both criterion-related and content methodologies as discrete, separate 

sections of these standards for test validation. 

The Division of Industrial-Organizational Psychology of the American 

Psychological Associatim (Division 14) has issued Principles for the Validatim 

and Use of Personnel Selection Procedures (1975). Because of growing concern 

over professional standards for employee selection research, an ad hoc committee 

was formed to develop an appropriate set of principles for the validatim and use 

of personnel selection procedures. In section B (page 10) under content validity I 

these principles require that the content domain r or that which a content valid 

test purports to measure, should be defined: 

". . . principally in terms of activities or consequences of 
activities which can either be observed or be reported by the 
job incumbent. One can add to this nucleus I without straining 
credulity I statements of specific items of knowledge I or 
specific job skills, prerequisite to effective activity. It is a 
much larger I inferential leap I I however, to move from observation 
to inferences concerning underlying psychological constructs such 
as empathy I dominance, dexterity I leadership skill, spatial ability, 
etc. Such constructs suggest hypotheses to be tested in criterion
related or other empirical research. It is therefore inappropriate to 
define job domains in such terms if one' s purpose is to develop and 
justify a test solely on the basis of that domain. II 

The prinCiple articulated in these guidelines and those of the EEOCC is 

unmistakable: the closer the test resembles the content or required knowledge 

and skill of the job, the more justified is the claim of content validity. The 

Division 14 guidelines indicate in section A(4) dealing with the same subject: 
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"1::i~;C:lllJ;lIJy, Iht) contellt. vidldlly fir illl olllploYllIunl. t.nr;t sllollid bc 
scon ns (he clCqfcC to whjch u 5(1111ple of el(Hllcntr, frolll u !.9Bl 

content domuln matches tl-e elements of a lou content domain. II 

The Stnndards for Educational and Psychological Tests of the APA (1974) 

state the conditions for the determination of content validity in unambiguous 

terms: 

"Evidence of content validity is requira::l. (emphasis added) when 
the test user wishes to estimate how an indjvidual performs in 
the universe of situatims the test is intended to represent. 
Content validity is most commonly evaluated for tests of skill or 
knowledge ••• \I 
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III. Burdell of Proof. 

l\s noted, a number of courts hnve raised the question of whether the content 

validation methodology is sufficient to sustain the burden of proof which an 

employer must bear in litigation. While the courts have striven to do their 

best to weigh the evidence I despite the often conflicting testimony of adversary 

experts I there is still absent a clear-cut understanding that the strictest 

burden of proof must be based on the most appropriate standard rather than on' 

the belief that one particular method presumptively offers the :strongest "proof. " , 

This notion that there is a hie~archy of the various methodologies as 

they pertain to the certainty of the proof of job relatedness accounts for a 

significant portion of the misunderstanding concerning the adequacy of content 

validation. This point of view is most clearly illustrated by reference to footnote 

28 in Vulcan: 

"The difference ,between content validation and criterion
related methods of validation can best be described as the 
difference between determining that the content of an 
examination is logically related to the content of a job 
and being able to conclude empirically that the examination 
in question does in fact accurately predict job performance. " 

What the courts fail to understand is that the inference of measurement 

does not necessarily imply prediction. Let us consider I for example, the use 

of a reading comprehension examination for entry-level police officers based 

upon a content validation rationale. Few individuals deny the critical relationship 

of reading skills to success 'in police work. In order to read the training materials 

and the s\.\bject matter which' an officer routinely encounters on the job, it is 
, . 

necessary to select for employment those individuals who demonstrate a level 

of reading proficiency which is comparable to the level of proficiency required 
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for job success as an officer. This requirement implies the clear-cut need 

to select individuals whose reading skills are sufficiently high as to enable 
.. ," 

them to become proficient in police work. To require that a predictive validation 

study be done for such an examination would surely lead to the conclusion of 

little if any validity for such an examination. If the criterion-related validation 

standard were used in this instance, one would most likely 1... ~0rced to conclude 

that police officers do not need to read in order to do their jobs. This conclusion 

is obviously contradicted by many job analysis studies of police work in which the 

reading requirement has been amply demonstrated. 

The reason why a predictive study would most likely fail is simply this: 

reading ability is a fundamental requirement, and it is, therefore, not expected 

to be an important criterion for distinguishing superior police officers from those 

whose performance is sub-standard. In other words, reading skills are important 

to a pOint, however" beyond that pOint, one should not expect to observe a 

correlatim between one l s reading skills and one's job performance. Criterim-

related valication is, of C?ourse, based upon a correlational strategy. Such a 

strategy is appropriate only in those cases in which one can reasonably expect 

that a predictor will lead to a rank ordering of individuals with respect to their 

future job performance. If it is not reasonable to expect, beyond a certain pOint, 

that the better readers among the applicants will be the better police officers, then 

the choice of the predictive validation method is not only inappropriate in psychometric 

terms, but it is most likely to lead one to the conculsion of invalidity for certain 

kinds of knowledge or skill tests which seek to determine minimal levels of 
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i1CCCplll bUily . 

The fact is I in il psychometric sense I the various methodologies are not 

interchangeable. Criterion-relate:l and content validation are address,ed to 

differenL yucstlons. just as tests which arc designed to measuro achievement 

are often unsuited for predictive purposes I it may b~ equally true that 

examinations designed for predictive purposes lack content validity. This 

observations calls in to question that subsection of 1607.5 (a) which permits 

one to "substitute" content validity if criterion-related validation becomes 

infeasible. The use of aptitudes or traits for the purpose of defining a test's 

"content domain" is inappropriate. The inferences which are inherent in the 

assessment of psychological processes are far too abstract to be satisfied 

by a mere showing that a written examination samples segments of the job 

which require such processes. 

A predictive inference based upon this reading comprehension example 

implies that the best readers also make the best police officers. A correlational 

analysis demonstrating a significant relationship between a reading test and police 

officer performance is the only means by which this predictive inference may be 

verified. Should the test user be inclined torely on a reading test merely to 

assure some minimal level of reading proficiency among the successful applicants I 

then no prediction is implied. What is required is that the test user demonstrate 

positively that police officers must read proficiently (job analysis) f and that the 

test calls for the same level of reading skill as required by the job (content 

validity). The employer's burden of proof in this case is best demonstrated 

by the implementatim of a validation strategy which is directed at an aSsessment 
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of lhe tost's SUilClVHHy fur its illlclIuou usc. Predictive validation would not 

answer this question for all or even most of the'typical civil service exami

nations. 
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IV. The Boundaries of Content Validation. 

I am often faced with questions from examination specialists and per

sonnel technicians concerning the appropriateness of the content vali

dation methodology as it pertains to the interview process, or the 

police background investigation, assessment centers, and so forth. The 

question of whether a particular validation methodology is appropriate 

for a specific selection technique misunderstands the technical ratio

nale underlying the choice of methodology. To be precise, one does 

not validate the technique, but rather the inference drawn from the 

te.chnique in question. As such, it mayor may not be appropriate to 

use a particular validation method~logy in support of, let us say, the 

interview. What is it that TNe seeK to learn in the interview? To 

what extent is a predictive inference being made? To what extent is 

the inference of measurement being made? In other words, the bound

aries of content valida'cion are not so much affected by the selection 

technique in which we are interested as by the inference which we 

draw in utilizing that technique. Strictly speaking, one cannot look 

entirely at the nature of the subject matter in order to determine 

one's choice of valid:ation methodology. The problem is somewhat more 

complicated than that. 

The inference of measurement LJ most profoundly affected by: 

(1) the fidelity of the test; (2) the objectivity of the content domain, 

and (3) an interaction of two factors. One recognized principle is 

that the claim of content validity is affected by the degree to which 

the nature.of the examination procedure approximates the conditions of 

the job. Therefore, a strong claim for content validity can be made 
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for an employee's evaluation during a probationary period; or a work 

sample examination which seeks to simulate aspects of job performance 

which are required; or "miniature situation" tests which are structured 

in a manner \Alhich closely resemble the actual job, etc. The claim of 

content validity for assessing communication skills in the interview 

is another example of how the authenticity of the testing situation 

affects the case for content validity. 

A second variable which affects the inference of measurement is 

the objectivity of the content domain to be measured by the test. A 

domain which is relatively objective would be, for example, typing 

ability or weldi':i.g skills. Required job knowledge and skills are also 

frequently of an objective nature. To purport, however, to measure 

such vague, qualities as leadership, learning ability, emotional stabil

ity, motivation, and so forth, is hypothetical .and must be verified by 

means of .a correlational analysis. The important principle here is 

that content validation is a rational process which requires some pre

cise, though not necessarily quantitative, procedure for establishing 

that the content of the test does, in fact, correspond to the job con

tent domain. When we are operating exclusively within the domain of 

nebulous personal traits, it is most questionable whether the judgmental 

process, however empirically based, is sufficient for sustaining such 

an inference. 

Also ,one should consider not mere.ly the fidelity of the test or 

the objectivity of what it purports to measure, but also a combination 

or interaction of both factors. These qualities of tests often tend 

'1:0 counterbalance one another such that they compensate in the validity 

"equation." Unless we intend to employ individuals for the purpose of 
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taking written examinations, it must be recognized that the written 

examination format represents a substantial departure from the duties 

and responsibilities of most jobs. One can hardly claim a high degree 

of fidelity or realism based upon the assessment of required capabilities 

on the basis of a written examination. However, this shortcoming is 

often overridden by the fact that the examination seeks to measure a 

highly objective set of capabilities. An abstract capability such as 

leadership skills as assessed by an abstract testing instrument, a 

written examination, requires a predictive approach because of the sub

stantial Hinferential leap" between the test and the job. Conversely, 

the assessment of an employee's leadership skills based upon his per

formance during a probationary period could be sustained by content 

validity providing that the performance appraisal methodology is well

developed. Even though the personal capability being assessed is some

what abstract, the realism of the measurement situation (i.e., the job 

itself) certainly provides the opportunity for the reliable observation 

of such qualities. To continue with the example of leadership assess

ment, let us consider next the possible use of assessment centers. As

sessment centers, as most readers will recognize, are well-developed 

and often elaborate procedures frequently used for executive selection. 

Assessnlent centers seek to simulate, to a degree, the variables which 

are present in "the actual work situation. Assessors are trained evalu

ators who are given extensive preparation in the procedures and method

ologies for appraising candidates' performance in the assessmen"t center. 

In such circumstances where painstaking care has been evidenced in the 

development of a highly realistic testing environment, the assessment 
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of personal qualities such as leadership and problem-solving skills ~ 

be defensible on the basis of content validation. The hard and fast 

delineation between aptitude and achievement tests, and their implica

tions for choice of validation methodology, is a substantial oversimpli

fication. In summary, the fidelity of the testing instrument and the 

objectivity of the personal qualities being measured, or a combination 

of these factors, determines the degree of inference to be drawn and, 

in turn, the appropriate valiaation methodology. 
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v. Hoquirements for Conlent V<:didClti.on. 

I do feel that the courts have done an exlruordinur.i1y good job of spelling out 

in detail the basic requirements of content validation. The courts have identified 

four general criteria for the establishment of content validity. These criteria 

pertain to the: 

1. Soundness of test I itself 

2. Adequacy of job analysis 

3. Demonstration of the degree of relationship 

4. Use oJ Test 

The Second Circuit in Vulcan showed great insight in their developm'ent of 

a sliding scale for evaluating the examination in dispute. The court noted in 

their opinion: 

" ••. wherein the poorer the quality of the test preparation, 
the greater must be the showing that the examination was 
properly j ob-rela ted I and vice vers a • This wa s' the point 
he (the trial judge l Weinfeld) made in saying that a showing 
of poor preparation of an examination entails the need of 
'the mosl convincing testimony as to job relatedness.' The 
Judge's approach makes excellent sense to us. If an 
examination has been badly prepared, the chance that it 
will turn out to be job..related is small. Per contra I careful 
preparation gives ground for an inference, rebuttable to be 
sure I that success has been achieved. A principle of this 
sort is useful in less ening the burden of judicial examination
reading and the risk that a court will fall into error in umpiring 
a battle of experts who speak a language it does not fully 
understand. " 

Several courts have pointed out the fundamental requirement of a comprehenSive, 

well-done job analysis for any claim of content validity. As noted in Bridgeport 

Guardians: 

"The burden of proof is upon the defendants I not simply to show 
that the employer could rationally .believe the exam is job-related 
but to demonstrate by persuasive evidence that the exam is in fact, 
job related. n 
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Wildt hils beell r<'quirccJ by L1w courLs 1s tl syslulllill1C, cOIllpreilellsive assessment 

of Lhe duties, tasks and responsibilities of the particular job, an assessment of 

required knowledges f skills and other abilities, and an in-depth, detGiled documenta-

tion of the job requirements based upon an empirical analysis. 

It is implicit in content validity that trn domain of the test and the job content 

domain will be defined with a sufficient degree of precision to permit a reliable 

inference concerning the degree of content validity. Even though content valida-

tion requires an inferential, judgmenial process, there shoul~ be some suitable 

standard or yardstick which is provided by the test user by which a comparison 

between test and job content can be made by another person. In Fowler I the 

court found the fanure to provide importance ratings of job analysis factors to 

be fatal. The court saw this information as being required in the determination 

of the number and emphasis of the test questions. The matching up of difficulty ,. 

level between test e.nd job content is another possible yardstick for measuring 

the degree of correspondence. The burden, as noted I is upon the employer. 

The claim of content validity is aftected also by the general soundness of 

the evidence in support of the examination's use. It must be shown, for example, 

that examination cut-off scores have been' set in a reasonable manner (see EEOC 

1607.6). Some courts have taken this requirement to involve the application of 

Lhe newly-developed examinations to incumbent employees for the purpose of 

establishing normative data. Another factor which has received some attention 

in Title VII litigation is the degree of weight which is accorded the selection 

techniques. In Kirkland the court observed that the examination in question failed: 
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fl ..• to examine a number of traits, skills and abilities 
whioh \vi tnesses for both sides singled out as important 
to the sergeant job." 

Likewise, in,Bridgeport Guardians, the court ruled: 

flEven if the exam need not be comprehensive as to 
content or constructs, the evidence does not indicate 
whether the few areas of knowledge and the few traits 
measured are the ones that will identify suitable 
candidates for the job ..• An exam of this sort, which 
does not attempt to be comprehensive in testing for 
content or constructs, employs a sampling approach. 
Such an exam might, in some circumstances, be shown 
to meet the standard of job relatedness. But the 
evidence does not establish the representativeness 
of the knowledge or traits sampled by the exam used 
here. II 

Finally, the WACO court ruled: 

"Further, the proposed examination does not meet the 
content validation requirement that it must consist of 
samples 'composing the job in question' because p 

admittedly it purports to test only two skills--written 
communication and mechanical aptitude--which, according 
to the evidence adduced at the hearings, are admittedly 
only two out of ten, and by no means, the most important 
skills and traits related to the ... job." 

This requirement of comprehensiveness should not be construed narrowly 

as pertaining to written examinations, but should be viewed, as I be-

lieve the requirement to be intended, to pertain to the entire exami-

nation system. 

As one \.;rho has suffered through a substantial number of first

hand experiences in Title VII litigation, I understand the potential 

risks of developing unfavorable case law--law which mandateB psycho-

metrically inappropriate conclusions. Such conclusions, I fear, often 

have more to do with the competence of attorneys, experts, and judges, 

than with their scientific accuracy. To those of us who btelieve that 

-37-



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

sound, merit-based examination systems can be developed, it is a 

hazardous state of affairs. What is required is that we do our best 

to comprehend the difficult issues which are involved here, and to 

make every reasonable effort to bring our examination procedures into 

compliance. If the courts have failed to comprehend the technical 

requirements. of test validation, the blame must be placed upon those 

of us wh<?_presume to speak for the psychology profession. 

---------------" 
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------______________ ~----------I~ 

III. Job Analysis 

The following index of governmental guidelines/professional stcndards 

are relevant to the topic of job analysis I especially for the purpose of content 

> 

validation. The citatims are drawn from the Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures (1970); the American 

Psychological Association Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests 

(1974), and the American Psychological Association Division of Industrial-

Organizatimal Psychology (Division 14) Principles for the Validatim and Use 

of Personnel Selection Procedures (1975). These standards and guidelines 

describe the technical requirements for conducting job analysis. Listed below 

are the relevant citations, a description of the corresponding requirements I 

and an index referring to the section of the validity report which is addressed 

specifically to the satisfaction of that requirement. 

Index 

Requirements of Governmental Guidelines/Professional Standards 
for Job Analysis 

Citation 

EEOC 1607.5 (b)(3) 

Division 14 Principles 
Content Validity: A 1 

Requirement Reference* 

'The work behaviors or other criteria of pp. 61-77 
employee adequacy which the test is 
intended to identify must be fully de-
scribed ... II 

"Job content domains should be developed pp. 41-77 
and defined by job analysis f which may 
be a formal investigation, or the pooled 
judgments of !nformed persons such as 
production engineers I job incumbents, 
their supervisors, or personnel specialists. 
The domain should be defined on the basis 
of competent information about job tasks 
and responsibilities. II 
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Citation 

APA Standards E 12.4 

EEOC 1607. 5 (b) (3) 

Division 14 Principles 
Content: Validity: A 2 

Division 14 Principles 
Conten~ Validity: ~ 3 

EEOC 1607.S(a) 

Index (contd.) 

Requirement 

"When a test is represented 
as having content validity 
for a job or class of jobs, 
the evidence of validity 
should include a complete 
description of job duties, 
including relative frequency, 
importance, and skill level 
of such duties. Essential." 

"Whatever criteria are used 
they must represent major or 
critical work behaviors as 
revealed by careful job anal
yses." 

IIJob content domain shoul¢l. be 
defined in terms of those 
things an employee is expected 
to do without training or expe
rience on the job, i.e.; the 
content should not cover know
ledge or skills the employee 
will be expected to learn after 
placement on the job or in 
training for the job. 1I 

liThe definition may be restricted 
to 'critical, most frequent, or 
prerequisite work behaviors' 
... There is no virtue in mea
suring ability to handle trivial 
aspects of the work." 

"The types of knowledge, skills 
or behaviors contemplated here 
do not include those which can 
be acquired in a brief orientation 
to the job. 1I 

Reference* 

pp. 41-45 
Texas A & H 

Report 

pp. 61-77 

pp. 61-77 

pp. 61-77 

pp. 61-77 

*Reference information pertains to the sections of this validity report 
which deal with the corresponding requirement for job analysis. 
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A job inventory (task analysis) for entry-level municipal police 

officers was prepared for TCLEOSE by the Occupational Research Program 

of the Industrial Engineering Department, Texas A & M University. The 

results of that analysis are reported in a separate document. It was 

necessary, however, to supplement this analysis for the purpose of 

complying with federal and professional standards for test development 

and validation. 

Based upon a preliminary analysis of the Texas A & M tasks inven

tory, Consultants prepared a 275-item Task Questionnaire for Patrol 

Officers. The items of this questionnaire were selected on the basis 

of their possible relevance to the duties of the entry-levei police 

officer. Specifically omitted from the questionnaire were any duties 

and responsibilities which were supervisory in nature (i.e., sergeant

level responsibilities). The Task Questionnaire was administered to 

a representative sample of police officers for the purpose of providing 

an objective description of the kinds of activities in which officers 

engage while on duty (uniformed patrol officers with full or part-time 

field responsibilities). Table 3 is an alphabetical listing of depart

ments participating in the task analysis phase of this project. A total 

of 375 survey forms were returned by 32 departments. 
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Table 3 

Alphabetical Listing of Departments 
Completing Task Analysis Questionnaire 

Department Number of Questicnnaires 
Completed 

Abilene 
Amarillo 
Arlington 
Austin 

Beaumont 
Brownsville 

Corpus Christi 

Eagle Pass 

Fort Worth 

Garland 

Houston 

Kermit 
Killeen 

Laredo 
Lubbock 
Lufkin 

McAllen 
Midland 

Nacogdoches 

Odcssu 
Orange 

Pampa 
Paris 
Port Arthur 
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Department' 

San Angelo 
San Antonio 
Spring Valley 

Taylor 
Temple 
Texarkana 

Victoria 

Waco 

Table 3 (contd.) 

Number of Questionnaires 
Completed 

16 
28 

4 

4 
23 

4 

10 

375 

Table 4 is a description of the task analysis sample of 375 police personnel 

by rank. The sample is composed predominantly of patrol level officers who were 

asked to describe the duties and responsibilities of their own jobs. 

Table 4 

Task Analysis Sample (N ::: 375) by Rank of Respondent 

Rank 

Patrol Level 
Sergeant 
Lieutenant 
Detective 
Other 
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Number 

338 
16 

5 
6 

J..Q. 

375 



The tusk unulysis questionnaire (see 1\ppendix 1\) culled for u mUng of 

the importance of each listed task or duty. If a particular task or duty did not 

apply to the officer's job I a rating of "0" was assigned to that item. If a task 

or duty was seen as relevant to the officer's job I a rating of "1" to "5" points 

was assigned utilizing too following rating scale: 

Rating 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Importance 

Does not apply 
Little importance 
Some importance 
Important 
Very important 
Critically important 

A task or duty was considered to be most important if the consequences of, 

making an error or performing poorly was seen as extremely detrimental to the 

attainment of effective law enforcement. 

Table 5 contains a listing of the task statements in descending order of rated 

importance. In interpreting the information in this table ,one must refer back to 

the rating scale previously described for evaluating the degree of importance of 

the various task statements. 
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I 
I 'ruble 5 

Results of Task Questionnaire Analysis 

,I 
~I 
! 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Task StatEment 

Protect physical evidence at the scene 

Subdue subject resisting arrest 
, " 

Advise ,~usp'ects ~f. t,heir legal and civil rights 

Secure prisoner 
J. : 

Testify in court on criminal cases 

Mark physical evidence for later idehtification' ' 

Prepare to testify in court on criminal cases 

I SerJf6e police weapons 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Search subj ect 

Store"and establish chain of custody for evidential or' ': 
acquired property 

. -,' 

Conduct frisk search 
", 

Detect and stop felony suspects who are in or on a 
motor vehicle . 

Conduct preliminary robbery investigations 

ResponCl to alarm systems for sign of unlawful entry 

Conduct field search of suspected felons 

Prepare physical evidence for su~mittal in court 

Review report prior to testifying in court on traffic 
cases 

Direct traffic under emergency conditims 

·~4 S-

Mean Rating 

4.27 

4.21 

4.14 

4.10 

4.08 

,. 4.04 

4.04 .. 
4.03 

3.99 

3.96 

3.95 

3.92 

3.89 

3.85 

3.85 
" 

3.81 

3.78 

3.77 
" 

, .. 

I •• " .1 ~ 

I 

Standard 
Deviation 

0.76 

0.82 

0.90 

0.83 
" f'" • 

(h'83 

0.87 

0.81 

1.01 

0.97 

1.,01 

0.91 

. 0',91: . 
0.82 

o ~82' 

0:88 

1.13 

1.01 

0.93 



I 
I 

Table 5 (contd.) I 
Standard 

I Task Stat anent Mean Rating Deviation 

Investigate traffic accidents associatEd with I aggravated assault 3.73 0.98 

Collect physical E!Ilidence from scene and carry to I station 3.71 0.96 

Conduct preliminary investigation in felony theft I cases 3.71 0.85 

Sketch crime scene and record measurements 3.70 1.04 I 
Conduct complete investigation in felony theft cases 3.68 1.06 

Assist citizens with emergency cases 3.67 0.92 I 
Fill out arrest report forms 3.66 0.93 I 
Prepare reports of arrests (narrative) 3.64 0.96 

I Record physical evidence at scene 3.63 0.91 

Fill out burglary report forms 3.61 0.87 I 
Conduct preliminary investigation in suicide and 

I attempted suicide ca·ses 3.59 1.01 

Conduct preliminary investigation in injury and death 

I cases 3.58 0.99 

Discuss criminal cases with P~v::;ecutor 3.57 0.96 

I Reroute or direct traffic around accident scene to 
prevent further accidents or injury 3.56 0.95 

I Conduct preliminary burglary investigation 3.55 0.85 

Conduct preliminary sex crime and deviant behavior I investigations 3.54 0.92 
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Table 5 (contd.) 

Task Statement Mean Rating 

Fill out robbery report forms 

Entry ,data in N.9.I.C. 

Review case prior to a~peal court 

Conduct complete robbery investigations 

Plan search for evidence at crime scene 

Prep~re reports of crimes (narrative) 

Plan search for evidence at crime scene 

Secure prisoners' property 

Locate ,and question witnesses and potential 

3.54 

3.53 

3.52 

3.52 

3.51 

3.51 

3.47 

3.45 

witnesses in criminal cases 3.45 

Investigate traffic accidents associated with 
commission of a crime 3.45 

Request coroner/medical examiner to come to 
scene of crime 3.44 

Conduct complete burglary investigations 3.43 

Conduct complete investigation in injury and 
death cases 3.43 

File complaint and obtain arrest warrant 3.43 

Apply first aid 3.40 

Serve arrest warrant within jurisdiction ·3.39 

Conduct complete investigation in suicide ,and 
attempted suicide cases 3.39 
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Standard 
Deviation 

0.85 

1.19 

0.97 

1.00 

1.05 

0.89 

1.04 

0.,97 

0.92 

0.95 

1.01 

1.06 

1. 00 

1.12 

1.22 

0.96 

1.10 



Table 5 (contd.) 

Task Statement Mean Rating 

. Cotlduct: preliminary .invest;i.gation in bomb threat 
(jases 

Man police statim radio 

Conduct search for evidence in motor vehicles 
. . 

Prepare reports of dead bodies (narrative) 

Estimate driver(s) capability to drive 

Update data in N .C.I.C. 

Obtain information from the NationalCrime Information 

3.38 

3.37 

. 3.36 

3.35 

3.35 

3.34 

Center 3.34 

Set up and maintain personal notebook or memoral1dum 
book 3.34 

Issue moving traffic citations 3.34 . 

Fill out theft report forme 3.34 

Conduct preliminary auto theft investigations 3.33 

. ' 

Conduct Dwr traffic law enforcement patrols 3.33 

Record data on persons I stolen property I vehicles I 
on-scene observatims in notebook 3.33 

Send evidence to labs for analysis 3.33 

Ans\,<!er calls on domestic quarrels t and brawls 3.33 

Conduct preliminary investigation on .hit, and runs 3.32 

Interview victims and those involved in traffic accident 3.32 
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Standard 
Deviation 

1.12 

1. 26 

0.85 

1.05 

1. 00 

1.17 

1. 01 

1.05 

0.89 

0.89. 

0.89 

0.96 

0.96 

,,1.00 

0.91 

0.9'6 

0.90 
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I 
I Table 5 (contd.) 

I Task Statement Mean Rating Standard 
Deviation 

I Collect traffic accident evidence 3.31 1.01 

I 
Check autos against stolen car ·list 3.31 0.83 

Identify suspects through records and pictures 3.31 0.93 

I Diagram and record l'\'"easurements of traffic accident 
scene 3.31 1.03 

I Conduct breath analyzer test 3.30 1.01 

I 
Advise citizens and businessmen on ways to prevent 
crime and protect themselves 3.30 0.89 

I 
Conduct strip search of suspected felons 3.30 1.15 

Conduct preliminary investigation in assault cases 3.29 0.85 

I Interrogate suspects in too field 3.29 0.86 

I 
Call for supplementary aid (e. g./ wreckers I fire 
departments) for traffic accidents 3.28 0.94 

I 
Use notebook as reference for reports 3.27 1. 06 

Report hazardous roadway conditions and defective 

I 
traffic control equipment to supervisor 3.26 0.96 

Secure search warrant 3.26 1.20 

I Control spectators at civil disturbances 3.25 0.97 

I Prepare criminal case rummary sheet for prosecutor 3.24 1.06 

Book prisoner by canpleting the arrest cards and 

I arrest folder 3.21 1. 05 

Escort or guard prisoners while in transfer 3.21 1.07 

I Determine point(s) of impact or point(s) of occurrence 3.21 0.89 

I Conduct preliminary larceny I forgery I false pretense 
and embezzlement investigations 3.21 0.94 
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Table.5 (contd.) 

Task Statement 

Take custody of stolen or lost property 

Testify in court on traffic cases 

Plan tactics for conducting patrols 
(individual) 

Prepare charge for magistrate 

Determine key or crucial events related 
to the traffic accident 

Search premises or property with consent 

Fill out death report forms (not death 
certificate) 

Take statements or depositions in criminal 
cases 

Plan sound tactics to apprehend suspects 

Record driver(s) condition and appearance 

Conduct complete investigation in assault 
cases 

Engage in high speed pursuit driving 

Present charge before magistrate 

Plan methods for handcuffing prisoner(s) 
. . . . 

Vary method of interrogation based on 
suspects' background, cultural differences 

Engage in moderate speed pursuit driving 

Conduct complete sex crime and deviant 
behavior investigations 
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Mean Rating 
Standard 
Deviation 

3.20 0.86 . 

3.20 1. 03 

3.19 0.99 

3.19 1.06 

3.19 0.95 

3.19 0.93 

3.18 1.15 

3.18 1.11 

3.17 1. 01 

3.17 0.95 

3.17 0.Q1 

3.16 1. 20 

3.15 1. 08 

3.15 1. 09 

3.14 1. 07 

3.13 LaO 

3.13 1. 02 
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Table 5 (contd.) 

Task Statement Mean Rating 

Study background I rap sheet, and M. O. of 
suspects prior to interrogati01 

Check establishments in districts for undesirable 

3.13 

or wanted characters 3.13 

Conduct complete auto theft investigations 3.13 

Record location and ooscription of skidmarks I glass, 
and broken off parts in traffic accidents 3.13 

( 

Conduct complete investigation in disorderly conduct I 
domestic complaints I and minor offenses 

Conduct preliminary investigation in misdemeanor theft 

Conduct complete investigation in bomb threat cases 

Conduct complete investigation in misdemeanor theft 

Move (or arrange for moving) damaged vehicles 

Request SJ.bject to submit to arrest 

Conduct open observation for traffic law violators 

Record visibility conditions at time of accident 

Observe high accident frequency locations to identify 
footors contributing to high accident rates 

Conduct preHminary narcotic and drug offE-mse 
investigations 

Conduct preliminary investigation i.n disorderly 
conduct I domestic complaint, and minor offenslss 

Serve search warrant 

Record motor vehicle damage in traffic accidents 
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3.13 

3.12 

3.12 

3.12 

3.09 

3.08 

3,,08 

3.08 

3.08 

3.08 

3.06 

3.06 

3.06 

Stmdard 
Deviaticn 

1.07 

0.88 

0.94 

1.04 

1.01 

0.85 

1.07 

0.88 

0.92 

1.08 

0.89 

0.99 

1.11 

0.97 

0.94 

1.06 

1.02 



TDbie 5 (conld.) 

Task Statement 

Conduct follow-up on hit and runs 

Conduct complete larceny, forgery I false pretense 
and embezzlement investigations 

Try doors and windows 

Pilot helicopter in law enforcement work 

Protect traffic oocident evidence for collection 

Handle mentally ill persons 

Identify high accident frequency locations 

Control spectator access to traffic accident scene 

Send traffic accident evidence to lab for analysis 

Photograph prisoners 

Take statements or depositions from witnesses or 
violators in traffic accidents 

Check vehicles for evidence of mechmical defects 
that contributed to a<;:cident 

Interview traffic law violators 

Ha.ndle juvenile offenders 

Locate, interview, and establish credibility of 
witnesses to traffic accidents 

Operate radar tc ;~I'mtify violators of speed laws 

F'ollow-up nature and extent of personal injuriES 
resulting from traffic accidents 

Conduct complete narcotic and drug offense 
investigations 
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Mean Rating 

3.06 

3.06 

3.04 

3.04 

3.03 

3.03 

30.02 

3.01 

3.01 

3.01 

3.01 

3.01 

3.00 

3.0r 

3.00 

2.99 

2.98 

2.98 

Standard 
Deviation 

0.95 

1.05 

1.00 

1.20 

1.03 

1. 07 

1.11 

0.91 

1.06 

1.19 

1.04 

0.96 

1.01 

0.97 

1. 01 

0.98 

0.97 

1.02 
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'rabl c 5 (con ld • ) 

Task Statement 

Fill out suspect interrogation card 

Clean up traffic accident scene to the extent 
necessary to prevent debris becoming a traffic 
hazard 

Discuss traffic cases wil judge or prosecutor 

Interrogate suspects in the station or office 

Conduct complete arson investigations 

Administer field tests for intoxication (coordination 
tests I etc.) 

Receive incoming calls from the public 

Show mug shots to witnesses 

Physically restrain demonstrators 

Prepare narrative reports on traffic accidents 

Answer request for aid (i. e . I sick calls) 

Determine secondary c01lis10n8 or seconcary pOints 
of impact in traffic accidents 

Record type and condition of road surface 

Conduct complE?te Ol-ganized crime investigations 

Conduct preliminary missing persons investigaticns 

Conduct preliminary investigation on obscene t 
harassing/or threatening phone calls 

Fingerprint prisoner 
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Mean Rating 

2.97 

2.97 

2.97 

2.97 

2.96 

2.96 

2.95 

2.94 

2.94 

2.94 

2.93 

2.93 

2.93 

2.93 

2.92 

2.91 

2.91 

Standard 
Deviation 

0.87 

0.98 

1.07 

0.96 

1.27 

0.97 

1.14 

1.02 

1.07 

1.02 

1.09 

0.94 

0.98 

1.16 

0.94 

0.99 

1.20 
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I 
Table 5 (contd.) 

I 
Task Statement Mean Rating Standard 

Deviatim I 
Request witnesses to submit '1JvTitten report in 

I criminal cases 2.91 1.06 

Interrogate traffic law violators involved in 

I traffic accidents 2.90 0.93 

Check parking lots for suspicious vehicles 2.90 0.90 

I Conduct complete missing persons investigations 2.90 0.91 

Fill out injury report forms 2.89 1.02 I 
Communicate with leaders of demonstrations 2.88 1.13 

I 
Report hazardous roadway conditions and defective 
traffic control devices dira::::tly to the Municipal 

I Traffic Engineer 2.87 0.98 

Check parks and school grounds 2.86 

Transcribe field notes into record for personal 

1.00 

I 
nctebook 2.86 0.96 I 
Review testimony after crimiral court appearance ~ 

with prosecuting attorney 2.86 0.99 I 
Conduct preliminary arson investigations 2.85 0.99 

Photograph accident scene 2.85 1.09 I 
Interrogate suspects 'With aid of partner 2.85 1.00 I " 
Carry traffic accident victims to hospitals 2.84 1. 21 

Fill out missing persons report forms 2.84 0.91 I 
Remove vehicles that obstruct traffic flow 2.84 0.96 I 
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'l'n ble 5 (conld.) 

-----------------------------------------
Task Statement Mean Rating 

Maintain reference data (phone numbers, ordinances, 
operational data) in notebook 2.79 

Conduct preliminary organized crime investigations 2.79 

Make reports by use of recorder 2.78 

Record duty shifts activities in station or division 
log book 2.78 

Prepare criminal case folders 2.77 

Direct or control traffic with flashlight 2.76 

Patrol freeways 2.74 

Conduct complete investigation in obscene I 
h8:"8ssing I or threatening phone calls 2.73 

Direct traffic by hand signals 2.73 

Check homes of people on vacaticn 2.72 

Escort money or valuables in transfer 2.72 

Update file system 2.72 

Conduct preliminary vice investigations 2.71 

Direct traffic at scheduled times and places 2.71 

Discuss criminal cases with defense attorney 2.70 

Request assistance from traffic accident investigation 
squad 2.69 

Report malfunctioning traffic control devices to the 
State Highway Engineering Officer 2. 69 

Use public records I private organizaticns and agencies 
to develop informatio1 for use in investigations 2.68 
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Stmdard 
Deviation 

1.04 

1.02 

1.19 

1.14 

1.07 

1.00 

0.86 

0.90 

1.05 

0.96 

1.08 

1.24 

0.95 

1.05 

1. 31 

0.90 

0.94 

1.10 



I 
'fable 5 (cuntd.) I 

Task Statement Mean Rating 
Standard I Deviatim 

Request witnesses or violators to submit written I 
reports or accounts of occurrence in traffic 
accidents 2.67 1.08 I 
Contact next-of-kin in traffic accident investigatims 2.67 1.05 

Control spectators at special events 2.66 0.91 I 
Work at scene of demonstrations 2.66 0.99 I 
Provide performance ratings on other officers 2.66 LOB 

Dispose of personal property following a traffic I 
accident investigatioo 2.65 1.02 

Direct or control non-routine congested traffic 2.64 0.90 I 
Plan tailing routine to apprehend suspects 2.64 1.06 I 
Watch traffic accident scene for theft or vandalism 2.64 0.98 

Escort ambulances I fire equipment or other I 
emergency vehicles 2.62 1.14 

Photograph line-up 2.62 1.23 I 
Communicate with management and labor over strike I disturbances 2.61 1.25 

Request the installation of traffic signal devices 2'.61 1. 01 I 
Tail the suspect 2.61 1.06 

Conduct complete vice investigations 2.61 1.13 I 
Direct or control traffic with illuminated baton 2.61 1.09 I 
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'1'uble 5 (('onld.) 

Tusk Stutement 

Organize line-up 

Prepare report or case folders on traffic cases 

Enter data on cards for filing 

Assist out-of-town visitors 

Conduct stakeout 

Maintain prison file system 

Conduct hidden from view surveillance 

Answer civil complaints and refer to appropriate 
agency 

Man police statim desk 

Record nature of sight obstructions 

Write narrative reports in notebook 

Conduct surround operations 

Contact Department of Public Safety for information 

Record activities on time study card or sheet 

Check bars for liquor vidations 

Mean Ruting 

2.60 

2.60 

2.59 

2.59 

2.58 

2.58 

2.58 

2 r;7 

2.56 

2.55 

2.55 

2.55 

2.52 

2.52 

2.!51 

Physically restrain members of either party to a strike' 2.50 

Use mathematical formulas to calculate pavement 
friction factors in traffic accidents 

Issue citations for mechanical defects on motor 
vehicles 
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2.50 

2.48' 

Standard 
Deviaticn 

1.06 

1.00 

1.14 

0.94 

1.05 

1.11 

0.92 

0.93 

1.09 

0.95 

1.12 

1.02 

'1.03 

1.08 

0.90 

1.07 

1. 07 

0.93 



I 
Tublo S (conld.) I 

Task Statement Mean Rating Stoodard 

I Deviaticn 

Operate roadblocks 2.48 1.03 I 
Assist stranded motorist 2.47 0.92 

Observe and record driver obedience to traffic control I 
devices 2.47 1.00 

Implement restraining order against demonstrators 2.45 1.03 I 
Implement restraining order against strikers 2.45 1.14 I 
Request the installation of traffic control signs 2.43 0.98 

I Use mathematical formula to calculate speed 
estimates in traffic accidents 2.42 1.05 

I Investigate traffic accidents reported late 2.41 0.97 

Inspect the interior features of business buildings 2.41 1.05 I 
Surveyor cause to have surveyed accident scene 2.41 1.00 

I Plan stakeout duty 2.40 1.03 
I 

I Advise parents of childrens' violation of traffic laws 2.39 0.99 

Supervise prisoner work or recreational cctivities 2.39 1.04 

I Conduct open surveillance 2.37 0.93 

Record location of traffic control devices 2.36 0.98 I 
Conduct statimary or roving guard duty 2.35 0.95 

I 
Prepare reports of civil disturbances (narrative) 2.35 1.00 

Request the installation of traffic pavement markings 2.34 0.90 I' 
Co.nduct line-up 2.32 LIO 

I 
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Table 5 (contd.) 

Task Statement . Mean Rating 

Direct or control traffic with flares 

Issue warning tickets 

Review testimony after traffic court appearance with 
prosecuting attorney 

Maintain file set up by dates 

Observe and record traffic conflict or near-miss 
incidents and situations at assigned locations 

Schedule visitors for prisoners 

Work driver license or vehicle inspection check pOints 

Work at scene of strikes 

Fill out worthless document report forms 

Advise city planners on traffic planning 

Conduct off-street (out-of vievv) observations for traffic 

2.32 

2.31 

2,26 

2.26 

2.26 

2.23 

2.22 

2.18 

2.18 

2.12 

IaN 'violators 2 .. 11 

Manually control traffic lights 2.10 

Prepare cards for filing 2.09 

Serve arrest warrant outside of jurisdiction 2.09 

Receive complaints on city services 2.07 

Escort the transportation of oversized truck-trailer 
loads 2.07 

File cards 2.07 

Request mechanic to test vehicles involved in traffic 
accident 2 .04 
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Standard 
Deviation 

1.07 

0.95 

1.07 

.1.06 . 

0.86 

1.14 

0.99 

0.93 

1.05 

0.92 

0.94 

0.91 

1.03 

1.16 

0.98 

0.99 

1.16 

1.01 

1 



'fnula 5 (c.:ontd.) 

Task Sta tement Mean Rating 

Interview pedestrian traffic law violators 2.03 

Call on bystanders to assist in apprehension 2.02 

Investigate consumer complaints Z.Ol 

Is sue parking citatims 1. 89 

Escort wedding or funeral precessions 1. 88 

Escort dignitaries 1. 86 

Investigate repossession complaints 1. 76 

Escort parades 1. 76 

Issue citations to pedestrians who violate traffic laws 1.74 

Answer animal calls 1.70 

Escort military convoys 1.65 

Deliver departmental mail 1.53 

Issue moving traffic citatiq~s to bicycle riders 1.49 

Run errands and deliver messages 1.40 
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While uny study of job roquh'cmcnts must begin with un nnulysis of tusks, 

duties and responsibilities of Ue position in question, it is also important, 

having determined these factors I to ascertain the areas of knowledge, skills, 

and other capabilities which are required for too performance of these duties. 

Accordingly: a number of job analysis studies previously conducted were reviewed 

for the purpose of identifying the personal characteristics which these other 

research studies have shown to be important for too performance of the entry level 

police function. It should be noted that no .£ priori assumptions were made 

about the relel/ance of the personal characteristics identified in previous research. 

In fact, the explicit purpose of this particular phase of the job analysis project 

was to administer a questionnaire to a sample of supervisory personnel in poliee 

departments to determine the relevance of such personal characteristics to the 

task categories identifieo in the previously described task analysis. In other words, 

the personal characteristics which were identified in previous research studies of 

police work were compared to the police functions (task categories) which were 

determined on the basis of the present task analysis. The 11 personal characteristics 

which were identified in pre/ious studies of police work are defined in Table 6. 
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'l'qble 6 

Personal ChilrfluLorlstiufj Which Were rtDted [or Hdovance 
to the Functions of Entry-Level Police Work 

Personal Characteristic 

APPEARANCE 

{'} r:pFoNDABILITY 

INITIATIVE 

Definition 

adopts a reasonable grooming standard 
consistent with contemporary community 
standards and expectations 

takes pride in his personal 'appearance 
and professional beating 

works to stay in good physical condition 

maintains his uniform and equipment in 
top condition 

reports for duty on time 

does not malinger on calls 

reacts quickly to problems observed on 
the st reet or to dispatches received 
over the radio 

is accurate and thorough in handling the 
details of an assignment 

submits reports on time 

can be counted on to follow through 
on all assignments 

strives to put forth his best effort at all 
times 

works diligently and conscientiously in 
carrying out his assignments rather than 
merely "putting in his time" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

cares about his competence as a law I 
enforcement officer arrl wants to improve 
his skills 

I 
-62-

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Personal Characteristic 

INITIATIVE (contd.) 

INTERPERSONAL SKILLS 

'ruble 6 (conld.) 

Definition 

sees himself as beinq responsible for 
learning the job and staying abreast of 
new developments in his occupational 
field 

proceeds on assignments without waiting 
to be told what to do 

recognizes his own deficiencies and 
strives to correct them 

understands the motives of people and is 
usually able to anticipate how people 
will act in a given situation 

considers individual differences when 
dealing with people rather than treating 
everyone alike 

interacts with people in a wide variety 
of circumstances without arousing 
antagonism 

is effective in persuading and influencing 
others to behave in an alternative manner 

resolves domestic and other interpersonal 
conflicts through persuasion and negotiation 
rather than by force 

is capable of being assertive in appropriate 
circumstance s 

works effectively as a rrember of a team when 
required to do so 
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Personal Characteristic 

INTEGRITY 

ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILL 

Table 6 (contd.) 

Definition 

conducts himself, Ol( and off duty I in a 
manner which comports with contemporary 
community standards 

does not engage in behavior which would 
diminish community respect for or trust in 
law enforcement agencies 

refrains from using one I s badge, uniform 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

or authority for personal gain I 
maintains a record of personal conduct 
which if exposed in court would not I 
detract from the credibility of his testimot'Y 

presents evidence fully and complctely, 
without distortim 

speaks clearly and intelligibly to 
individuals, small groups and large crcv,rt" '3 

communicates effectively with persons of 
widely di vergent cultural and educaticnal 
background 

sneaks clearly over police radios and other 
electronic transmission equipment 

makes concise and meaningful oral reports 
to supervisory police personnel 

communicates effectively with persons whc 
are emotionally disturbed or seriously 
injured 

is articulate and understandable when 
testifying in court 
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'l'nbl0. G (coULd.) 

l'orsol1ul CIH1rnGLcrlsLlc 

SELF-CONTROL 

SITUATIONAL REASONING ABILITY 

DoIIllILlon 

maintains a high level of self-control 
when involved in frustrating. or otherwise 
strESsful situations 

does not overreact to criticism or \erbal 
abuse 

does not "go to pieces ll in a crisis 

maintains his composure during rock and 
bottle-throwing incidents or stmUar 
situations involving hostility or provocation 

uses the minimum amount of force necess().ry 
to handle any given situation (e. g. I 

dispersing a crowd I breaking up a fight rot 
taking a suspect into custody) 

demonstrates good "common senseI! in 
handling field situations 

knows how to analyze a situaticn, identify 
the important elements and make a logical 
decision without undue delay 

accurately assesses the potential con
sequences of alternative courses of action 
and selects the one which is most accept-' 
able 

has little difficulty deciding what t.o do in 
most sHuations 

recognizes dangerous situations and acts 
decisively to protect persons and property 
from harm 

is able to reach a decision quickly when 
faced with several alternative courses of 
action 
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Personal Characteristic 

READ IN G SKILLS 

WRITIN G SKILLS 

PHYSICAL ABILITY 

'l'tlblc G (contc].) 

Definition 

is able to apply information derived from 
written materials 

is able to fPead the following job-related 
written rmterials with comprehension: 

- training materials utilized in 
the basic academy 

- vehicle and penal code s 
- inservice training bulletins 

and related materials 
- procedural manuals and 

administrative directives 

is able to recall factual information 
pertaining to and deLi ved from laws I 

statutes I codes and other written mateFials 

expresses himself in a narrative style which 
is clear and concise 

writes legibly 

uses acceptable grammar I punctuation and 
spelling 

makes sure that all of his reports are accurate 
and objective 

provides a complete account of what happened 

includes all relevant details which may aid 
in the reconstruction of an incid€mt 

has good physical strength, agiJLity I balmce I 
coordination and endurance 

has good hearing, visual acuity I depth 
perception I and color vision 

is free from disabling diseases. and handicaps 
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Taole 7 describe s the police function:; or general task cu legor.ies ba sed 

upon the analysis of the task questionnaire. It was against these police functions 

that the personal characteristics were evaluated to determine their relevance. 

Table 7 

Police Functions Which Were Identified in the Task Analysis 
and Against Wbch the Personal Characteristics Were Compared 

Police Functions 

CONDUCTING ROUTINE PATROL AND 
ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

Definition 

Answer calls for assistance 

Conduct preliminary criminal investigations 

Take custody of stolen or lost property 

Report hazardous roadway conditions and 
defective traffic control equipment to 
supervisor 

Direct traffic under emergency conditicns 

Interrogate suspects in the field 

"Check autos against ... mIen car list 

Advise citizens on ways to prevent crime 
and protect themsdves 

Respond to alarm systems for signs of 
unlawful entry 

Search premises or property with consent 

Administer field tests for intoxication 
(coordination tests, etc.) 

Issue moving traffic citations 
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Table '7 (contd.) 

Police Functions 

HANDLING AND INVESTIGATING TRAFFIC 
ACCIDENTS 

INVESTIGATING CRIMINAL CASES 

Definitions 

Call for supplementary aid (e. g . I 

wreckers I fire oopartments) 

Apply first aid 

Reroute or direct traffic around accident 
scene to prevent further accidents or 
injury 

Control spectator access to traffic 
accident scene 

Move (or arrange for moving) damaged 
vehicles 

Protect traffic accident evioonce for 
collection 

Interview victims and those involved 
in traffic accident 

Diagram and record measurements of 
traffic accident scene 

Collect traffic accident evidence 

Conduct complete criminal investigations 

Locate and question witnesses and potential 
witnesses in criminal cases 

Take statements or depositions in cri,minal 
cases 

Sketch crime scene and record measurements 

Mark physical evidence for later identifica tion 
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Police Functions Definitions 

INVESTIGATING CRIMINAL CASES (contd.) Send evidence to labs for analysis 

PREPARING REPORTS 

Identify suspects through records and 
pictures 

Study background I rap sheet, and M. O. 
of suspects prior to interrogation 

Serve search warrant 

Fill out suspect 'interrogation card 

Use notebook as reference for reports 

Prepare reports of crimes (narrative) 

Fill out death report forms 

Prepare reports of dead bodies 

Prepare reports of arrests (narrative) 

Prepare narrative reports on traffic 
accicents 

APPREHENDING AND ARRESTING SUSPECTS File complaint end obtain aTest warrant 

Serve arrest warrant within' jurisdictim 

Search s'llbject 

Subdue subject resisting arrest 

Engage in high speed pursuit <:riving 

Advise suspects of their legal and civil 
rights 

Conduct search for evidence in motor vehicles 

Book prisoner by complEting arrest cards and 
arrest folders 

Photograph prisoners 

Secure prisoner's property 
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Tuhle 7 (contd .) 

Police Functions Definitims 

PREPARING OASES FOR TRIAL AND TESTIFYING Prepare charge for magistrate 
IN COURT 

PERFORMING STAFF SUPPORT DUTIES 

Prepare evidence for submittal in 
court 

Prepare criminal case summary 
sheet for prosecutor 

Prepare to testify in court on 
criminal matters 

Discuss criminal cases with 
prosecutor 

Testify in court on criminal cases 

Discuss traffic case"s with judge or 
prosecutor 

Testify in court on traffic cases 

Man police station radio". 

Conduct breath analyzer tests 

Enter data in N .C.I.O. 

Service police weapons 

The Definitions of Police Officer runctions and Personal Characteristics 

were distributed to a sample of 31 municipal police departments. Table 8 

is .a listing of too departments which participated in the phase of the job analysis 

study which sought to determine the required personal charactedstics. 
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Department 

Abilene 
Angleton 
Arlington 
Austin 

Baytown 
Beaumont 
Big Spring 
Brady 
Bryan 

Corsicana 

Dallas 
De Soto 

El Paso 

Fort Worth 

Galveston 
Garland 

Table 8 

Alphabetical Listing of Departments Participating in 
Personal Characteristics Phase of Job Analysis 

No. of Questionnaires 
Completed 

5 
2 
5 
4 

2 
5 
3 
1 
2 

2 

7 
1 

9 

6 

5 
5 

Department 

Kermit 

Longview 

Midland 

Odessa 
Orange 

Pasadena 
Port Arthur 
Port Lavaca 

Richardson 

San Angelo 
Sherman 
Spring Valley 
Sweetwater 

Templ~ 
Texas City 

Grand Prairie 4 

Houston. 11 

79 
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Victoria 
Village 

Waco 
Wichita Falls 

No. of Questiamaires 
Completed 

4 

5 

5 

5 
2 

5 
1 
1 

9 

3 
2 
2 
1 

5 
3 

5 
2 

5 

.....f. 
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Table 9 is a listing of the rank of respondents completing the personal 

characteristics que s tiama ire . 

Table 9 

Rank of Respondents Completing 
Personal Characteristics Questiamaire (N ::: 146) 

Rank 

Chief 
Assistant Chief 
Major 
Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Patrolman 
Other 

No. of Respondents 

12 
4 
2 

31 
73 
12 

6 

~ 

146 

In additim to the definitions of the functions of the personal characteristics 

to be evaluated in this phase of the job analysis I a questionnaire was developed 

to evaluate the personal characteristics required of a police officer in the 

performance of his duties (see Appendices Band C). The questionnaire focused 

upon the police officer whose primary duties are those of a uniformed field patrol 

aficer. Respondents were asked to decide the degree to which each personal 

characteristic may be required of a police officer in order to perform successfully 

each of the police functions. The following rating scale was used to ascertain 

relevance of each personal characteristic to the successful performance of each 

police function: 
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o N ever Required 
1 Seldom Required 
2 Occasionally Required 
3 Often Required 
4 U suaHy Required 
5 Always Required 

U sing the rating scale shown here. the job analysis sample was asked 

to evaluate the relevance of the eleven personal characteristics to the seven 

police functions described. In this manner, a matrix was developed for the 

purpose of determining the relevance of the various personal characteristics 

to the functions of pollee work. Of the 146 questionnaires which v.ere returned, 

144 were considered to be usable and the following data in Table 10 summarize 

this phase of the analysis. 

Table 10 

Degree to Which Personal Characteristics Were Seen 
as Required for the Successful Performance of the Police Function (N = 144) 

Personal Cnaracteristic 

Dependability 
Integrity 
Initiative 
Situational Reasoning Ability 
Self-Control 
Writing Skills 
Oral Communicatim Skill 
Reading Skills 
Interpersonal Skill 
Physical Ability 
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Mean Rating 

4.71 
4.66 
4.45 
4.35 
4.30 
4.27 
4.21 
4.10 
4.09 
3.44 



Two nddJUoH11 ratings were obtained from tho Job [)nnlysls s[)mple in tllis 

phase of the project. Respondents were asked to indicate for each personal 

characteristic whether some minimum degree cf that characteristic was required 

for successful performance. If respondent believed that an officer cannot perform 

his job in a satisfactory manner unless he possesses some minimum degree of the 

personal characteristic being evaluated I he was asked to so indicate. All eleven 

personal characteristics contained in the questionnaire were seen by the entire 

job analysis sample as being universally required for success in police work to 

some minimum degree. 

Moreover, respondents were asked to indicate by means of a numerical 

rating the importance of each personal characteristic for distinguishing superior 

officers. They were asked to provide a numerical rating that reflrots the extent 

to which a police officer who is above average in any given characteristic "\.s, 

all other things being equal t a better police officer than someone who possesses 

only the required minimum level of this characteristic. In other words t once , 

you get above the minimum level of a characteristic required to do an adequate job, 

does more of that particular ability or personal characteristic significantly improve 

upon an officer's general performance level? In making this judgment, respondents 

were asked to refer to the following rating scale: 

Rating 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Importance in Distinquishing Superior Officer 

Does not distinguish superior officer 
Little Importance 
Some Importance 
Important 
Very Important 
Critically Important 
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The ~ol~owing in descending order arc the personal characteristics and 

the degree to which they were seen uS being importunt for distinguishing 

superior performance. 

Table 11 

Degree to Which Personal Characteristics Were Seen 
as Distinguishing Superior Performance (N ::: 144) 

Personal Characteristic 

Integrity 
Dependability 
S~lf-Control 

Initiative 
Situational Reasoning 
Interpersonal Skills 
Oral Comrunication Skill 
Wribng Skills 
Appearance 
Reading Skills 
Physical Ability 

Mean Rating 

4.74 
4.60 
4.49 
4.42 
4.40 
4.22 
4.14 
3.99 
3.83 
3.83 
3.56 

It is worth noting a very high degree of correspondence between the 

personal characteristics as they were rated by the sample with respect to 

distinguishing superior performance and the previously described ratings of 

the degree to which the characteristics were seen as related to the performance 

of the task functions ('rable 10). 

The jot analysis I in summary I sought to identify the various tasks I duties 

and responsibilities of the entry-level police officer's position. A sample 

composed 2rimarily of entry-level officers rated the importance of the task 

statements which were developed'in the Texas A & M study of munidpal police 

departments in the state. Tasks were summarized into categories or functims 
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for the purpose of determining the required knowledges, skills, and 

personal characteristics necessary for the successful performance of 

these functions. A sample composed primarily of supervisory personnel 

in police departments rated the degree to which these personal charac

teristics were seen as being required for the successful performance of 

these functions, the degree to which the personal characteristics were 

required at some minimum l~vel, and the degree to which these charac

teristics distinguish successful performers among the entry-level 

police officers. The personal characteristics identified in this phase 

of the job analysis constitute the foundation of the selection system 

developed for entry-level officers. Based upon this analysis, Consul

tants developed three written examinations: a reading comprehension 

test, a measure of writing skills, and a situational reasoning exami

nation. Also, in order to provide a comprehensive selection system, 

Consultants developed a standardized interview procedure, and a stan

dardized background investigative procedure. The intent of the Con

sultants was to develop an entry-level selection system which would 

provide as much relevant information as prac·ticable pertaining to the 

personal characteristics which were seen as necessary for police work 

by the job analysis sample. All of the personal characteristics so 

identified are qualities which may be possessed by aEplicants. It 

should be emphasized that none of the personal characteristics which 

were identified in the analysis require job specific information (i.e., 

that which one could be expected to acquire in the course of training). 

Rather, the personal characteristics represent general qualities which 
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one could reasonably expect to encounter among applicants lacking any 

prior police experience. 

It should be noted that additional job analysis information speci

fic to the various components of the entry-level police officer selec

tion system was gathered in conjunction with the development and vali

dation of the selection techniques and instruments to be described. 

Such job analysis information is seen as being specific to those tech

niques and will be described in conjunction with the following discus

sions of the validation of such techniques. 
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IV. Reading Comprehension Examination 

The following index describes the citaticns, the corresponding requirements I 

and a listing of reference pages indicating the appropriate sections of this 

validation report which deal explicitly with the requirements of the EEOC Guidelines/ 

APA Standards/APA Principles: 

Citation 

EEOC 1607.5 (a) 

Divisi01. 14 Principles 
Content Validity: A 4 

EEOG 1607.5 (a) 

Div:lsion 14 Principles 
Content Validity: A 5 

..... 

Index 

Requirement Reference* 

IIEvidence of content validity above pp. 81-102 
may be acceptable for well-developed 
tests that consist of suitable samples 
of the essential knowledge I skills or 
behaviors composing the job in questi01.. II 

". • . Es sentially, the content validity of pp. 91-92 
an employment test should be seen as the 
degree to which a sample of elements from 
a test content domain matches the elements 
of a job content domain. II 

II Evidence :lOr content ••. validity should be pp. 81-92 
accompanied by sufficient informati01. from 
job analyses to demonstrate the relevance 
of the content (in the case of • • • 
proficiency tests) ••• II 

"Once a specific job content domain has pp. 91-92 
been defined I subject to the above 
constraints, an employer can justify the 
use of an employment test on the grounds 
of content validity if he can demonstrate 
that the content of too test is reasonably 
representative of important aspects of the 
job domain. " 
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Citation 

Di visim 14 Principles 
Content Validity: B 

Division. 14 Principles 
Content Validity: C 

APA Standards E 12 

Division 14 Prinoiples 
Content Validity: A . 

EEOC 1607.5 (b) (2) 

Ind('x (C(lIl1.d.) 

Reference* 

"A content domain should ordinarily pp. 82-90 
be defined in terms of tasks I activities I 
or responsibilities. The principle here 
is that the domain b8 Q..:-fined principally 
in terms of cctivities or CG:1.sequences of 
activities which can either be observed 
or be reported by the job incumbent. 
One can add to this nucleus I without 
straining credulity I statements of 
specific items of knowledge, or specific 
skills, prerequisite to effective activity 

/I 

"Sampling of a job content domain should p. 91 
assure the inclusion in a measure of the 
major elements of t.ie defined domain 

" 

"If test perforrrance is to be interpreted pp. 81-92 
as a representative sample of performance 
in a universe of situations I the test manual 
should give a clear definition of the uni-
verse represented and describe the proce-
dures followed in the sampli.ng from it. 
Essential ll 

"The job content domain to be sampled pp. 81-92 
should be defined • . • The domain need 
not be inclusive insofar as any larger 
domain is concerned. By this we mean 
that it does not have to cover the entire 
universe of duties of a particular job 
.•• for whtlt it does include I a content 
domain should be completely defined and 
thoroughly described. II 

"Tests must be administered and scored 
under controlled and standardized con
ditions •.• " 
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Citc.tion 

Division 14 Principles 
Content Validity: A 2 

EEOC 1607.5 (b) (2) 

,EEOC 1607.6 

EEOC 1607.6 

APA Standards E 12.1.2 

Index (cuntci.) 

Roquirement Reference* 

"Job content domain should be defined p. 98 
in terms of those things en employee is 
expected to do without training or 
experience on the job Ii. e., the con-
tent should not cover knowledge or 
skills the employee will be expected 
to learn after placement on the jcb or 
in training for the job. " 

"Copies of tests and test manuals, Appendix 
including instructions for admini-
s trati on , scoring I and interpretation 
of test results, that ere privately 
developed and/or are not available 
through normal commercial channels 
must be included as part cf the 
validatim evidence. 1\ 

"Furthermore, for each test that p. fj6 
is to be established or continued 
as an operational employee selection 
instrument dS a result of the valida
tim study I the minimum acceptable 
cutoff (passing) score on the test 
must be reported II 

IIIt is expected that each operational 
cutoff score will be reasonable and 
consistent with normal expectatIons 

pp" 92-98 

of prcficiency within the V\~rkforce or 
group on which the study was conducted." 

IITest content should be examined for pp. 99-100 
possible bias. Essential. •• Bias may 
exist where iteI1}s do not represent 
comparable tasks and therefore do not 
sample a common performance domain 
fa the various subgroups. • • Care 
must be taken to assure that the in-
vestigation is clearly directed to an 
analysis of content in relation to an 
adequately defined performance domain 

II 

*Reference information pertains to the sectims of this validity report which deal 
with the corresponding requirements for reading comprehension exclminations. 
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The preceding task analysis and the subsequent analysis of relevant 

knowledges I skills and other abilities support the use of a job related reading 

comprehension examination for police officers. Table 12 shows the clear importance 

of reading comprehension to police work as determina::1 by the ratings provided by 

the job analysis sample (N = 144). 

Table 12 

Degree to Which Reading Skills Were Rated as Required of a Police Officer 
in Order to Perform Successfully the Functions of His Job 

Police Function 

Conducting routine patrol and 
enforcement activities 

Handling and investigating traffic 
accidents 

Investigating criminal cases 

Preparing reports 

Apprehending and arresting suspects 

Preparing cases for trial and testifying 
in crort 

Performing staff support duties 

Degree to Which Reading is Required * 
Mean Standard Deviation 

4.81 0.54 

4.47 0.86 

4.08 1.10 

4.79 0.57 

4.51 0.90 

4.49 0.90 

4.18 1. 07 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------*Rated on a five-point scale in which a rating of 4.0 = "usually required; and 
5. 0 ~:: "always required. " 
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Purpose of Readability Analysis 

This report summarizes the readability analysis conducted on a large 

sample of written material utilized by municipal police officers in the State 

of Texas. The objECtive of this research V\6S to provide the necessary data 

supporting the job relatedness of a reading comprehension examination used 

as part of a selection process for hiring entry-level municipal police officers. 

Pursuant to EEOC Guidelines 1607.5 (a), evidence of content validity: 

II • should be accompanied by sufficient informatim 
from job analysis to demonstrate the relevance of the 
content (in the case of job knowledge or proficiency tests) 
. . . Evidence of content validity alone may be acceptable 
for well-developed tests that consist of suitable samples 
of the essential knowledge I skills I or behaviors comprising 
the job in question. If (emphasis added) 

The readability analysis described in this report constitutes the basis for 

the definition of the test's "content domain." An analysis of the degree of 

content validity of an employment test should be based upon the degree to which 

the content domain of the test matches the job content domain. To this end I 

a readability cnalysis was undertaken to determine the reading difficulty level 

of subject matter which must be read by police officers. 

The index used in this research for determining reading difficulty is the 

FOG Index developed by R. Gunning (1952). The procedure used in calculating 

this Index is as follows: 
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1. Select in a systematic m()nner samples of 100 words; 

2. Divide the number of words by the number of sentences to determine 
average sentence length; 

3. Count the number of words of three or more syllables (with certain 
excepti0ns) to get the percent of polysyllable words; 

4. Calculate the FOG Index by adding together average sentence length 
plus percent polysyllables and multiplying this sum by 0.4. 

U sing this formula I the higher the Index I the rrore difficult the pas sage is 

to ff.:ad and understand. This formula is an adaptation of the widely recognized 

Re.ading Ease formula published by R. F. Flesch (1948). The Reading Ease 

formula is itself an adaptatim of earlier research on reading difficulty conducted 

by Bear (1927) and Johnson (1930). Both of these researchers also focused on 

sentence length and syllable count as accurate indices of reading difficulty. 

In addition to this research I there are a large number of other readability 

formulas that may be utilized in determining the comprehensibility of written 

pas3ages. One researcher (Klare I 1963) has systematically analyzed 31 different 

readability formulas. To choose from among this array I it was necessary to 

establish three criteria. The criteria for selecting a formula were the following: 

Accuracy. The accuracy of readability formulas is generally 'determined by 

reference to a set of standardized criterion passages I or by reference to 

agreement with other formulas which have been previously evaluated for flccuracy. 

An acceptable degree of accuracy for Gunning I s FOG Index was clearly demonstrated 

by R. Powers et al. (1958). These researchers utilized a regression technique to 

demonstrate a high degre.e of agreement between the Flesch I the Dale-Chale I 

the Fan--Jenkins-Patterson, and the Gunning (FOG) readability fcrmulas. The 
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authors conclude that the differences in accur(lcy between the rOG Index and 

other indices analyzed are smClll enough to be of little practical significance. 

An analysis of the varirus methodologies indicates that the FOG Index yields 

readability values that are quite similar to other readability measures commonly 

used I and this high degree of correspondence is consistent throughout all levels 

of difficulty. Another important aspect of index accuracy is the reliability of 

the measurements. In calculating a large number of reading index scores I the 

simplest technique is likeJy to be the most reliable. By this standard alone I 

the Gunning FOG Index is preferable to most other reading indices because of 

its simplified camting and Ce lculation procedures ~ 

Convenience. In undertaking readability analysis on a luge number of passages 1 

it is desirable to utilize an index that will minirrrlze the amount of time required per 

passage. As previously noted I the FOG Index is clearly superior on this criterion. 

With minimum training and experience I an analyst can quickly and accurately 

conduct readability cnalysis on several passages with no significant loss of 

accuracy due to fatigue or distraction. The cor..venience of this formula also 

allows researchers to monitor thoroughly all readability analysis by independently 

checking a significant porticln of passages sampled. 

Suitability. The final criterim for selecting the FOG Index was its appropriateness 

for use with the material under inve:stigation. Of the 31 formulas reviEWed by Klare 

(1963) I nearly one-third of these formulas were not suitable for use with material 

to be read by adults. Hence the choice of formulas was somewhat limited. The 
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rUG index Wd s Jnilially slulldurdized on nw lorial utilized in high school, bUl 

there was no iJPparent limit to its suit6bility for more difficult or even less 

difficult mmerials. 

Interpretatim of the FOG Index. and most other commonly used indices I 

has traditionally been made with respect to average grade level. In determining 

this grade level figure, a number of students at various grade levels were tested 

on their comprehension of reading material, in the form of standardized test 

passages, at various difficulty levels. The average grade level of students 

who were able to comprehend at least 70% of the material in the test passages 

was the index value or grade level assigned to that passage. Consultants wish 

to cautim that reading grade levels ought not to be related to actual educational 

attainment. A comparl son of "reading difficulty grade levels" with school grade 

may be irrelevant and misleading. The fundamental difficulty with a literal 

interpretation of grade level is, of course I the lack of uniformity in educational 

attainment at a given grade when comparing one school with another I or one 

district with another. When attempting to make these complex comparisons, 

the concept of an II average grade level" becomes virtually meaningless. 

For the purposes of this research I the FOG Index is significant because it 

provides a common standard to evaluate the difficulty level of job materials and 

the difficulty level ci test content. What is important is that individuals be able 

to read and comprehend material that is of the, same difficulty as material they will 

mcounter as a police officer. Thus, Consultants huve utilired the FOG Index in 

malyzing the reading difficulty d a large sample of reading materials encountered 

by police officers. Further I Consultants have utilized the same index in analyzing 
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the rCilCllng dUficulty of test pnssnues speciflcnlly designed to mensure rending 

comprehension of police-related material. Comparison of reading difficulty levels 

for job materials and for test materials is appropriate and meaningful only when 

the same index is used on both sets of materials. In this manner, the degree of 

correspondence (1. e., content validity) between the test and job requirement may 

be clearly demonstrated. 

All written materials analyzed for reading difficulty levels were provided 

by municipal p:>lice departments end municipal and regional police training academies. 

These sources included large and small departments, as well as rural and urban 

departments located throughout the state. Collection and organization of this 

material was coordinated by the TCLEOSE staff. 

A total of nearly 15, 000 pages of written material was collected from these 

sources. The elimination cf redundant and non-textual material still resulted in 

over 10,000 pages for analysis. From these pages, a total of'475 samples of 

100 words (or more) were analyzed using the FOG Index. 

In selecting samples of materials for analysis, it is nBcessary to insure 

that the sampling is, in some manner, representative of the job itself. For this 

reason, reading material samples were selected on the basis of subject creas 

relevant to police training curricula. The proportim of samples analyz,ed for 

reading difficulty level was selECted to correspond to the proportim of police 

training time {classroom hours) in a given area, as summarized in Table 13. 
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Proportion of required training time for police personnel is based on TCLEOSE 

Rules Old Regulations, Specificatims S-7 I liThe Basic COI.rse--Regular Officers. II 

1. 
II. 

III. 
IV. 
V. 

VI. 
VII. 

VIII. 
IX. 

Table 13 

A Comparison of the Percentage of Classroom Hours 
with the Percentage of Rmding Samples Dealing with 
Required Subject Areas of Police Training (TCLEOSE) 

Subject Area % of Reading Samples % of Clas sroom 
Taken Hours 

General Education 4 2 
Criminal Justice 6 8 
Basic Law 23 23 
Police Procedures 23 20 
Traffic Control 14 17 
Criminal Investigatim 11 14 
Juvenile Procedures 3 2 
Proficiency Areas 9 8 
Community Relations 7 6 

It can be seen from the comparisons shown in this table that the sampling of 

reading subject matter closely paralleled the classroom hours spent in training 

for each of the subject areas. All information relevant to this analysis is contained 

in App~ndix D which identifies the sources I the samples I etc. 

Table 14 summarizes the readability analysis conducted on this material. 
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Table 14 

!{cudlng DlfIleulty l.cv(~l o[ Pollec Job Mutorial by 
Subject Area 

Subject Area Number of Passages l\verage 
Sampled FOG Index 

General Education 18 13.37 
Criminal Justice 30 16.05 
Basic Law 107 17.53 
Police Procedures 107 15.58 
Traffic Control 65 18.37 
Criminal Investigation 52 14.89 
Juvenile Procedures 16 19.78 
Proficiency Areas 45 12.64 
Community Relatims 35 11. 93 

Standard 
Deviation 

4.10 
3 •. 67 
5.45 
~.81 
9.54 
3.97 
6.19 
2.78 
2.52 

Based upon 475 passages of polic.e subject matter whiCh were analyzed 

for reading difficulty I the average readability index of Texas p-olice department 

material is 15.84. A decision was made to define the job content domain in terms 

of the average reading difficulty level cf job materials. Of the materials analyzed I 

22.7 percent had rood ability indices of 11. 99 or below; 16.9 percent cf the job 

materials had re:rlability indices of 20.00 or above. These extremely eas·y or 

ex:.:emely difficult materials were excluded from the content domain in order to 

develop a test which is geared towards the measurement of the averag· difficulty 

level of required police reading subject matter. It was reasoned that the elimination 

of the extremes would allow for the development of the most reliable measure of the 

typical or usual sorts of materials which rrust be read by a police officer both in 

training and on the job. The examination to be developed was thus aimed at 

the assessment of the rnid .... range (the mid 60%) of reading d.ifficulty of job related 

materials. It was felt that the inclusion of the very simple subject matter would 
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not add materially to the dis::rimination among applicants with respect to reading 

canprehension skills. Similc:rly, the inclusim of highly difficult 9.lbject matter 

might significantly increase the adverse effect cf this examination against racial 

mincrities. The safest and most reliable basis for the written examinatiOl was I 

therefore I viewed as the mid-range of the readability samples of job materials. 

Of too 475 passages analyzed, 60 percent of the samples or 287 passages 

have reading difficulty levels between 12.00 - 19.99. Table 15 shows the 

number ci samples and their corresponding percentages based. upon the mid-range 

of the readability distribution of job materials. 

Table 15 

Distributim of Reading Difficulty Levels of Job Materials 
for Mid-range of Readability Samples 

FOG Index No. of Passages Percent of Passages 

12.00 - 13.99 92 32 

14.00 - 15.99 81 28 

16.00-17.99 ' 73 25 

18.00 - 19.99 -1l 14 

287 
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The objectives of the test development effort were: (1) to develop an examinution 

Wrl.ch is highly reliable; (2) to develop an examination which approximates the reading 

level of the mid-range of the subject matter I and (3) to develop an examination 

which has the snme distribution of reading difficulty level as the mid-range of the 

job materials. 

Examination Item Analysis 

EEOC 1607.5 (a) permits the claim cfcontent validity for well-developed 

measures. The best approach to the development of examinations I to assure 

reliability I is the psychometric technique of item analysis. In the development 

of a reading comprehension examination, it is desirable to include items which 

correlate highly with other items in the test. To the extent that a hi9h degree 

\ 
of intercorrelation exists among test items I the. examination is said to possess 

some degree of internal consistency reliability. In addition to assuring a high 

degree of reliability I item analysis procedures are recognized as highly important 

for identifying those test items which result in maximum variability in the scores 

of those individuals who are tested. If an examination is to be used for the 

purpose of rank ordering applicants I it is neces sary to have a substantial spread 

of scores among them. An additi01al objective of item analysis procedures- is to 

evaluate the responses to each test item to determine whether the items are of an , 

appropriate level of difficulty and I further, whether the item alternatives make a 

meaningful contribution to the examination process. An examination item pool 

composed of 192 items was administered to a non-police sample of 234 persons. 

The best 60 items Mre selected from the item pool to aSSllre a high degree of 
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reliability as well as close correspondence to the reading difficulty level of 

the job materials. The item statistics resulting from this analysis are reported 

in Table 16. 

Table 16 

Item Statistics of 
Reading Comprehensim Examination (N = 234) 

Mean Score 
Standard Deviatim 
Standard Error of Measurement 
K-R 20 Reliability 

41.13 
10.50 
3.60 
0.89 

The most significant statistic in Table 16 is the Kuder-Richardson Formula 

20 reliability coefficient of 0.89 which is regarded as a high degree of internal 

consistency reliability for a 60-item examination of this nature. Of greater 

significance to the matter of job rel~tedness is the information in Table 17 which 

compares the number and percentage of examination items with the perc.;entage 

of job materials at the various reading difficulty levels previously described. 

FOG Index 

12.00 -13.99 
14.00 - 15.99 
16.00 - 17.99 
18.00 - 19.99 

Table 17 

A Comparison of Test and Job Content Domains 

No. of Exam Items 

17 
17 
20 

6 
60 
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Percentage of 
Exam Items 

28 
28 
33 
10 

Percentage of 
Job Content 

32 
28 
25 
14 
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It should be noted that the average readability index of the 60-item reading 

comprohension eXumlmltion is 15.61 uS compared with the t1vC'rnge rcnduuility 

index of all Texas police department material of 15.84. It is, therefore, 

concluded that a high degree of correspondence exists between the test and job 

content domains and Consultants believe that the data strongly support a 

conclusion of content validity for the examination. 

The Establishment of a Cut-off Score 

The EEOC Guidelines mandate that operational cut-off scores be IIreasonable 

and consistent with normal expectations of proficiency within the workforce or 

group on which the study was conducted II (1607.6). In order to determine what 

is reasonable and consistent, Consultants undertook to administer the newly-

developed examination to a sample of incumbent police officers for the purpose 

of determining a reasonable cutting score. 

The TCLEOSE staff assisted Consultants in the selection of a normative 

sample and in too administration of the reading comprehension examination. 

Instructims for selecting the reading test normative sample were issued to the 

TCLEOSE staff (see Appendix E). The follOWing criteria were applied in 

selecting the normative sample: 

1. Officers selected had at least 12 months d actual, 
full-time field experience as patrol officers but not 
more than 36 months of experience. The purpose of 
this requirement was to identify officers with relatively 
brief job experience in order to assure a high degree of 
comparability with respect to age between this group 
and the applicants for whom the examination is intended. 
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2. Participation in the sample of as many minority and 
fen1ale officers as feasible was encouraged, given 
the above-stated experience Hmitations. 

3. The officers selected for inclusion in the normative 
study were limited to those regarded by their 
supervisors as satisfactory performers with respect 
to their jc:b knowledge. It was pointed out that an 
officer may be considered satisfactory in the area 
of job knowledge even though he or she may be 
viewed as below standard on other aspects of a 
police officer's job such as motivatim and attitude. 

The following words of caution were distributed in the instructions for 

selecting the norITEl:ive sample: 

"It should be emphasized that the choice of officers 
for this test tryout should not be limited to the very 
best performers as it is necessary for the purpose of 
acquiring accurate normative data to consicer ill. 
officers whose performance with respect to job 
knowledge is considered to be satisfactory. To 
limit the choice of this test sample to the very 
best performers would seriously detract from the 
representativeness of the sample. Also I it should 
be noted that those officers who are operating below 
standard with regard to their job knowledge (unsatis
factory performers) should not be included in the 
sample. II 

I;1 order to maintain test security and standardized administration conditions I 

the examinatim was administered in several group sessims. One hour was allowed 

for the administration of the examination. In selecting the test sample, the TCLECSE 

staff circulated printed instructims containing the informatim cited above to all 

supervisors .so that the standards for selecting test sample participants was clearly 

understood . 
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I While the reading comprehension test is considered to be se1f-

I administering, instructions for the administration of this examination 

were spelled out in detail for the TCLEOSE staff which actually admin-

I istered the examination. 

A total of 377 entry-level police officers participated in the 

I normative study of the reading comprehension examination. Table 18 con-
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tains an alphabetical listing of the 31 departments participating in 

this phase of the project and the number of officers tested in each de-

partment. 

Table 18 

Participating Departments in Normative Study With 
Number of Officers Tested Per Department 

Participating Number of Participating 
Departments Officers Tested Departments 

Abilene 13 McAllen 
Amarillo 14 Midland 
Arlington 14 
Austin 25 Nacogdoches 

Beaumont 10 Odessa 
Brownsville 8 Orange 

Corpus Christi 5 Pampa 
Paris 

Eagle Pass 7 Port Arthur 
El Paso 6 

San Angelo 
Fort Worth 8 San Antonio 

Garland 8 Temple 
-Texarkana 

Houston 46 
Victoria 

Kermit 4 
Killeen 7 Waco 

Laredo 10 
Lubbock 14 Total 
Lufkin 3 
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Number of 
Officers Tested 

7 
11 

9 

14 
4 

2 
7 
4 

18 
30 

31 
5 

9 

24 

377 
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',I'(lblo 19 provides <1 brC~lkdoWll of I.he nuo, rllcJ.tlllllilkc)lIp, nllu fWXlIi.ll 

composilion of tho police officer normntive smnplo. 

Table 19 

Characteristics of Normative Sample (N = 377) 

Median Age 
Mules 
Females 
Whites 
Blacks 
Mexican-Americans 

25 years 
367 

10 
291 

14 
72 

Based upon the normative sample of N = 377 I the obtained mean score is 

45.43 with a standard deviation of 7.63. Table 20 shows the proportions of 

incumbent officers passing the examinatim using different cutting sCores. 

It should not be assumed that these proportims would pertain to an 

unselect group of applicants I since one can reasonably assume the ability 

level to be higher among officers who have proven to be successful on the 

job. 

Table 20 

Effect of Several Different Examinatim Cut-off 
Scores on otpassing Rates" of Incumbent Officers 

in Normative Sample (N = 377) 

Cut-ofis 

45 
43 
40 
37 

-95-

Passing Rates 

61% 
70% 
81% 
90% 
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Of course ,the matter of what is reasonable and consistent with normal 

expectations of proficiency is entirely judgmental. The Division 14 Principles, 

under "Implementation" (p. 13) state that: 

"Selection standards may be set as high or as low 
as the purposes of the employer require, if they are 
based on valid predictors. " 

On the basis of the normative study I Consultants recommend that operational 
I 

cut-off scores for the examination's use fall within the range of 40-43. In our 

view I any cutting score in this range would be reasonable I in that, it may be 

shown that the effect of any such cut-off would be to pass the vast majority of 

incumbent officers (70%-80%) in the normative sample. Frequently I large 

numbers of applicants are tested for a highly limited number of openings. It 

is necessary I therefore I to establish a cutting EDore which will have the effect 

of reducing significantly the number of applicants to whom consideration should 

be given for employment. The EEOCC Gddelines, Section Sf acknowledge that 

administrative factors are legitimate considerations in establishing cut-off scores: 

"Where cut-off scores are used, they should normally 
be set so as to be reasonable and consistent with normal· 
expectations of acceptable proficiency within the work
force. If other factors are used in determining cut-off 
scores I such as the relationship between the number of 
vacancies and the number, of applicants, the degree of 
adverse impact should be considered." 

Frequently I because of differences in the quality of education, minorities tend. 

to do less well than non-minorities on written examinations. 'While the employer 

may retain the inherent right to set very high passing scores, Consultants 

strongly recommend that the setting of a lower or more reasonable cutting score 
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(in the range of 40-43) would most likely result in a lessening of adverse 

effect against recial minorities. It should be recalled that the analysis of 

the required personal characteristics (knowledges I skills I and abilities) resulted 

in the finding that all required capabilities were seen as distinguishing superior 

performance. Accordingly I while the use of a lower cut-off score' might sig

nificantly lessen adverse effect I it should not be assumed that all individuals 

.lli!..2.[illg the examination with a low cut-off score are equally capable with respect 

to their reading skills. Therefore, Consultants recommend that the examination 

be used with the cut-off scores within the range described I however I ~it is further 

recommended that the examination scores be weighted above the cutting score. 

This use of the examination is consistent with the finding that reading skills 

distinguish superior performance. The use of weighted scor~s for the examination 

above the cut-off I also I enables the test user to combine the information from 

the various components of the selection system in order to derive a composite 

score which reflects the applicant's capabilities in 'a number of ability areas 

which are assessed in the employment process. This kind of broad band, 

comprehensive evaluation of all relevant applicant capabilities is consistent 

with the mandate of several federal courts. Reading skills are a highly important, 

even critical ability I but it should not be assumed that this factor alone should be 

given more Weight in the total selection process than is justified by the importance 

of this factor in relation to the other factors required for success as a police officer. 
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The use of weighted scores for the various components of the selection 

system, therefore, enables the employer to obtain a balanced assess

ment of an applicant's relevant skills. Those applicants with the 

strongest combination of abilities are certainly to be viewed as having 

the most potential for success as a police officer. 

Analysis for Effects of Job Experience 

A test of reading comprehension measures a fundamental skill or 

proficiency which is necessary in order that a police officer can 
, 

learn the material he must know to perform his job. Obviously, reading 

skills are not based upon Job specific knowledge, nor does reading com

prehension ability fall within the definition of those job specific 

knowledge areas which may be learned within a brief orientation to the 

job. Because the test presumes to measure reading comprehension, it is 

important to consideJ~ whether the examination does in fact offer any 

significant advantage to individuals who possess experience as police 

officers. If the examination result is highly correlated with job ex

perience (tenure), then it can hardly be argued that the examination 

measures a fundamental learning skill rather than job specific kno\'l

ledge. A correlational analysis was performed to determine whether a 

statistically significamt relationship exists between length of experience 

as a police officer and test score. Based upon the normative sample 

of 377 officers, a correlation coefficient of r = 0.06 was obtained. 

This correlation coefficient is regarded as being quite small, and it 

is not statistically significant. Consultants believe that this anal

ysis clearly demonstrates that the content of the reading comprehension 

examination is not affected by job experience as a police officer. 
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1\ Word about Test Bias 

The APA Stcndards E 12.1.2 state: 

"Test content should be examined for possible bias. Essential 
.•. Bias may exist where items do not represent comparable 
tasks and therefore do not sample a common performance domain 
for the various sub-groups •.. Care must be taken to assure 
that the J.nvestigation is clearly directed to an analysis of 
content in relation to an adequately defined performance domain 

II (emphasis added). 

The federal and professional standards and guidelines distinguish'between 

criterion~related validation studies and content validation studies insofar as 

test bias is cbncerned. In doing a criterion-related validation study I the 

EEOC Guidelines and professimal standards require a differential analysis by 

protected group status to determj,ne whether the examination in question is fair 

for all sub-groups (EEOC 1607. 5[ b] [5]). For tests which are sustained on the 

basis of a content validation study I no equivalent requirement exists in the 

EEOC Guidelines. The reason for this distinction is merely because the 

criterion-related approach i's baseel pon predictic:n of future job performance, 

while the content approach relies upon the measurement of existing skills or 

proficiencies. Where there is prediction involved I an analysis must be undertaken 

to determine the comparability of the predictions for the various sub.-groups. 

However I content validity is based upon the matching up of the test content 

with the job content. To determine whether bias exists in a content valid 

examination ,one merely shows thnt the job content for the various sub-groups . \. . 

is identical (i. e. I minority and non .... minority police officers perform essentially. 

the same job). To this extent I the APA Standards indicate that a contmtvalid te'st 

may be biased where "items do not represent comparable tasks and therefore do not 
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would not speak to the question of content validity. What is required is that: 

" .•. the investigation is clearly directed to un unalysis of content in relution 

to an adequately defined performance domain. • ." Absent any reason to believe 

that minority and non .... minority officers perform different jobs, Consultants believe 

that the previously described analysis relating test and job content satisfies the 

concerns expressed by the APA Standards with respect to possible bias. Bias in 

a content validated examination would exist, for example, where the content 

of the examination exceeds or goes beyond the requirements of the job. This 

could occur in'situatims where a common selection test is used for all job applicants 

even though some applicants may be assigned to positions requiring a substantially 

lesser degree of capability than suggested by the employment test. This kind of bias 

is particularly appropriate in circumstances where minorities are systematically 

assigned to tho~e positims requiring the lowest levels of capability. This 

circumstance was clearly demonstrated in the landmark case of Griggs v. Duke Power 

which was heard by the U. S. Suprane Court., 

Summary of Findings 

1. A job analysis was conducted to identify the important tasks I duties and 

responsibilities of the entry-level police officer. Relevant knowledges, skills, 

and other personal characteristics were identified in the job analysis. All of 

these capabilities were seen as being frequently required for successful performance 

, " 
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as a police officer. Moreover, these capabilities, including reading 

comprehension, were seen as dis'tinguishing superior performance. 

2. An extensive analysis was performed of the reading difficulty 

level of police training and on-the-job reading subject matter. Sev

eral hu~dred passages of reading material were surveyed. These pas

sages were selected in a proportionate manner in accordance with the 

percentage of training time devoted to a variety of subject areas. The 

job content domain focused upon the mid-range of reading difficulty 

levels (i.e., the mid 60%) and excluded from consideration material 

which was either very easy or very difficult. The objective, therefore, 

was to obtain a written examination which would assess the typical or 

usual sorts of reading requirements which a police officer must face. 

3. An item pool was constructed for the purpose of conducting an 

item analysis. Based upon this analysis an examination was developed, 

and this examination demonstrated a high degree of reliability. 

4. A comparison of the test and job content domains showed a high 

degree of relationship in the reading difficulty level of the two 

domains (i.~., a high degree of content validity). 

5. The examination was administered to a ,large sample of incum

bent police officers in order to obtain normative data necess~~y for 

establishing a reasonable cut-off score. 

6. An analysis was conducted to determine whether job experience 

is related to test performance. The result of this analysis showed a 

non-significant correlation between length of experience and test per

formance. 
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7. The matter of test bias was discussed. It was concluded that an 

analysis for bias pertaining to a test which purports to be content valid must 

be based on a comparison of test content with job contenL In this sense I 

a test may be biased only if minority police officers are required to perform 

different jobs than their non-minority counterparts. In particular I such 

differences might conceivably result in different reading requirements 

for minority and non-minority officers. However I since the training requirements 

:fOr lile police professbn ere common for all officers regardles s of race or rex I 

Consultants concluded that the analysis of test content in relation to job 

content for the total group was sufficient to sustain the test user l s burden 

of proof. 
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V. Writing Skills Examination 

The following federal guidelines and professional standards are referenced. 

The pages of this report which are indexed below refer to the portions of the 

report which deal with the relevant guideline requirements. 

Citation 

EEOC 1607.5(a) 

APA Stmdards E 12.4 

Division 14 Principles 
Content Validity: A 1 

EEOC 1607.5 (b) (3) 

Index 

Requirement 

"Evidence fa content ... validity should 
be accompanied by sufficient information 
from job analyses to demonstrate too 
relevance of the content (in the case 
of • • • proficiency tests). • • 

"'When a test is represented as having 
content validity for a job or class of 
jobs I the evidence of validity should 
include a complete description of job 
duties, including relative frequency I 
importance I and skill level of such 
duties. Essential" 

"Job content domains should be developed 
and defined by job analysis I which may 
be a formal investigation, or the pooled 
judgments of informed persons such as 
production engineers I job incumbents, 
their supervisors I or personnel 
specialists. The domain should be 
defined on the basis of competent 
information about job tasks and re
sponsibilities. 

Reference 

pp. 106-165 

pp. 106,...165 

pp. 106-165 

liThe work behaviors or other criteria of em- pp. 159-165 
ployee adequacy which the test is intEnded 
to identify must be fully described .. 
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Citation 

EEOC 1607.5(a) 

Div.i.sion 14 Principles 
Content Validity: C 

EEOC ],607.5 (b)(3) 

Division 14 Principles 
Content Validity: A 2 

EEOC 1607.5(a) 

Division 14 Principles 
Content Validity: A 

Indox (cun t<.l • ) 

Requirenent Reference 

IIEvidence d content validity above pp. 106-177 
may be accept~ble for well-developed 
tests that consist of suitable samples 
of the essential knowledge, skills or 
behaviors composing the job in question. II 

IISampling of a job content domain should pp. 159-165 
assure the inclusion in a measure of the 
major elements of the defined domain 

1\ 

"Whatever criteria are used they must 
represent major or critical work 
behaviors as revealed by careful job 
analyses. II 

"Job content domain should be defined 
in terms of tl'ose terms an employee is 
expected to do without training or 
experience on the job t 1. e. I the 
content should not cover knowledge or 
skills the employee will be expecta::l to 
learn after placement on the job or in 
training for the job. II 

"The types of knowledg.e, skills or 
behaviors contemplated here do not 
include trose which can be acquit ed 
in a brief orientation to the job. " 

liThe job cont€:nt domain to be sampled 
should be defined . • . The domain need 
not be inclusive insofar as any larger 
domain. is cOl1.cerned. By this we mean 
that it does not have to cover the entire 
universe of duties of a particular job 
.•. forwhat it does include, a content 
domain should be completely defined 
and thoroughly described. " 
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Citation 

APA Standards E 12 

Div'ision 14 Principles 
Content Validity: A 5 

EEOC 1607.5 (b) (2) 

EEOC 1607.5(b)(2) 

EEOC 1607.6 

EEOC 1607.6 

Index (contd.) 

Requirement Reference 

I1If test performance is to be 
interpreted as a representative 
sample of performo:nce in a 
universe of situatiC'i1s', the test 
manual should give a clear 
definition of the universe rep
resented and describo the pro
cedures followed in the sampling 
from it. Essential ll 

II Once a specific job content domain 
has been defined I subject to the 
above constraints I an employer can 
justify the use of an employment 
test on the grounds of content 
validity if he can demonstrate 
that the content of the test is reason
cbly representative of important 
aspects of tre job domain. 11 

IITests must be administered and 
scored under controlled and standard
ized conditions. • . 11 

pp. 166-167 

pp. 166-167 

pp. 167-175 

IICopies of tests and test manuals I Appendix 
including instructions for admimstration, 
scoring and interpretation of test r8sults I 
that are privately developed and/or are 
not available through normal commercial 
channels must be included as part of 
the validation aridence. 11 

IIIt is expected that each operational 
cut-off score will be reasonable and 
consistent with normal expectations 
of proficiency within tre workforce 

pp. 172-175 

or group ,on which the study was conducted. 11 

IIFurthermore, for each test that is to be pp. 172-175 
estcblished or continuEd as an operational 
employee selection instTument, as a result 
of the val;dation study I the minimum 
ccceptable cut-off (passing) score on the 
test must be reported. If 
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The job analysis study supports the use of a writing skills exami-

nation for police officers. Table 21 demonstrates that writing skills 

are a sUbstantial requirement and were seen by the job analysis sample 

as n.-- .... ssary for the successful performance of several police functions. 

Table 21 

The Degree to Which Writing Skills Was Rated 
as Being Required of a Police Officer in Order to Perform 

Successfully Each of the Police Functions 

Police Function 

Conducting routine patrol and 
enforcement activities 

Handling and investigating traffic 
accidents 

Investigating criminal cases 

Preparing reports 

Apprehending and arresting suspects 

Preparing caBes for trial and 
testifying in court 

Performing staff support duties 

Mean Rating 

4.39 

4.56 

2.74 

3.73 

4.64 

4.29 

3.83 

Standard 
Deviation 

0.88 

0.85 

1.60 

1.35 

0.73 

1.10 

1.18 

The mean ratings should be interpreted with regard to the following 

rating scale: 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Never Required, 
Seldom Required 
Occasionally Required 
Often Required 
Usually Required 
Always Required 
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It can be seen that writing skills were considered by the job analysis 

sample to be required frequently for performingrrost of the duties of police 

work. 

In accordance with EEOC 1607.5 (a) I a content validity rationale was 

adopted for the purpose of establishing the job relatedness of the test. As 

with the reading comprehension examination I writing skills is a fundamental 

area of proficiency which is required in many facets of police officer training I 

as well as performance in the field. 

In order to develop a job related writing skills examination for police 

officers I it was necessary to perform a highly specialized job analysis study 

of the nature and scope of the writing skills requirements for police officers. 

Consultants I therefore I prepared a separate job analysis form to obtain the 

specific information required for this purpose. 

Field Report Writing Reguirements 

The Report Writing Survey Form for patrol Offkers (see Appendix F ) was 

distributed by the TCLEOSE staff to a sampling of police departments. A total 

of 63 departments returned completed questionnaires describing the report writing 

requirements for their departments. Table 22 lists the departments participating 

in this phase of the validation project. 
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Table 22 

Police Departments Participating in the 
Report Writing Survey (N = 63) 

Participating Departments 

Abilene 
Angleton 
Arlington 
Austin 

Gainesville 
Garland 

North Richland Hills 

Baytown 
Beaumont 
Bedford 
Beeville 
Benbrook 
Brownsville 
Bryan 

Cleburne 
Conroe 
Corpus Christi 
Corsicana 

Dallas 
Denison 
Denton 
Duncanville 

Euless 

Farmer's Branch 
Fort Worth 
Freeport 

Grand Prairie 
Greenville 

Harlingen 
Hondo 
Houston 
Huntsville 
Hurst 

Irving 

Jefferson County 

Kermit 
Kerrville 
Kingsville 

Lamesa 
Longview 
Lubbock 

Marshall 
Mesquite 
Midland 
Mineral Wells 

Odessa 
Orange 

palestine 
Paris 
Pasadena 
Plano 

Richardson 

San Angelo 
Sherman 

Temple 
Terrell 
Texarkana 

University Park 

Victoria 

Waco 
Waxahachie 
West University 
Wichita Falls 

Table 23 shows the distribution of officers, by rank, completing 

Place 

the job analysis questionnaire describing the report writing requirements. 
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Table 23 

Distributi01 of Officers I by Rank I Completing Job Analysis 
Questionnaires for Report Writing Requirements (N = 88) 

Rank 

Chief 
Assistant Chief 
Major 
Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Patrolman 
Other 

Number 

17 
2 
1 
8 
9 
9 

17 
1§. 
88 

Respondents were asked to indicate the types of reports which are completed 

by patrol officers as a routine part of their duties. Table 24 shows the percent 

of the survey respondents indicating routine use of the following report forms. 

Table 24 

Percent of Sample Indicating Routine Use of Field Report Forms (N = 88) 

Type of Report 

Motor Vehicle Acci-dent Report (and related forms) 
Traffic Citations 
DWI/DUID Arrest and Offense File Sheet 
Offense Report 
Arrest Report 
Evidence Forms/Property Tags 
Lost/Found/Confiscated Property 
Bicycle Theft Report 
Missing Person 
Vacation Check 
Information She~ts 
Radio Call Sheets 
Hospital Report \ 
Apparatus/Firearms Usage Report 
Roll Call Informatim 
Application for Admission for Emergency Observation 
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Percent 

98.9 
97.8 
95.5 
94.4 
94.4 
87.6 
70.8 
65.2 
61. 8 
56.2 
48.3 
42.7 
29.2 
21.3 
20.2 

7.9 
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Table 25 is a listing of additional field report forms, by type, which the survey 

sample identified as being required by patrol ofncers in the perfornance of their 

routine duties. 

Table 25 

Additimal Field Report Forms t by Type t Identified by Survey 

Type of Report 

Offense 

Traffic Type 

Specific Reports Used 

As signment Report 
Field Release Citation 
Complaint Report 
General Offense Report 
Crimes Against Person 
Crimes Against 'Property 
Burglary ~fense 
Robbery ~fense 
Daily Report 
Case Report 
Telephone Complaint 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Intoxication Complaint 
Death Report 
Field Officer Complaint Form 
Unlawful Entry Mfidavit 
Fraudulent Creck Report 
Worthless Document Report 

Driver's License Review Check 
Hi t and Run Offense 
Parking Tickets 
Traffic Warning 
Radar Log 
Accident Prevention Bureau 
Officer's Field (Motor Vehicle Accident) Report 
Texas Peace Officer's Casualty Supplementary 
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Type of Report 

Suwlementary 

Vehicle 

Table 25 (contd.) 

Specific Reports Used 

Bicycle Pound Slip 
Bicycle Pound Tag 
Supplementary Offense Report 
Affidavit Form 
N on··consent 
Chanical Analysis 
Breathalyzer Operator Check 
Breathalyzer Refusal 
Witness Statanent 
Suspect Statement 
Sicycle Recovery Sheet 
Submission to Lab 
Fingerprint Submission 
Description Questionnaire 
Prosecution Report 
Non-consent Shoplifting 
Identification Bureau Crime Search 
Gun Record 

Abandoned Motor Vehicle Tag 
Vehicle Impoundment Form 
Wrecker Selection Service 
Motor Vehicle Theft Offense 
Recovered Vehicle Suwlement 
Wrecker Pull Forms 
Au to Pound Ticket 
Tow Slip 
Vehicle Report 
Vehicle Inventory Sheet 
Motor Vehicle Pull Sheet 
Vehicular Record 
Impounded Vehicle Report 
Salvage Vehicle Inspection 
Identificatim Certificate 
Automobile Theft Report 
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I Type of Report 

I Juvenile 

I 
I 

Property 

I 
I 
I Arrest 

I 
I 

Informa tion 

I 
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Specific Reports Used 

Juvenile Report 
Child Neglect or Abuse 
Juvenile Detention Card 
Juvenile Field Interrogation 
Juvenile Warning 
Juvenile ConditiOls of Release 

Property Release Form 
Weapon Inventory 
ProIBrty Ferm 
Contraband Confiscation 
Property Inventory Slip 
Ballistics Suhnission Form 
Gun Registrction 

Daily Arrest Blotter 
Hold Card 
Jail Card 
Complaint Form 

Criminal Records Check 
Field Observation Card 
Intelligence Report 
Inter-Office Memo 
Record of Long Distance Telephone Call 
RadiO Card 
Building Check Card 
Interview Report 
Warrant Register Form 
Observation Memos 
Kncwn Offender Contacts 
Clear Call Slips 
Alert Slips 
Prisoner's Jail Record 
Field Interrogation Card 
Work Cards 
Observation Memos 
Daily Activity Report 
Field· Interview· 
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Type of Report 

Police Personnel Type 

Miscellaneous 

Table 25 (contd.) 

Specific Reports Used 

Overtime Assignment 
Replacement Request 
Change of Address 
Vehicle Maintenance 
Personal Commendation 
Leave Request Form 
Emergency Telephone Information 
Vehicle Mileage 
Equipment Check Sheet 
Outside Employment Request 
Facilities Damage Report 
Equipment Accident Report 
Work Card 
Gas Card 
Vehicle Repair Card 
Court Attendance 
Vacation Application Form 
Patrol Car Trip Tickets 
Vehicle Check-out Sheet 
City Vehicle Accidents 
Officer Probationary Evaluation 

Dog Bite Offense 
Teletype Message Form 
Prisoner Injury 
Crime Scene Search Form 
Magistrates Warning 
Receipts (property, fines, bonds, etc.) 
Miranda Warning 
Commercial Crime Risk Report 
Alcoholic Beverage Commission Report 
Inter-Departmental Special Service Report 
Legal 'Narning Fo'rms 

Survey respondents were asked to respond to a listing of offenses 

and incidents for which a patrol officer would be required to complete 

a field report form. For each offense or incident ideI.tified in Table 

26, the specific forms completed by the participating departments have 

been indicated. Also, the percentage of the total surveys sample indi-

eating use of a particular form has been identified. 
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Offonses and i!l(:idcnts rot' which a patrol officeI' is 
required to complete a field report form (N = 88) 

OFFENSE OR INCIDENT 

Abandoned Vehicle, 
to be towed 

Accidental Injury 
or Death (Non
Traffic) 

Affray 

TYPE OF REPORT 

Vehicle Impound Card 
General Offense Report 
Abandoned Vehicle/Property 
Wrecker Pull Forms 
Daily Activity Sheets 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Vehicle Pull Card 
Auto Pound Ticke t 
Tow Slip 
Complaint 
Vehicle Storage 
Information/Field Report 
Citation 
Officer t s Report 
Supplementary Report 
Property Tag/Form 
Telephone Complaint 
Evidence Report 

General Offense ·Report 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Offense Against Person 
Hospitalization 
Supplementary Report 
Information/Field Report 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Accident Report 
Felony Offense Report 
Complaint 
Officer t s Report 
Telephone Complaint 
Evidence Report 
Accidental Injury R'~port 

General Offense Report 
Arrest Report 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Information/Fieid Report 
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PEHCENT 
OF USE 

19.,3 
18.2 
11. 4 

9. 1 
8.0 
6.8 
5. 7 
5. 7 
5.7 
4.5 
4.5 
4.5 
4.5 
2.3. 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

54. 5 
8.0 
6.8 
6.8 
5. 7 
5. 7 
4.5 
2. 3 
1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1. 1 
1. 1 

47.7 
22.7 
13.6 
6.8 
6.8 



OFl+'~ N,sE OH. INCIDI!.: N l' 

j\ t' r I' a y (l' 0 ilL d. ) 

Anirnal BHe 

Arson 

Assault, 
Aggravated 

WE 

"'al>ll' GI, Ivolll.d.) 

'1' Y p~ 01<' H~POHT 

COlllplai ilL 

O(fen:H! J\gailltll Person 
Offi.cer; s H cport 
Felony OHense 
Suppi<'I1)(!ntary Hq)Ort 

, Tcl<..'p hone Complaint 
C ttattOll 

General Offense 
Animal Bite Report 
Daily Activity Sheet 
M:iscellaneous Incide nt 
Information/Field Report 
Complaint 
Officer I s Report 
Felony Offense 
Suppleme ntar y Report 
Offense Against Person 
Hospttalization Report 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Supplementary Report 
Dally Activity Sheet 
Offense Against Pr operty 
Arrest Heport 
Felony Offense 
Offense Against Person 
Complaint 
Property Form/Tag 
Officer I s Report 
Telephone Com plai nt 
Evidence Report 

GcnlH'alOffensl' 
Offense Against Person 
Arrest Report 
Supplementary Report 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Felony Offense 
Misdemeanor Offense 
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S. 7 
4.5 
2.3 
1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

36.4 
15.9 
11. 4 
11. 4 

6. 8 
3.4 
2.3 
1.1 
1. 1 
1.1 
1. L 
1.1 

70.5 
6,8 
4. 5 
4. 5 
3.4 
3.4 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1. 1 
1. 1 
1.1 

65. () 
14.8 
11. 4 
.5. 7 
5. 7 
5. 7 
1.1 
1.1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I'"hlt' I..l, (, DoLt!.) 

I IIJ': He I': N I' 
01" Fh: NSE OH. INCllH~N'l' 'l.' Y Ph: UF H!!.:PUH.T 01" US!!.: 

I AHH<lUll:, ComplainL 1.1 
Agg L"<wutcd (conteJ.) Pt"operLy .to'ol"ln/Tag 1.1 

Officer's Heport 1.1 

I Telephone Compla~nt 1.1 

As sault, General Offense 59. 1 

I Simple Offense Against Person 12.5 
Arrest Report 10.2 

I 
Daily Activity ~heet 10.2 
Miscellaneous Incident 8.0 
Supplementary Report 3.4 

I 
Complaint 3.4 
Officer's Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1. 1 

I 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 
Citation 1.1 

I 
Bad Checks General Offense 58.0 

Worthless Document Report 6 .. 8. 
Miscellaneous Incident 5. 7 

I Supplementary Report 4.5 
Arrest Report 4.5 
Daily Activity Sheet 4. 5 

I Felony Offense 2.3 
Misdemeanor Offense 2.3 
Offense Against Property 2.3 

I Complaint 2.3 
Fraudulent Check Form 2.3 
Offense Against Person 1.1 

I Information/ Field Report 1.1 
Property Form/Tag 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Officer's Report 1.1 
Evidence Report 1. 1 

I 
Bicycle Theft General Offense 52.3 

Bicycle Theft Report 26.1 
Daily Activity Sheet 5. 7 

I Mis cellaneous Incident 4.5 
Complaint 3.4 
Supplementary Report 2.3 

I Offens e Against Pr operty 2.3 
Motor V €I hicle T heft Report 2.3 

I 
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Bicycle Theft (contd.) 

Bombs - Manufacture, 
Sale, Possession, etc. 

Bomb Threat 

Breaking and Entering 
C oi11- opel' atcd 
machines 

'l'able loG (\ outd. ) 

Felony Offense 
Arrest Report 
Offense Against Person 
Non-Consent Form 
Information Report 
Property Forrn/Tag 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Supplementary Report 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Arrest Report 
Daily Activity Sheet 
OHense Against P~rson 
Felony OHens e 
Offense Against Property 
Complaint 
Information Report 
Property Form/Tag 
Officer's Report 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Information/Field Report 
Supplclncntary Report 
Offense Against Person 
Felony Offense 
Misdemeanor Offense 
Arrest Report 
Complaint 
Property Form/Tag 
Officer I s H.eport 
Telephone Complaint 

Ge neral Offense 
Miscellaneous Incident 
SlIpplcl1) ental' y n l'P01"t 

Dai ly Activity Sheet 
Offense Against Property 
Burglary Offense 
An'cst Haport 
Complaint 
Felony Offense 
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PEnCF.;NT 
0.1.,' LJ HI~ 

1.1 
1. 1 
1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 
1. 1 
1.1 

69.3 
4. 5 
4.5 
3.4 
3.4 
3.4 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

63. 6 
9. 1 
5. 7 
4. 5 
3.4 
3.4 
1.1 
1.1 
1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

73.9 
5.7 
4. S 
4. 5 
4. 5 
3.4 
2.3 
2.3 
1. 1 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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-----------------------------------------------~~-.-~-----------------------

OFFENSE OR INCIDENT 

Breaking and Io:ntct'illg 
C 6iri- operated 
machines (contd. ) 

Breaking Into or 
Entering Vehicle 

BUl,'glary 

Child Neglect 

/ f' ; d) It, ! h ((' () III d. ) 

TYPE OF REPORT 

M i fl del1l (' ano I' 0 [f C IlH 0 

Offense Against Person 
Non-Consent Form 
Prop(lrty Form/Tag 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Supplementary Report 

,Arrest Report 
Offen,se Against Property 
Burglary Offense 
Felony Offense 
Complaint 
Offense Againl'lt Person 
Non-Consent Form 

, Property Form/Tag 
Telephone Complaint 

, 
G e nel;',a1 O££e ns e 
Miscellcl.!leous Incident 
Burglary Offense 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Sl1ppleme ntar y Report 
Offense Against Property 
Felony Offense 
Arrest Report 
CompLaint 
Offense Against Person 
Non-Consent Forrn 
Property Form/Tag 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Daily Activity Sheet 

' .. 

OUe 71H e Agai ns t Per s on 
Supplementary Hcport 
Information/Field Report 
ChHd Neglect/ Abuse Form 
Officer' s R~port 
Felony Offense 
Arrest Report 
Comphdnt 
Juvenile, Repor~ 
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OF USE 

l.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1. 1 , 

73.9 
5.7 
5.7 
4. 5 
3.4 
3.4 
3.4 
2..3 
2.3 
1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 
1. ''1' 

68.2. 
8.0 
8.0 
6.8 
4. 5 
4.5 
2. 3 
2.. 3 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

59.1 
9. 1 
6.S 
5. 7 
4.5 
2.3 
2.. 3 
1.1 
1. 1 
\.1 

, j' , 1. 1 



-----

I 
Table /.(, (collld. ) 

I P.l~HCli:NT 
Olt'lt~r;NHT~ 01fINCIDF~N'l' TYPI!: ali' In:POH'L' 011' tJ f:lfC 

C hUd Neglect (contd. ) Officer's Report 1.1 I 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

C i vii Rig hts General OHens c 42.0 I 
Daily Activity Sheet 8.0 

I Miscellaneous Incident 8.0 
Complaint 4. 5 
Information/Field Heport 4.5 

I Supplementary Report 2.3 
Offense Against Person 2.3 
Officer I s Report 2.3 

I Felony Offense 1.1 
Blue Card 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Contributing to the General Offense 65.9 
delinquency of Daily Activity Sheet 5.7 

I child Offense Against Persoll 5. 7 
Supplementary Report 4.5 
Arrest Report 3.4 

I Juvenile Report 2. 3' 
Officer's Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1. 1 

I Complaint 1.1 
Child Neglect/Abuse Form 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Counterfeiting General Offense 71. 6 
Daily Activity Sheet 5.7 

I Miscellaneous Incident 5.7 
Supplementary Report 3.4 
A1'rest Report 2.3 

I Offense Against Person 2.3 
OHense Against Property 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 

I Worthless Document Report 1.1 
Complaint 1.1 
Information Report 1.1 

I Property Form 1.1 
Officer I s Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 I Dead on Arrival General Offense 51. 1 
Miscellaneous Incident 11. 4 I Daily Activity Sheet 10.2 
Offense Against Person 6.8 

I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

OFFENSE OR INCIDENT 

Dead ~n Arrival (contd. )' 

Defrauding an 
Innkeeper, 
Restaurant, etc. 

Demented Person 

Destroying Private 
Property 

TYPE OF REPORT 

Hospitaliy,ation 
Information/Field Rcport 
Supplementary Report 
OHens e Again'St Pr operty 
Autorsy Rcport 
Complaint 
Property Form 
Officer! s Report 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Supplem.entary Report 
Daily Acti vity Sheet 
Offense Against Person 
Felony Offense 
Offense Against Property 
Misdemeanor Offense 
Complaint 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Supplementary Report 
Complaint 
Information/Field Report 
Offense Against Person 
Hospitalization 
Officer I s Report 
Arrest Report 
Offense Against Property 

pr~Hcr:N r 
OF USE 

0.8 
4.5 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1. 1 
1. 1 

75.0 
6.8 
5.7 
5.7 
3.4 
2.3 
2. 3 
1.1 
1 ~ 1 
1.1 

Application for Emergency Observation 
Telephone Complaint 

40.9 
10.2 

9. 1 
4. 5 
4.5 
4.5 
3.4 
3.4 
2. 3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

General Offense 
Miscellaneous Incident 
SupplementaryH eport 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Arrest Report 
Offense Against Property 
Felony Offense 
Misdemeanor Offense 
Complaint 
Offen~e Against Per son 
Non-Consent Form 
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76. 1 
5.7 
4 .• 5 
4.5 
3.4 
3.4 
2.3 
1.1 
1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 



Tab!.e GO (. oIlLd.) 
I 

PERCENT I 0I"Fli:NSE Olt INCI.D1CNT '.I' Y. I >E OF H.Ii: PORT 010' USI!~ 

.' 
Prope rty Form/Tag .1. 1 I Destroying Private 

Property (contd. ) Radio Call Sheet 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1. 1 

I Discharging Firearms General Offense 56.8 
in the City Arrest Report 11. 4 

I Miscellaneous Incident 8.0 
Daily Activity Sheet 8.0 
Supplementary Report 5.7 

I Complaint 5 . .., 
• I 

Officer I s Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 

I Notarized Affidavit 1.1 
Citation 1.1 
Offense Against Person 1.1 

I Property Form/ Tag 1.1 
Information/Field Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Disorderly Conduct General Offense 47.7 
Arrest Report 15.9 

I Miscellaneous Incident 11. 4 
Complaint 10.2 
Daily Activity Sheet ! 8 .• a 

I Supplementary Report 5.7 
Citation 4. 5 
Offense Against Person 2.3 I Officer I s Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 
Property Form/Tag 1.1 I Radio Call 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Driving Vehicle without General Offense 62. 5 I 
Owner's Consent Motor Vehicle Theft Report 12.5 
(J oyr iding) Arrest Report 8.0 I Miscellaneous Incident 5. 7 

Supplementary Report 
:' ~ I 4.5 

Dai.ly Activity Sheet 4. 5 I Felony Offense 2.3 
. Offense Against Person 2.3 

Citation 1. 1 I . Complaint 1.1 
Non-Consent 1.1 
Radio Call . 1. 1 I Officer I s Report 1.1 
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I 
"I'abltl l(l (. outd.) 

I I )I~ He I·: Nfl' 
OI"FI~NSI': Ol~ INClI)(i:N'l.' TY PI': 01" IUi:I'OWI.' 01." UHF: 

I Driving Vehicle without Telephone Complaint 1.1 
Owner I s Consent (contd. ) Impounded Vehicle Report 1.1 

I Driving While Intoxicated DWI Traffic Case Heport 73.9 
General Offense 22.7 

I Arrest Report 12. 5 
Supplementary Report 2.3 
Test Refused Report 2..3 

I Complaint 2.3 
Impounded Vehicle Form 2.3 
Citation 1.1 

I Offense Against Person 1.1 
Miscellaneous Incident 1.1 
Property Form/Tag 1.1 

I Radio Call 1.1 
Officer's Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Breathalyzer Form 1.1 

Driving While Under DUID Traffic Case Report 73.9 

I the Influence of General Offense 25.0 
Drugs Arrest Report 14.8 

Supplementary Report 2.3 

I Citation 1.1 
Complaint 1.1 
Offense Against Person 1.1 

I Miscellaneous Incident 1.1 
Property Form/Tag 1.1 
Radio Call 1.1 

I Officer IS Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 
Impounded Vehicle Report 1..1 

I Drugs {all violations General Offense 70. 5 
except DUID} Arrest Report 12.5 

I OHense Against Person 4.5 
Miscellaneous Incident 4. 5 

I 
Sup'''\lementar y Report 3.4 
Daily Activity Sheet 3.4 
Officer I s .Report 2. 3 

I 
Felony Offense 1.1 
nOID Traffic Case Report 1.1 
Notal' b;ed Affidavit 1.1 

I 
Cornplai nt 1.1 
Non-Consent Form 1.1 
Property Forml Tag 1.1 

I 
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OE'F~NSE OR INCIDENT 

Dt'UgH (aU violatiollH 
except DU1D) contd. 

Drunk 

Dr i.ving While License 
Suspended 

Entic.i.ng Child for 
Immoral Purpose 
(purpose of com
mitting assault) 

Tablt\ Z() (, oIlLcI.) 

TYPE OF REPORT 

I Il r ()" III a t.i (\ Il / t,' i (! lei H II P {) l' t 
Radio Calt 
Narcotic Submission Report 
Evidence Report 
Telephone Complaint 
Consent to Search 
Waiver of Rights 

Arrest Report 
General Offense 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Complaint 
Supplementary Report 
C i.tation 
Officer I s Report 
Miscellaneous Property Report 
Prope rty Form/Tag 
Information/Field Report 
Radio Call 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Telephone Complaint 
Notice to Appear 

General Offense 
Arrest Report 
Citation 
Offense Against Person 
Supplementary R!,!port 
Mi.scellaneous Incident 
Officer I s Report 
Felony Offense 
Notarized Affidavit 
Complaint 
Radio Call 
'Daily Activity Sheet 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Offense Against Person 
Arrest Repor t 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Supplementary Report 
DaUy Activity Sheet 
Felony Offense 
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1 )(i; Hel'; NT 
OF USE 

I. I 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

37.5 
22.7 
8.0 
6.8 
4.5 
2.3 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
r. '1 
1.1 
1.1 

46.6 
29. 5 
14.8 
3.4 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

64.8 
12.5 
10.2 
4.5 
3.4 
3.4 
1.1 

------------------------------------------------------------/-=-------------

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

OFFENSE OR INCIDENT 

Enticing Child (conte!.) 

F ailur e to Stop and 
Render Aid 

Forgery 

F,ound Property 

T.d»v l.{; ( ollltl.) 

TYPE OF HEFDRT 

C 0111 P lai tit 
Radio Call 
Officel,l s Report 
Telephone Complai nt 

General Offense 
Accide nt Report 
Arrest Report 
Citation 
Offense Against Person 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Hit and Run Report 
Supplementary Report 
Officer ' s Report 
Complaint 
Notar ized Affidavit 
Hospitalization Report 
Property Form/Tag 
Radio Call 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Telephone Complaint 
Felony O£fense 

General Offense 
Arrest Report 
Worthless Document Report 
Supplementary Report 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Felony Offense 
Offense Against Person 
Complaint 
Otfense Against Property 
Non-Consent For nl. 

Property Form/Tag 
Information/Field Report 
Had io Call 
Evidence Report 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Property Form/Tag 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Evidence Report 
Supplementary Report 
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PI~HCI'~N'l' . 
OF USE 

1.1 
1.1 
, 1 
.1 • .1 

1.1 

56.8 
34. 1 
11.4 
11. 4 
8.0 
3.4 
3.4 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

64.8 
10.2 
8.0 
5. 7 
5. 7 
3.4 
2.3 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 

37.5 
20.5 
8.0 
8.0 
6.8 
5. 7 



Table Z() (cantu. ) I 
JlI': He I': N'L' I Ol"FENSE OR INCIDENT TYPE O.E' REFORT OF USE 

Found Property (contd. ) Lost/ Found / ConCi seated Pr oper ty 4. 5 I C 0111 pia int 3.4 
I nfor maHon/ Field Report 3.4 .1 Radio Call 3.4 
Officer's Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 
Mis cellaneous Property 1.1 I Offense Against Property 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Gaming General Offense 60.2 I 
Arrest Report 14.8 
Supplementary Report 5. 7 I Mi.scellaneous Incident 5. 7 
OHense Against Person 4. 5 

I Felony Offense 2.3 
Officer's Report 2.3 
Citation 1. 1 

I Complaint 1.1 
Property Form/Tag 1.1 
Radio Call 1.1 

I Daily Activity Sheet 1.1 
Evidence Report 1.1 -
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Handling or Fondling General Offense 64.8 
C hUd' s Sexual Parts Arrest Report 12. 5 

I Offense Against Person 12.5 
Supplementary Report 5.7 
Miscellaneou s Incident 4.5 

I Felony Offense 2.3 
Daily Activity Sheet 2.3 
C omplai nt 1.1 

I Radio Call 1. l' 
OIficer's Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Hospital Call Gel)c;ral Offense 33.0 
Daily Activity Sheet 10.2 

I Miscellaneous Incident 9. 1 
Information/Field Report 6.8 
Hospitalizati on 5. 7 

I Radio Call 5.7 
Complaint 4. 5 
Supplementary Report 3.4 

I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

OFFENSE OR INCIDENT 

Hospital Call (contd. ) 

Indecent Exposure 
to Child 

Illegal Use of Credit 
Card 

Industrial Accident 

TY PE OF REPORT 

Officcr's Hcport 
OHe nse Against Person 
Property Form/Tag 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Offense Against Person 
Arr est Report 
Supplcme ntary Rcport 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Felony Offens e 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Complaint 
Radio CalL 
Officer's Report 
Telephone Corr.J?laint 

General Offense 
Arrest Report 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Supplementary Report 
Miscellaneous Incident 
Offense Against Property 
Worthless Document Report 
Felony Offense 
Complaint 
OHe ns e Against Per son 
Non-Consent Form 
Property Form/Tag 
Information/Field Report 
Radio Call 
Evid e nee Report 
Officer's Report 
Telephone Complaint 

General Offense 
Miscellanoolls Incident 
Info:rm.ation/ Fi.eld Repor t 
Hospitalization 
Det il y Activity Sheet 
Supplemc ntary Report 
Complaint 
Offense Against Person 
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[>EHC1'~NT 

OF USE 

2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

63.6 
13.6 
11.4 

4. 5 
4.5 
Z.3 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

70. 5 
10.2 

5,7 
4.5 
4. 5 
3.4 
3.4 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

33.0 
11. 4 

9. 1 
5.7 
5. 7 
4. 5 
3.4 
3.4 



I " 

'('n.bll! Z(J (contd.) 

I)F, He: F, NT I OFFENSE OH INCIDENT TYPE OF' HEPOHT OF USE 

Industrial Accident Hadio Call 2.3 I (contd. ) Officer's Report 2.3 
4rrest Report 1.1 
Property Form/Tag 1.1 I Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Kidnapping General Offense 64.8 I Offense Against Person 13.6 
Arrest Report 8.0 

I Suppleme ntary Report 5. 7 
MisceUane ous Incident 4.5 
Daily Activity 3.4 

I Felony Offense 2.3 
G" ..... plaint 1.1 
Information/Field Report 1.1 

I Radio Call 1.1 
Officer 1 s Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I 
Lewd Phone Calls General Of.fense 56.8 

Daily Activity Sheet 8.0 

I Offense Against Per son 6.8 
Supplementary Report 5. 7 
Miscellaneous Incident 5. 7 

I Arrest Report 4.5 
Information/Field Report 4.5 
Complaint 3.4 

I Officer I s Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 
Misdemeanor Offense 1.1 

I Line Tap Form 1. 1 
Radio Call 1. 1 
Telephone Cot1.1.plai.nt 1.1 

I 
Lost Property 4'5.5 General Offense 

Daily Activity Sheet 11. 4 

I Misce llaneous Incident 10.2 
Supplementary Report 6.8 
C ornplaint 5. 7 

I Property Report 4. 5 
Information/Field Report 4.5 
Lost/Found/Confiscated Property 2,.3 I Felony Offense 1.1 
Miscellaneous Property 1.1 
Offense Against Property 1.1 I Evidence Report 1.1 

-127- I 
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I 1';!b)(; 2.(1 (c0ntd.) 

I PF.HCF.N T 
OFFENSE OH. lNClI)l!:N'I.' 'I.' Y I >Jt: OF HEPOH"l' 010' UHE 

I Lost Property (contd. ) Officer's Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Malid ous Mise hicf Cien(~t'nl Ofr(~IHW 72.7 
(vandalism) Daily Activity Sheet 10.2 

Miscellaneous Incident 8.0 

I Arr est Report 5.7 
Supplelne ntary Report 3.4 

I 
Offense Against Property 3.4 
Felony Offense 2.3 
Complaint 2.3 
Misdemeanor Offense 1.1 

I Non-Consent Form 1.1 
Property Report 1.1 
Vandalism Report ~ 1.1 

I Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I 
Minor in Possession General Offense 48.9 

or Consumption Arrest Report 28.4 
Juvenile Forms 6. 8 

I 
Citation 5. 7 
Complaint 4.5 
Supplementary Report 3.4 

I 
Daily Activity Sheet 3.4 
Miscellaneous Incident 3.4 
Officer's Report 3.4 

I 
Evidence Report 2.3 
Information/Field Report 2.3 
F,elony Of£ens e 1.1 

I 
Offense Against Person 1.1 
Juvenile Field Release 1.1 
Property Report 1.1 

I 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 
Notice 'to Appear 1.1 

I 
Murder General Offense 67.0 

Offense Against Person 13. 6 
Ar rest Report 10.2 

I 
Supplemental' y H eport 6.8 
Daily Acti vity Sheet 4.5 
Miscellaneous Incident 4. 5 

I 
Evidence Report 3.4 
Felony Offense 2.3 
Complaint 1.1 

I 
Property Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 
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'I'.lhl(~"2.6 (co/It'd.) I 
PERCENT I OFFENSE on INCIDENT 'T'YPE OF REPOn l' OF USE 

Missing POl'S on General Offonst) 43.2- I Missi.ng Person Report 28.4 
Daily Activity Sheet 8,0 
Mis ee llane Oll s 1 11 e.: iel e nt 5. 7 I Information/Field Report 4.5 
Supplementary Report 3.4 
Offense Against Person 2.3 I Felony Offense 1. 1 
Arrest Report 1.1 
Complaint 1.1 I Evidence Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Narcotic Drug Laws General Offense 67.0 
Arrest Report 10.2 

I Offense Against Perso 4. 5 
Suppleme ntary Report 4.5 
Miscellaneous Incident 4.5 

I Daily Activity Sheet 3.'4' 
Evidence Report 3.4 
Felony Offerne 1.1 

I Complaint 1.1 
Chemical Analysis 1. 1 
Property Report 1.1 

I Information/Field Report 1.1 
Narcotic Submission Report 1.1 
Officer I s Report 1.1 

I Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Negligent I-Iomici'de General Offense 63.6 

I Offense Against Person 12.5 
Arrest Report 8.0 
Supplementary Report 5.7 

I Accident Form 5. 7 
Daily Activity Sheet 4.5 
Miscellaneous Incident 4. 5 

I Felony Offense 2.3 
Complaint 1.1 
Evidenc e Report 1. 1 

I Property Report 1.1 
Officer I s Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Auto Pound Ticket 1.1 

I 
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I 
Tit b Ie Z. () ((,0 ntd. ) 

I Pl!.:H(;J~N'1' 
OFFENSE on INCIJ)I1:NT TYPF. Oli' HEPOHT OF USE 

I Nuisances General Offense 35.2 
Mi scellaneous Incident 13.6 

I 
Daily Activity Sheet 10.2 
Supplell1entary Hcport 5. 7 
Complaint 5. 7 

I In formation/Field Report 3.4 
Radio Call . 2. 3 
Officer's Report 2.3 

I Felony Offense 1.1 
Arrest Report 1.1 
Citation 1.1 

I Offense Against Person 1.1 
Offense Against Property 1.1 
Telepoo ne Complaint 1.1 

I Open Door, Window General Offense 21. 6 
Miscellaneous Incident 20. 5 

I Daily Activity Sheet 12. $ 
Complaint 6.8 
Inforrnation/Fi,eld Report 6.8 

I Burglary Report 3.4 
Radio Call 3.4 
Officer's Report 3.4 

I Supplern.entary Report 2.3 
Offense Against Property 1.1 
Bullding C heck Card 1.1 

I Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Pandering General Offense 58.0 

I Arrest Report 10.2 
Miscellaneous Incident 10.2 
Daily Activity Sheet 6. 8 

I Supplementary Report 4. 5 
Complaint 3.4 
Offense Against Person 3.4 

I Officer's Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I Peddler Gener a1 OHens e 38.6 
Miscellaneous Incidel1t 14.8 

I Daily Activity Sheet 11. 4 
Arrest Report 9. 1 
Supplementary Report 4.5 

I Complaint 4. 5 
Officer's Report 3.4 
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Tabl (" ?.fl (c.ontd. ) I 
PEH.CENT I OFFENSE OR INCIDENT TYPE OF REPORT OF USE 

Peddler (contd. ) Citation 2.3 I Information/Field Report 2.3 
Radio Call 1.1 
Interview Form 1.1 I Telephone Complaint 1.1 
Notice to Appear 1.1 

Possession.of Burglary General Offense 62. 5 I 
Tools by Convicted Arrest Report 17.0 
Felon Daily Activity Sheet 5. 7 I Supplementary Report 4. 5 

Miscellaneous Incident 4. 5 
Complaint 2.3 I Offense Against Person 2.3 
Evidence Report 2.3 
Property Report 2.3 I Officer t s Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 
Offense Against Pro::>erty 1.1 I Information/Field Report 1.1 
Interview Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 I 

Prowler Genera.1 Offense 35.2 
Miscellaneous Incidence 17.0 I Daily Activity Sheet 14.8 
Arrest Report 8.0 
Complaint 5. 7 I Radio Call. 4. 5 
Supplementary Report 3.4 
Information/Field Report 2.3 I Officer's Report 2.3 
Offense Against Person 1.1 
Evidence Report 1.1 I Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Rape, Gener al OHens e 65.9 I Attempt Offense Against Person 14.8 
Arrest Report 12.5 
Supplementary Report 5. 7 I lVliscellaneous Incident 4. 5 
Daily Activity Sheet. 3.4 
Felony Offense 2. 3 I Complaint 1.1 
Property Card 1.1 

I Hos pitalization 1.1 
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I ')':..1 hI (> 2() (contd. ) 

I .I)I~HCE.NT 
OFFENSE OR INCIDENT TYPE OF REPOR T OF USE 

I 
Hape, Officer'H \{epod l.l 
Attempt (contd. ) Telephone Complaint 1.1 

I 
Rape General Offense 65.9 

Offense Against Person 14.8 
Arrest Report 10.2 

I Supplernentary Report 5. 7 
Miscella.neous Incident 4. 5 
Daily Activity Sheet 3.4 

I Felony Offense 2.3 
Evidence Report 2.3 
Complaint 1.1 

I Property Card 1.1 
Hospitalization 1.1 
Officer I s Report 1.1 

I. Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Recovery of Stolen General Offense 37. 5 

I Auto Supplementary Report 19.3 
Auto Theft Supplement 10.2 
Vehicle Report 8. 0 

I Auto Pound Ticket 6.8 
Miscellaneous Incident 4. 5 
Burglary Offense 4. 5 

I Arrest Report 3.4 
Daily Activity Sheet 3.4 
Auto Recovery Report 3.4 

I I niormation/Field Report 3.4 
Offense Against Person 2.3 
Officer's Report 2.3 

I Felony Offellse 1.1 
Complaint 1.1 
Offense Against Property 1.1 

I Property Card 1.1 
Evidence Report 1.1 
Lost/Found/Confiscated Property 1.1 

I Tel.ephqne Complaint 1.1 , ~. 

" 

Refrigerators, G ener al Off ens e 30.7 

I Unsafe Daily Activity Sheet .... 12. 5 
Miscellaneous Incident 12.5 
Complaint 6.8 

I Information/Field Report 5. 7 
Supplementary Report 4. 5 
Citation 2.3 

I Officer's Report 2.3 
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, l \ U h [(~ 2 () (c 0 !ltd. ) I 
PI': H C I':N T 

OFFENSE OR INCIDENT TYPE OF REPORT OF USE I 
.l~ ofr igcl' ato!' s, J\,t" rest H epol't l.l 

U nsa[o (t:ontcl. ) Offensc Against Porson 1. 1 I Radio Call 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1. 1. 
Notice to Appeal' 1.1 I 

Robbery General Offense 65.9 

I Arrest Report 9. 1 
Robbery Offense 8.0 
Offense Against Person 6.8 

I MiscelLaneous Incident 5. 7 
Su pplem e ntar y Re port 4. 5 
Daily Activity Sheet 4.5 

I Evidence Report 3,4 
Complaint 2.3 
Offense Against Property 2.3 

I Felony OHens e 2.3 
Non-Consent Form 1.1 
Property. Card 1.1 

I Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Sale of Liquor to Minor, General Offense 62. 5 

I Intoxicated Per son, Arrest Report 12.5 
Drunk, Insane Person Mi.scellaneous Incident 6.8 

Supplementary Report 4, 5 

I Daily Activity Sheet 4. 5 
Offense Against Person 4. 5 
Evidence Report 3.4 

I Complaint 2.3 
Officer's Report 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 

I Citation 1.1 
Property Card 1.1 
Information/ Field Report 1.1 

I Hospitalization 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Shoplifting General Offense 70. :; I 
Arrest Report 17.0 
Daily Activity Sheet 8.0 I Miscellaneous Incident 5. 7 
Complaint 4. 5 
Offense Against Pr.opcrty 4.5 I Supplementary Report 3.4 
Felony Offense 2.3 
Evidence Report 2.3 I 
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I Table 2.6 (conte!. ) 

1)1': H (; I': NT 

II OFFENSE OR INCIDENT TYPE OF REPORT OF USE 

Shoplifting (contd. ) Property Card 2. 3 

I Misdemeanor Offense 1.1 
Cii.;ation 1.1 

I 
Offense Against Person 1.1 
Non-Consent Forrrn 1.1 
Juvenile Form 1.1 

I 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Sodomy General Offense 63.6 

I 
Offense Against Person 14.8 
Arrest Report 13.6 
Daily Activity Sheet 5. 7 

I 
Miscellaneous Inci.dent 4. 5 
Supplementary Report 3.4 
Felony Offense 2.3 

I 
Misdemeanor Offense 1.1 
Complaint 1.1 
OUicer's Report 1.1 

I 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 

Suicide and Attempts General Offense 62.5 

I 
Daily Activity Sheet 10.2 
Offense Against Person 6.8 
Hospitalization 5.7 

I 
Miscellaneous Incident 5.7 
Supplementary Report 4. 5 
Evide.nce Report 2.3 

I 
Information/Field Report 2.3 
Felony Offense' 1.1 
Comph.int 1.1 

I 
Interview Report 1.1 
Officer's Report 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1. I 

I 
Property Report 1.1 

Theft General Offense 75.0 

I 
Arrest H.eport 11. 4 
Daity Acti.vity ~hed R.O 
Miscell.aneolls Incident 5. 7 

I 
Offense Against Property 4.5 
Supplemental' y Report 3.4 
Felony OHerne 2. 3 

I 
Offense Against Person 2.3 
Complaint 2.3 
Misdemeanor Offense 1.1 

I 
Evidence Report 1.1 
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Tc.l.bll~ Z() (contcl. ) I 
PF.l~CF.NT I Or.\li'ENSE Ol{ INCll)~N'l' TYPE OF HEPOH'l' OF USE 

Theft (contd. ) Non-Consent Form 1. 1 I Telephone Complaint 1.1 
: . 

Prop crty Hcport 1. 1 
T heft Report 1. 1 I 

T heft from the Per son General Offense 73.9 
Arrest Report 10.2 I Daily Activity Sheet 8.0 
Miscellaneous Incident 5. 7 
Sllppleme~1.tar y Report 3.4 I Felony Offense 2.3 
Offense Against Per son 2.3 
Offense Against Property 2.3 I Complaint 2.3 
Misdemeanor Offense 1. 1 
Evidence Heport 1.1 I Non-Consent Forn'1. 1.1 
Telephone Complaint 1.1 
Property Report 1. I- I Robbery OHense 1.1 
Theft Report 1.1 

Threat to 'fake Life General Offense 69.3 I 
Arrest Report 8.0 
Daily Activity Sheet 8.0 I Offense Against Person 5. 7 
Supplerne ntar y Report 4. 5 
Miscellaneous lqcident 4.5 I I Felony Offense 1. 1 
Misdcrn eanor Offen.se 1.1 
Complaint 1.1 I Evidence Report 1.1 
I nEol'mationl Field Report 1. 1 
Officer I s Report 1. 1 I Telephone Complaint 1. 1 
Property Report 1.1 

I 'l'r C H pas sing (~l~IH~ral Offense M~. 2. 
Arrest Hcport 11. 4 
Daily Activity Sbeet 8. 0 I Miscellaneous Inciden.t 8.0 
Supplementary Report 2.3 
Cornplaint 2.. 3 I Officer IS Repo!'t 2.3 
Felony Offense 1.1 

I Offense Against Person 1.1 
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OFl"~N::i~ Ol{ lNCIDENT 

Trespassing (contd.) 

Unlawfully Carrying 
Arms 

Vagrancy (Pr ostitution) 

Table 26 (contd. ) 

'1' Y PE OF HEPOR'!' 

Offense Against Property 
Evidence Report 
Telephone Complaint 
Citation 

Ge nera1 Offens e 
/\.rrest Report 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Miscellaneous Inci.dent 
Supplementary Report 
Offense Against Person 
Evidence Report 
Felony Offense 
Notar ized Affidavit 
Complaint 
Officer I s Report 
Telephone Complaint 
Property Report 

General Offense 
Arrest Report 
Daily Activity Sheet 
Miscellaneous Inci.de nt 
Offense Against Person 
Complaint 
Information! Field Report 
Officer I s Report 
Felony Offense 
Evidence Report 
Telephone Complaint 
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OF USE 

1. 1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

69.3 
18.2 

4. 5 
4. 5 
3.4 
3.4 
3.4. 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 

56.8 
21. 6 
8.0 
4. 5 
3.4 
2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 



-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Survey respundents were uskcd to esLlrnulc the number of times in a 

one-rronth period that a patrol officer is likely to complete each type of report. 

Tuble 27 shows the reported frequency with which patrol officers utilize the 

ten most common field report forms. 

Table 27 

Frequency With Which Patrol Officers Utilize the Ten 
Most Common Field Report Forms (N = 88) 

Type of Report 

Radio Call Sheets 
Traffic Citations 
Offense Reports 
InfornEtion Sheets 
Roll Call Information 
Arrest Reports 

Estimated Tim::s per Month Completed 
by Each Officer (Rounded) 

61 
37 
34 
16 
15 
14 

Motor Vehicle Accident Report (and related 
forms) 

Evidence Forms/Property Tags 
Bicycle Theft Report 
Lost/Found/Confiscated Property 

12 
9 
5 
4 

Responses to the questionnaire survey describing the purpose and use of 

field report forms has been summarized in Table 28. In conjunction with the 

questionnaire survey I participating departments were asked to submit completed 

field report forms obtained from their files or sample forms completed by 

departmental personnel. The purpose of obtaining these sample reports is to 

provide documentary evidence in support of a writing skills examination. These 

sample reports have been indexed (under separate cover) and will be made 

available to appropriate parties by the TCLEOSE staff. It should be noted that 

Consultants relied heavily upon these completed field reports end forms for the 

purpose of developing the content of the writing skills examination to be described. 
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Table 28 

A listing of the field report forms identified in the survey and 
A description of their purpose and use 

1. Motor Vehicle Accident Report (and related forms) 

Purpose: To relate all pertinent information related to a colli
sion. Such information s~rves as a reference for court proceedings, 
both civil and criminal; for insurance companies; for statistical 
information; to aid in the improvement of traffi'c flow and safety; 
and to serve as an investigative tool to show that the incident 
happened, when it happened, who was involved, and whether or not 
there is cause for criminal action. 
When Used: Private property collision reports are filed when one 
or more vehicles collide on property other than that defined as 
the public roadway. No citations are filed. Minor collisions are 
those with no injuries, proper'ty damage estimated less than $25.00. 
These are to occur on the public roadway. Major collisions are 
those with/without injuries and property damage in excess of $25.00. 
These occur on the public roadway. Collision in which cit.y property 
is damaged. Irregardless as to occurring on private property or 
the public roadway, a regular collision report is made. Accompanying 
the collision diagram will be a Leaving the Scene Offense report, 
with the followup investigation to be conducted by Traffic Detail. 
If someone is injured seriously, any collision will be termed a 
major collision. If someone is fatally injured/ a followup investi
gation is conducted by the Traffic Detail. When a driver involved 
in a collision fails to stop when someone is injured, a Failure to 
stop and Render Aid report is filed. It is investigated by the 
Traffic Detail. 

2. Traffic Citations 

Purpose: To record an observed traffic violation seen by an officer, 
showing the alleged offender, his vehicle and its license number, 
the driver's license number, date of birth, sex, occupation, place 
of employment, his residence, the type of violation, instructions 
to the alleged offender as to how disposition is to be made, and the 
officer (s) making the obser'vat.ion and issuing the citation. Also 
shown will be the location of the violationt the date and time, the 
existing road conditions, the spe~d limit, whether the alleged of
fender was wearing glasses and if involved in a collision. Issued 
in lieu of placing alleged offender in jail, for the arresting 
officer to have a copy if he is called to court r and to aid in 
keeping the accident rate down. 
When Used: The citation is filed any time an officer ma.kes an obser
vation of traffic law violation and such condition::; t,'larrant a cita
tion. When such observed violations are violations of state law, 
and the issuance of such a citation is in compliance with state law, 
city ordinance, and/or departmental policies and procedures. A 
citation is also issued in the event of traffic accidents, defective 
equipment, and/or improper registration. 
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3, 

4. 

5. 

Tal>l(~ lH (, Olltel.) 

Radio Call Sheets 

Purpose: To record information reom the calling party indicating a request 
for service or the reason for calling for an officerls assistance and the dis
position of that assistance. Maintains a constant record of an 0££icer1s 
activities by listing all calls by date and time. Koops a running account 
of all phone calls, radio calis, lookouts, and other pertinent informatioh 
regarding patrol unit and headquarter exchanges. Provides a factual 
account of police action when no other report is necessary. 
When Used: When a call comes in and an officer is assigned a complaint. 
When information is exchanged between dispatchers and radio cars. When 
calls and requests for service are to be placed on the blotter for the atten
tion of the whole department or one officer in particular. 

Offense Reports 

Purpose: The designation of a report as an II0ffense li implies that a foUow-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

up investigation is required by a respective detail. The Offense report I 
should provide all pertinent information of a case, giving the assigned in-
vestigator all information needed to contact all parties involved so that 
proper disposition of the case may be made. The report should be writ- I 
ten so that the investigator will not have to comp1ete it. 
When Used: The Offense report shOUld be used after the patrol officer 
gathers all information from all parties involved, and sees that the case I 
must have followup investigation and can not be res olved following the officer! s 
initial contact. The report is filled out anytime an officer investigates 
a report of an offense. I 
Arrest Reports 

Purpose: Designed to show pertinent information about an arrested person 
such as: resi.aence, sex, age, D. O. B., names of relatives, occupation, 
ernployerts address, names and numbers of arresting officer/s, assigned 
offense number, nature of the charge, location of the arrest, inform.ation 
On car and disposition if applicable, facts of the arrest, tt·ernized personal 
belongings on person when arrested and when booked, disposition of 
arrested person, fingerprints, to show he was checked for any'sickne'ss 
and if so, granted an opportunity to seek rnedical assistance before jwi IW 
confined, and alluwed to make a phone call as provided by the Constitu
tion.' 
Whon Used: Used whenever a person is arrested regardless of whether the 
.u're::;lcci person actually stays in jail or not. 

, . 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

l'ilbJ(! lB {('!lII!.I!.) 

Dwr/ nUID Arrcst and Offense Fil.e Sheet 

!)ll/'pose: To /"('col'd alt IH:rtinent; inrOl"ll1atiol1 t'(!ta(:(~d to a DWI/DUll) 
incident, starting from thc first observation and traffic stop to the final 
disposition of the arrested person (either released or booked). Infor
mation will show that a particular individual was arr-ostecl after being 
observed driving a motor vehi.cle (with detailed information on the driver 
and the vehicle). Witnesses, if any, will be listed and general obser
vations of the dr iver should be recorded. The summary instructs the 
officer to Iideseribe what you did and what you found, showing informa
tion such as why you started cas e, manner of driving, condition of ve
hicle and defendant, witnesses and doctors, physical condition of road, 
possession. of specific driverls license, pertinent remarks of defendant, 
traffic, weather, disposition of vehicle and defendant. II 
When Used: The DWr/DUID report should be used at any time a person 
has been arrested for suspicion of DWI or DUrD to show information re
quired above. The report is to be filled out in its entireUy, regardless 
of whether the arrested person is booked or released. This serves as 
future reference. 

Information Sheets 

Purpos e: To provide i nfor maHon to one or more divisions of the Police 
Depa.rtment. To provide additional information regarding criminal or 
non-criminai matters that come to the attention of the department. To 
record ,all information for further investiga.tion of an incident or bappening. 
When U sed: Anytime an officer tbinks information needs to be passed on 
to other divisions in the departrnent. When the information is useful or 
confidential but nol: of offense nature at the time of the report. When an 
officer stops and questions any person as a result of suspicious circum
stances. 

I'viissing Person 

Purpose: To record pertinent inCorrnation regarding a reported mi ssing 
person. Such inforrnation should consist of tinlc last seen, personal habits, 
associates, any physical and/or rr\cntal handicap. physical dcscriptioJ.1, 
last clothing descl"iption, list of any money and/o17 luggage, jewelry 
carried, list of any birth tnarks or deformities, dental records, photo.! 
graphs, possible destination, l:easons for leaving SllCh as family argu
ments or other pers·onal grievances, and any other related information. 
To aid and assist in the location of the missing person. 
When Used: AnytilUE': an officer feels that an individual may be missing 
possibly due to his own choosing or to possible roul play. Dependtng on 
tbe cireurrlstances, an officer may desire to check local hospitals ant] 
the police booking desk hcdol'c flUng sneh a repod. rf this docs not 
locate the reported missillg person then a general broadcast for missing 
person or £01' request to locate may be made over the radio and the 
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Table 28 (contd.) 

8. Missing Person (contd.) 

report is filed. This is all done 24 hours after a missing person 
is last seen or heard from, any time foul play is suspected, or 
if a child is missing for any amount of time. 

9. Hospital Reports 

Purpose: To record information on an injury to the victim of an 
offense. To record information concerning serious injuries, sui
cides, and attempts at suicide, natural death, overdose of drugs, 
and any injury for which the city could be held responsible. Used 
as evidence in court. To notify the Police Department that the 
victim of an offense is at the hospital. To provide information 
concerning the illness or injury of a prisoner placed in the city 
jail. 
When Used: Used anytime an officer investigates reports of injury 
or illness. When the hospital notifies the department that the 
victim of an offense is there. When a prisoner is injured or be
~omes ill after or during his arrest, and when medical complaints 
are lodged and treatment is refused by the complainant (prisoner). 

10. Roll Call Informa'tion 

Purpose: To disseminate information and lookouts to officers. To 
record the names of the men working each shift, where they are 
working, what car they are using, etc. Conveys daily items of con
cern, requests for service, etc. to beat officers. 
When Used: Whenever it is necessary to give out information, usu
ally at each roll call at the beginning of each shift, daily. 

11. Vacation Check 

Purpose: Lists the address and instructions of the party who owns 
the residence. Gives information of what is at the home such as 
vehicles in the driveway, lights on in ,the house, and if the neigh
bor has a key in case of emergency, who to be contacted in an emer
gency, who has permission to be on the property, and any other in
information the onwer wishes to leave. Serves as a request to have 
a residence or place of business more closely watched while the 
owner is away for some length of time. 
When Used: Whenever a 'citizen request$ that his residence or place 
of business be more closely watched while he is away. 

12. Lost/Found/Confiscated Property 
I 

Purpose: To have a permanent record of property lost/found, to list 
the loser/finder and his address, phone nurnber(s) for reference if 
needed, to gain, a description of the lost/found property. The depart
ment should be the first referral for most persons. If the property 

-141-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

----------------- -



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

Table 28 (contd.) 

12. Lost/Found/Confiscated Property (contd.) 

is lost/found and inquiry is made -to the station by a loser/finder 
of property, a check can be made to determine if the property has 
been found and if so who the finder is. Disposition of confis
cated property may be recorded and used as reference information 
and will usually relate to another case. · 
When Used: Anytime an officer is called by a complainant to re
port lost/found property. Anytime property is confiscated, regard
less of the nature of the cause for confiscation. 

13. Bicycle Theft Report 

Purpose: The bicycle report is a record of information about a 
stolen bicycle. It is designed to give investigators who work 
bike theft cases all pertinent information such as date and time 
of occurrance, location, name of owner and his address, phone num
ber(s) of the victim for contact, detailed description of the 
bicycle and other information listed in a narrative form. This 
may include such information as the method of the theft and pos
sible suspects. Information such as frame, stamp, and serial num
bers may be recorded in various manners for bicycle registration 
information and/or stolen check. 
When Used: Anytime a complainant calls and reports a bicycle 
theft, when a theft and recovery has occurred, for bicycle theft 
information, or when a bicycle has been found to be abandoned. 

14. Application for Admission for Emergency Observation 

15. 

Purpose: To provide all the necessary information to have a person 
who is suffering from probable mental disorder and who is about to 
do harm to himself or others to be admitted to a hospital for 
temporary observation. 
When Used: To be completed when an officer has reason to believe 
that a person is suffering from a mental disorder and may do harm 

. to himself or o-thers. When no next of kin or friends are avail
able to generate the paperwork. 

Apparatus/Firearms Usage Report 

Purpose: To make a record of firearm usage. To record the offi
cer's justification for his usage of his firearm or other equip
ment. To furnish the Chief with all information on a shooting in
cident .. To record information of damage to a department vehicle. 
When Used: Comple-ted anytime an officer discharges his firearm, 
mace, or any other department equipment in the line of duty. Any
time a vehicle is damaged in the course of performing duty. 
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Table 28 (contd.) 

16. Evidence Forms/Property Tags 

I 
I 

Purpose: Designed to record information relating to seized physical I 
evidence. The information included is the offense report number, 
storage number, from whom the evidence was taken, from where it was 
taken, description of the evidence, and the person who seized the I 
evidence. This aids in maintaining a chain of custody for court 
purposes. 
When Used: Completed when any evidence is seized during an arrest. I 
May be completed \9'hen evidence is seized but no arrest is made. 

17. Worthless Document Offense 

Purpose: To record reports of and/or occurrences of forgery and 
credit card abuse. 
When Used: At any time an officer is called to investigate such re
ports of and/or occurrences of forgery and credit card abuse. 

18. Robbery Offense 

Purpose: To aid as an investigative tool and to record a permanent 
record of any incident related to those following under the category 
of robbery. 
When Used: At any time an officer is called "to make the preliminary 
investigation of a robbery, to include armed, strong armed, attempted, 
and information to related incidents. 

19. Burglary Offense 

Purpose: To aid as an investigative tool and the permanent recording 
of any related incidents to burglary. 
When Used:" To be completed at any reporting of burglary related in
cidents. These include day/night time occurrences of resident/non
resident burglaries, and for information on attempts. 

20. Crime Against Person Offense 

Purpose: To provide a permanent record to the department and aid as 
an investigative tool during crimes of violence, or reported crime 
of violence against persons. Such reports would also serve for 
various statistical information. 
When Used: At any time an officer is called to investigate reported 
crimes of violence against a person. This ca~egory would consist of 
such areas as murders, assaults, kidnapping, sex offenses, serious 
injury collisions, and for informational-type offenses. 

21. Miscellaneous Incident Report 

?urpose: To include those incidents which may not be included in 
the general offense report. 
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ll. 

'l'allll' l.8 (culIl.d. ) 

Mi Hl't:ll;lIH'()II!i J IIddollL 1{('pol'L ('(llltel.) 

Whc n U Hed: U sed to include certain minor incidents that may require a 
report but arc not significant in themselves to be placed ul1der a general 
OrCCnAC report (L c., prowler, \lnsafe l'Cfrigel'ntor, <.~tc.). 

22. Case Report 

Purpose: FiUng of cases in county or district court. 
When Used: County cases, felony cases. 

23. General Offense 

Purpose: Serves as a Idnd or "catchall" report as offense reports are 
written on this form that do not have a specific form. 
When Used: To be used at any time an officer is to investigate an of
fense and when a specific form is not required. 

24. Comeiaint Forrn 

Pureose: To record facts of witnesses to a misdemeanor offense han
dled in Municipal Court to permit the swearing out of a formal complaint. 
When Used: At officer's discretion he may choose to assist the victim 
or the complainant, normally in simple assault cases. 

25. Death Report 

Purpose: When tl:cre is a death that occurs in any place other than a 
hospital. To record all information oq such death. 
When Used: When a death occurs in any place other than a hospital. 

26. Field Release C itat:ion 

Pureose: To record the facts and circumstances surrounding an al
leged nOll-traffic misdemeanor vioLation where the alleged offender is 
not placed in jaiL The officer may, if necessary, use the citation to 
testify from during any court proceedings. .rhe form is used by court 
to record the incident, and by the department for data. 
When Used: Used at the officer's discretion and has been suggested,to be 
used wh~n possible to allow the officer more time On the street and give 
the aLleged offender the privilege of not staying in jail. The form per
tains to certain tnisdemeanor cases and the alleged offender is booked 
and/ or processed, and released. 

27. Field Officer COtl1elaintHeport 

Pureose: To describe briefly the action taken by an officer when answer
ing a call. It is used when a genel'al offense report is not made. ro 
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27. Field Officer Complaint Report (contd.) 

supply information regarding the action taken by the field officer' 
as a result of having been summoned by a complainant. 
When Used: When a request for police action is received. 

28. Hit and Run Offense Report 

Purpose: To provide additional description information not included 
on the standard motor vehicle accident form. Serves as an investi
gative tool for officers assigned to Leaving the Scene (Traffic) De
tail. Also as a permanent record for any related incidents in which 
one or more vehicles leaves the scene of 'a collision without first 
filing a police report. 
When Used: When any hit and run accident is reported and it fulfills 
the requirements necessary to be investigated. The officer completes 
all victim information on the reports. Any information provided by 
the witnesses is recorded. Descriptions of both vehicles are in
cluded. To be used at any time an officer investigates a collision 
in which one or more of the collision vehicles fails to ramain at 
the scene of the collision. When a routine accident is compounded 
by hit and run. 

29. Radar Log 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Purpose: To provide a record of all vehicles stopped for speeding I 
by the use of radar recorder. Such information as time, license 
number, vehicle description, location, speed, speed limit, and cita-
tion number are recorded on the log sheet. 
When Used: Completed by an officer assigned a radar unit. Identi- I 
fying information is completed on each vehicle stopped for a speeding 
violation with the use of radar. 

30. Accident Prevention Bureau Report I 
Purpose: Designed to provide statistical information relating to I 
students in schools who are involved in traffic accidents. This re-
port is an aid in a community service program to eliminate traffic 
accidents. 
When Used: When any students in the public school district are in- I 
volved in a traffic accident within the city limits. 

31. Officer's Field (Mo~or Vehicle Accident) Report 

Purpose: Designed for an investigating officer to record informa
tion required on the DPS form in the field where conditions are not 
always suitable for the neatness required by the DPS form. 
When Used: Completed during the field investigation of a traffic 
accident. The information is transcribed from this form to the DPS 
form. 
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32. 

Table 28 (contd.) 

Texas Peace Officer's Casualty Supplementary 

Purpose: To provide statistical and identifying information to 
Texas DPS in order to establish permanent record of traffic re
lated deaths. 
When Used: Completed when there is a death as a result of a 
motor vehicle accident. 

33. Driver's License Review Check 

-Purpose: To file a formal written request by a police officer 
to the Texas Department of Public Safety, which requests the 
re-examination or the re-evaluation of an individual's driving 
record and/or license status. 
When Used: At any time an officer may have personal knowledge 
of an~individual's wreckless driving record or know one's habitual 
violations. The report should be filed at any time an officer 
feels that in the public interest this person's driving status 
be reviewed . 

34. Identification Bureau Crime Search 

Purpose: To enable field officers to provide identification 
personnel information as to type of crime, latent prints taken, 
and by whom. This same form is to be completed by ID personnel 
when they process the scene. 
When Used: Utilized by any crime scene investigator who was 
able to obtain latent prints to be processed. May be completed 
when any crime scene was processed for prints, although no prints 
were obtained. 

35. Witness Statements 

Purpose: Take statements from witnesses to crimes. Taken from 
an individual who has witnessed (or been involved) a crime. It 
states clearly in their own words what ·took place. 
When Osed: When a person is (a witness) to a crime, as evidence 
to help solve the crime, as evidence in a court case, and as a 
permanent part of files. 

36. ~spect Statement Forms 

Purpose: To take statements from participants in crime with 
Miranda Warning as a part of that statement. 
When Used: When taking confession type statements. 
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Table 28 (contd.) 

37. Supplementary Offense R~port 

?urpose: To provide officers a form on which to record additional 
information to already completed offense reports. Used to add 
information to original rep0rts after the original reports have 
already bee~ placed in final form. It is also used in taking the 
original report when the officer doesn't have enough room on his 
original report to record all the information he wishes to record. 
Typed and kept as evidence. Should an officer, at the scene, not 
receive all the information at that time, a supplement is made 
with additional information. 
When Used: To be used to supplement information to offense reports, 
if m0re complete information needed to close a case; to be kept 
as a permanent part of files, should it be needed in court case. 

38. DWI/DUID Refusal Form 

Purpose: Serves as a documentation of the fact that the suspect 
was in fact offered a chemical test to determine the alcoholic 
content of his/heL blood but did in fact refuse. Shows the courts 
and the department that a subject refused to take the blood alcohol 
breath test. 
When Used: When a subject has been arrested for DWI and has refused 
to take the blood alcohol breath test. 

39. Gun Record 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Purpose: To log and keep a record of any fire arm used in an of
fense;-and recovered. Also used to tie the weapon to the offense. I 
When Used: Anytime a firearm i~ used in an offense and is re-

40. Chemical Analysis Request 

Purpose: To request work to be done by the laboratory. 
When Used: Used on drug cases and at anytime a lab analysis is 
needed t5 prosecute a case. 

41. Non-Consent FCJrm 

purpose: Short affidavit to save appearance of a complainant at 
preliminary court hearings. 
When Used: Used for any offense where non-consent is a necessary 
(~lement of the prC" ·~ution. 

42. Bicycle Recovery Si.~8t 

Purpose: To record the recovery and release of stolen bicyles. 
'When Used: Anytime a bicycle is recovered. It should also show 
the subsequent release of the bicycle. 
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Table 28 (contd.) 

43. Prosecution Report 

Purpose: To forward information for prosecution to the county 
court. 
When Used: Whenever a case is to be tried originally in the county 
court. 

44. Motor Vehicle Theft Report 

Purpose; To record preliminary investigation data about any crime 
involving loss of an au+" \lobile. This form is also used to record 
recovery of an automobiL::, all impounds or "tow insll and requests 
to locate. Designed to give accurate information about vehicles 
reported to be stolen and provide recovery information when the 
vehicle is recovered. Records description of auto taken, when and 
where taken, name and address of owner and provides for a permanent 
record of theft. To serve as an investigative tool, to record the 
investigation of any offense or related incident to an auto theft. 
When Used: Used when auto or motor vehicle is stolen or taken 
through fraudulent means. Also used when tampering appears to have 
been for the purpose of stealing the vehicle rather than its con
tents. When recording the recovery of a stolen vehicle or facts of 
an impounded or towed vehicle or request to locate. 

45. Tm'l 8li£ 

Purpose: To record all data on vehicles taken in police custody. 
When Used: When vehicles are impounded. 

46. Vehicle Impoundment Form 

Purpose: To have a permanent record for reference and disposition 
purposes about any motor vehicle taken into custody by the depart
ment. With the offense number and respective information about 
each item, offense reports are more readily matched to a particular 
item. Provides necessary information to identify an impounded 
vehicle, the reason for impoundment, and the location. Also, this 
form provides an inventory space to list items of value in the 
vehicle. To document that a vehicle has been impounded into police 
custody and the facts surrounding the impoundment. As a record of 
vehicles placed into the pound. 
When Used: Used at any time a vehicle is taken into custody, re
lating to an arrest, high accumulation of unpaid parking violations, 
or recovered stolen. Must be completed at the time a vehicle is 
impounded for ~ither being abandoned or involved in some criminal 
activity which meets the requirements of impoundment. At the city 
pound the vehicle's contents are inventoried by an on-duty police 
officer, as a matter of policy and the items found are listed on 
this impoundment card. 
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47. Motor Vehicle Pull Sheet 

Purpose: Provides a record of all vehicles impounded by the depart
ment. 
When Used: Whenever a vehicle is impounded in the city vehicle 
pound. 

48. Wrecker Selection Service Form 

Pu~pose: To record a request for a wrecker to pull a car for any 
reason and to record disposition of any private property in the 
vehicle. To provide the department a permanent record showing that 
the owner/driver of a vehicle involved in a collision (and which 
vehicle could not be safely driven from the collision scene) allowed 
the investiga-ting officer to summon a wrecker to pick up their ve
hicle. 
When Used: Anytime a wrecker is called by an officer to pull a 
vehicle. Anytime when officer feels a collision vehicle can not 
safely be driven from the collision scene. Co~non sense should be 
used here. Also, this form protects the department from any possible 
future allegations that someone did not allow, or give the officer 
permission to have their car picked up. 

49. Vehicle Pound Books 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Purpose: Designed for the impounding of vehicles into the vehicle I 
pound. Records dents I damage I license number I V. 1. N. I make, model, 
and color of the vehicle so tha't the owner can claim his vehicle 
when ,the time comes. Used for purpose of accounting for impounded I 
vehicles, and the 'condition of said vehicles at the time of impound
ment. 
When Used;: IJc is used \'1hen a vehicle has to be put in the pound. I 
This form will be used at all times when a vehicle is placed in the 
auto pound. 

50. Abandoned Vehicle Notic8/Taq I 
Purpose: Notice designed to advise the owner of an abandoned ve-
hicle that failure to remove such vehicle will result in impoundment I 
of that vehicle. A bright sticker placed on the windshield of a 
vehicle coming under the classification of abandoned. This serves 
as a visible identification tag to wrecker drivers when picking the I 
vehicle up. 
When Used: . At anytime a,n officer observes a vehicle meeting the 
requirements as an abandoned motor vehicle under state law 1 and in I 
accordance with local city ordinances and departmental policies in 
enforcing the law. 
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Table 28 (contd.) 

51. Identification Certificate 

Purpose: Standardized form designed by the Texas Highway Depart
ment to record identification information on any out-of-state ve
hicle desiring Texas registration. 
When Used: Every non-resident vehicle must be inspected by a law 
enforcement officer for identification purposes before acquiring 
a Texas title or registration. This form is completed by an officer 
from the Traffic Section upon request by an out-of-state vehicle 
owner. 

52. Salvage Vehicle Inspection 

Purpose: Provides identifying information on salvaged vehicles 
in operable condition, to prevent violation of vehicle registration 
and title laws. 
When Used: May be utilized by an officer on a random inspection 
of a salvage yard for vehicles in possible operable condition, or 
when a vehicle is declared by an insurance company to be a total 
loss, but is still in operable condition. 

53. Juvenile Report Form 

Purpose: Provides the special information necessary when juvenile 
actors are involved. 
~hen Used: When any juvenile is taken into custody for any offense. 

54. Juvenile Release Form 

Purpose: To secure the agreement of parent or guardian to have 
his/her child present when required to do so by appropriate author
ities when a child has been taken into custody by the department 
and is being released to his/her parent or guardian on their word 
that they will assume full responsibility for that juvenile's be
havior while he/she is on conditional release. Allows release 
of juvenile without transportation to the police station. 
When Used: Whenever a juvenile is released from police custody to 
the custody of his/her parent or guardian. Used on minor offenses 
where a child is released to his/her parents without being brought 
into the station. 

55. Juvenile Detention Report 

Purpose: To provide a record of juveniles taken into custody by 
the department. Records name, address, date of birth, reason for 
detention, and disposition. 
When Used: Whenever a juvenile is taken into custody above the 
age of ten years and below the age of 17 years. When a juvenile 
is detaihed for any reason. 
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Table 28 (contd.) 

56. Juvenile Warning Report 

Purpose: To record arrest information on persons under 17 years 
of age. The form contains the same basic information as the form 
in use for adults. Used to bring to the attention of the juvenile 
probation officer as well as the department and the offender's 
parents that the child has been involved in some type of trouble. 
The warning ~s to be issued in lieu of taking a child into custody. 
When Used: To record the taking into custody of a person under 
17 years of age. Used in all very minor offenses where the of
fender is a child and he/she is cooperative. 

57. Juvenile Field Interrogatio~ Report (F.I.R.) 

Purpose: Designed to record information on any juvenile who has 
committed a misdemeanor. By the utilization of this form, juvenile 
cases may be disposed of in the field. Used as an alternative to 
placing the offender in a detention center. Reports actions of 
juveniles t.:.o parents and records those actions in files. Filled 
out upon contact with juveniles when circumstances may indicate 
that a report should be made regarding nature of contact with 
youths. 
When Used: When a juvenile has been involved in a minor or non
drug related offense. An officer may complete this form in the 
field and return the juvenile to the custody of his/her parents. 
Used when a juvenile has committed a small criminal-behavior (theft 
under $5.00, not attending school, etc.) and the behavior does not 
warrant an official arrest. 

58. Property Release Form 

I 
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Purpose: To record the release of any property that has been I 
seized, recovered, or found by the officer. Designed for the 
reporting of property which has been given back to its true owner. 
When Used: Anytime an officer releases a piece of property to I 
a citizen. 

59. Ballistics Submission Form 

Purpose: Identification of (firearm) or related item. 
When Used: All (firearms), shells and missiles, alleged or known 
to be involved in a criminal offense involving discharge of (fire
arms), except discharging (firearms) in the city. 

60. Weapons Inventory 

. Purpose: To notify the courts of all weapons that are confiscated. 
It also serves as a record for the department of all weapons seized. 
When Used: Whenever a weapon is seized by police and held as evi
dence in a criminal action. 
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I Table 28 (contd.) 

I 61. Gun Registration 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Purpos~: To register with the Police Department any firearms 
taken into custody or involved in any police-related activity. 
This would allow the department to maintain a permanent file 
for future reference, if needed. 
When Used: At anytime an officer confiscates, recovers, or 
seizes as evidence, weapons (firearms) received relating to 
police activity. 

62. Hold Cards 

63. 

Purpose: To be used in processing an arrested person for an 
offense other than a Municipal Court offense, even if the per
son is only suspected of con~itting an offense. To give infor
mation of arrest to Detective Division, stating the offense 
report number, location, name of arrested party, and to avoid 
putting persons in jail without just cause. 
When Used: Each arrest made of a County Court offense or higher. 
When charges have no·t been filed, or to be held until charges 
can be filed. 

Jail Card 

Purpose: To record information about the arrest of an individual. 
Also records all property taken from individuals at the time of 
their arrest. 
When Used! ~~o be filled out anytime a person is arrested and 
placed in the city jail. 

64. Complaint Forms 

Purpose: To be used in processing an arrested person for a Muni
cipal Court offense and also in court. 
When Used: Each arrest made for a Municipal Court offense. 

65. Field Interrogation Card 

Purpose: To provide orderly and accurate information on known 
offenders checked through .the NCIC terminal tha·t patrol officers 
have contacted in their patrol duties or that have been contacted 
under suspicious circumstances. 
When Used: Whenever a subject is stopped and checked through the 
NCIC terminal or found in suspicious circumstances. 
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67. 

68. 

69. 

P~It'pose: Serves as a source of information, as when officers corne upon 
suspicious persons, vehicles, or circumstances. They may record 
such information, and if uesired, bring this to the attention of certain 
details. To establish the fact that a condition exists that needs the 
attention of another division of dty government (not relating to a 
criminal offense) that does not need immediate attention. 
When U sed: At anytime an offlcer observes suspicious circumstances, 
persons, vehicles, etc .• and feels the recording of such information 
may consequently aid the department. Whenever an officer becomes 
aware that a condition exists that needs the attention of another divi
sion of the city and that does not require immediate attention (i. e. , 
street signs down, vacant fields need mowing, holes in roadway, 
abandoned vehicles on private property, etc.) 

Warrant Register 

Purpose: Designed for officers or communications personnel to re
cord pertinent inforrllation on a suspect to discover any pending cri
minal status. 

When U sed: Any information on a suspect is recorded on this form and 
coded into the various criminal computer system s. The result of the 
computer search is recorded on this sheet and is submitted to the 
requesting officer either on this form. or by radio communication. 

Field Interview Report 

Purpose: To gather information concerning a subject. Local records 
and information dispersement. ro retain information on persons in
terviewed in the field or Police Department that is suspected ot having 
comm.itte'd a crime or is about to commit a c:'ime, or may have in
formation on a crirne con'lmitted. 
W'ben Used: Whenever it becomes necessary to gather any pertinent 
data on any subject 01" subjects should a crime be discovered in their 

'. certain area. Any investigation in relation to any crime in. whicb any 
officer interviews or questions a person. Persons wh 0 obtain soli
citing perm.its, persons who are found in suspicious places and cir
cumstances. Whenever a person is detained and interviewed for any 
reason. 

Work Cards 

Purpose: To keep a total of daily activity. To keep individual records 
of each officer's daily activities, calls, and arrests made. 
W he 11 Use cl : D ai 1 y 
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I Table 28 (contd.) 

I 70. Clear Call Slips 

I 
I 

Purpose: To show what poliQe action was taken. To describe. 
action taken by officer at the scene of each call. Disposition 
of the call is stated and sent to the Records Division to be 
matched up with the call slip from the dispatcher's office. 
When Used: On all call slips. Each call or assignment· given 
to officer by the dispatcher. To be used when dispatched by 
the dispatcher to a scene., 

I 71. Daily Activity Report 
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Purpose: Show daily activity of field officers. To list the 
number of traffic citations issued, persons arrested, accidents 
investigated, and offense reports written during a single tour 
of duty. To give the officer's supervisor a quick look at what 
the officer did during his tour of duty. Chronological account
ability of the officer's time spent during his tour of duty. 
When Used: At the termination of a tour of duty. 

72. Criminal Records Check (ID) 

Purpose~ To allow officers and other justifiably interested 
parties the opportunity to review any criminal records in the 
identification section. 
When Used: Af·ter request is granted I any concerned person may 
be granted access to another's files. 

73. Building Check Card 

74. 

Purpose; Used to keep a record that a building was found open 
by officers • 
. When Used: This form is used when a plac:e of business is found 
open or something' appears unusual and the owner does not come 
down to check the building. 

Inter-Officer Memo 

Purpose: To provide the departmerlt with a record of requests or 
expla~ations by officers of an inter-departmental nature. 
When Used: To be used whenever an officer makes a request (other 
than vacation, compensatory time, et.c.) or an explanation of mis
conduct or mistake. This would be directed to a specified super
visor/ and would serve to explain officer's conduct, also response 
to any citizen complaint. 
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75. 

76. 

77. 

Table .~H (collld.) 

Int<dligunc(! Hl!pol'ls 

Purpose: Allows the officer to forward information which he feels may 
be beneficial to the department (respective details) and is forwarded 
through the Intelligence and Vice Detail. 
When Used: To be used at officer's discretion at any time he feels 
that information he has recei,ved may pe of significant value to the 
department. 

Known Offender Contacts 

]?ureose: To document the facts surrounding an officer's contact with 
a known offender in order to establish why the subject was checked, 
where he was, time of contact, any associates witb bim, vehicle de
scription, arrest made, etc., in order that tbe Intelligence Division 
can be aware of the movement of convicted and active felons within 
city limits. For .comparis on with known oHens es in the area. 
When Used: Whenever an officer checks wanted information on a 
subject, and the information clerk advises that the subject is a 
known offender. 

Change of Addres s 

Pureose: To reCOl,'d the change of address, telephone number, and 
other pertinent inforrnation by all personnel. File is kept in Cen
ttal Records Section. 

}Vhen Used: At anytime wben personnel change their residences. 

78. City Vehicle Accidents 

79. 

80. 

Purpose: Designed to provide information relating to vebicles owned 
by the city when involved in a traffic accident. Information included 
is: the division to which the vehicle is assigned, the vehicle unit nUnl
bel', the person photographing the scene, the name of the 1. D. of
ficer, the supervising officer, safety coordinator, insurer of tbe 
other driver, witnesses, and any l'erll.arks. 
When Used: Completed by the investigating officer when any vehicle 
owned and operated by the city is involved in a traffic accident. 

Equipment Accident Report 

Purpose: To report all information necessary pertaining to city 
equipment accidents. 

When Used: When any city equipment is involved in an accident. 

Equiprnel1t Check Sheet 

Pureose: To show the condition of the equipment t.hat a patrol of
ficer Uses and checks out for a tour of duty. 
When Used: Com.pleted by each officer assigned to a vehicle. 
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Table 28 (contd.) 

81. Facilities Damage Report 

82. 

Purpose: To report all information connected wi-th damage of 
any city facility. 
When Used: Report is used when damage occurs to city facility. 

Gas Cards 

Purpose: To keep up with gas, to be used by the garage division 
to keep up with each unit as to needed repair, to show the amount 
of gas used. 
When Used: Every time gas is put into a police car, when a 
police vehicle is serviced. 

I 83. Officer Probationary Evaluation 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 

85. 

86. 

Purpose: This form is designed for senior officers to provide 
a standardized evaluation of a probationary officer. 
When Used: Any senior officer who is assigned a probationary 
officer must complete an evaluation form on the new officer at 
least every thirty days or if less, during the period of assign-
ment to that officer. . 

outside Employment Request 

Pu-rpos·e: Serves as vehicle for application to gain approval, 
permitting the employee to accept part-time employments while 
a full-time employee of the city. 
When Used: When employees request permission to gain outside 
employment. 

Overtime 

Purpos~: To record any overtime assignments worked by personnel. 
Officers may be assigned overtime assignments or they may request 
overtime, for example, after remaining late to complete offense 
reports. 
When Used: Used at anytime an officer is assigned or volunteers 
to work any overtime. 

Vehicle Mileage Report 

Purpose: Notes gasoline consumption, oil usage. 
When Used: Each time gas or oil is added. 
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87. Personal Commendation 

Purpose: To commend an individual or group of individuals for 
excellent performance or efforts. This form may be written by 
an officer to another officer I officer to civilian €~mployee, or 
officer by a citizen. 
When Used: To be used at anytime an officer feels the special 
efforts and/or work of another are commendable. 

88. Replacement (officer works for another) 

Purpose: Designed to record the event when officers agree to ex
change or work for one another on a particular day. This is up 
to the officers and subject to supervisor approval. 
When Used: Whenever officers desire to exchange working days. 

89. Vacation Check 

I 
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Purpose: A supervisor will normally record and approval all re- I 
quested vacation. The officers will fill out the vacation request 
form. This form will show that an officer has requested vacation 
time, how much, the current shift he is working, his availability I 
for court, where he can be reached if needed to be contacted, and 
a phone number. A permanent vacation log is kept in the Service 
Division. I 
When Used: Used at anytime an officer requests to use his allowed 
vacation time. The approval will be subject to supervisor approval. 

90. Vehicle Repair Form I 
Purpose: Shows that service is needed. Gives officers the benefit 
of "writing their car up" when they feel there is a vehicle mal- I 
function, or even just requires minor repair. Consequently, with 
better care and close watch, the cars will be safer and last longer. 
When Used: Using officer's own discretion, whenever he feels ve- I 
hicle needs to be checked for possible equipment or mechanical 
problems. This form is also used when, according to shop records, 
the vehicle is scheduled for certain repairs or adjustments, such 
as tire and oil changes. I 

91. Consent to Search Form 

Purp~: ~esigned for the purpose of a person giving police offi- I 
cers the r1ght to search a person's property. 
When Used: Every time a police officer wants or needs to search I 
a person's property. 

I 
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92. Inter-Departmental Special Service Hepor!: 

1'ul'!H>He: To rolay infol'J)latioJ) to nt.lwl· dnp;tl·tllwnt.~ or Lho city Huch 
as fire department, public works, or buildi.ng inspection department.. 
Can be related to road hazards, missing signs, fire hazards, accum
ulation of trash, etc.' 
When U sed: Anytime information is to be relayed to another depart
ment of the city. 

93. Prisoner's Injury Report 

Purpose: Designed to provide a narrative description of any injury to 
a prisoner as a result of accident or by use of force. The narrative 
is reviewed and filed for future reference,if necessary. 
When Used: Completed when a prisoner receives an injury prior to or 
during an arrest or while in custody at the department. 1£ the pri
soner receives injury prior to arrest, that injury must be noted in 
this report. If an injury to a prisoner occurs during an arrest or 
while in custody, the events leading to tb3 injury must be provided 
i.n detai.l. 1£ the treatment for the injury requires first-aid or hospi
talization, it must: be noted. 

94. Magistrate's / Legal War ning Form 

Purpose: To comply with the state law on the rights of an arrestee or 
person suspected of committing an offense. To give each arrested 
person a. copy of his rights. 
When U sed: Prior to any questionning. Anytime a person is jailed 
other than for a violation of a city ordinance. 

95. Animal Bite Offense 

Purpose: To record the occurence of a dog or cal: bite (and alleged 
occurences). Such report will be forwarded to the city Health De
partment for followup investigation. Whel1 juveniles are bitten, par
ents are requested to file affidavit that such incident occurred. If 
the dog is located the city Health Department will require dog to be 
placed in cllstody of a local veterinaria.n for a 10 day observation 
a.t the ownerts expense. To provide an accurate account of animal 
bites and assist animal control in mainta.ining proper records on 
vicious or stray animals. 
When Used: When a report is received of a person bitten by an ani
mal. At anytime an officer is sent to make an investigation of such, 
or an alleged occurence. 
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Approximately half of the participating departments reported that they 

hai training material, manuaJs I or guldelines which provide general lTocedures 

regarding the preparation of field reports. Most police departments reported 

reviewing completed reports at the end of each shift or immediately upon 

completion of the officer I s report. The majority of departments utilized· 

supervisors as report reviewers (typically sergeants). Many departments send 

their reports directly to the Central Records Division upon completion where 

they are reviewed by a clerk. If there is incorrect or incomplete information, 

the report is returned to the officer who issued it to be satisfrotorily completed. 

Seventy-eight of the 88 departm;nts which completed survey formE: indicated the 

presence of a routine procedure for reviewing field reports in their depai.'tments. 

Defining the Job Content Domain 

Survey respondents were asked to list the factors which are taken into 

consideratlOn in their departments in evaluating a completed field report to 

determine whether it is satisfactory. Table 29 is a listing of these evaluation 

factors and the percentage of respondents who identified theflG factors as being 

important. 
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'1'iJulo E.9 

Factors U sed by Police Departments Surveyed in 
Reviewing Completed Field Reports 

Completeness 
Legibility 
Where 
When 
What 

Factor 

How (modus operandi) 
Correct spelling 
All pertinent details & facts 
Clarity 
Accuracy 
Brevity & conciseness 
Grammar 
All pertinent complainant information 
All pertinent suspect information 
Why (motive) 
Degree of detail 
Pl.lnctuatioo 
Factual 
All pertinent witness information 
Neatness 
Understandable 
Chronological order 
Complete account of occurrence 
Adherence to procedure 
Impartiality I Objectivity 
Vehicle description 
Officer I s signature 
·Writtenplainly 
Use of proper form 
Precisenes s 
Logic 
Content 
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Percent of Survey Sample 

63.2 
44.7 
40.8 
40.8 
40.8 
35.5 
34.2 
31.6 
28.9 
23.7 
23.7 
23.7 
21.1 
19.7 
18.4 
17.1 
14.5 
14.5 
11.8 
11.8 
11.8 
10.5 
9.2 
9.2 
6.6 
5.3 
5.3 
3.9 
2.6 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 



------------------------------, 

In order to determine the importance of thEl various evaluation factors 

whic!; are used to revip,w completed field reportH I a Supplementary Writing 

Skills Survey Form was prepared by the Consultijnts(see Appendix G). 

The purpose of the SJpplementary form was to obtain importance ratings for a 

number of factors which were identified in the survey of field report writing 

requirements as being pertinent to the evaluation of completed field reports. 

These evaluation factors end their definitions (,Ire based upon the most frequently 

mentionEd factors in the questionnaire survey. The evaluation factors which 

were rated are as follows: 

Legibility. Is the handwriting clear? 

Completeness. Does report include required factual information? 

Clarity. Is description of persons or €N8nt unambiguous end 
understandable? 

Grammar. Is language of report grammatically correct? 

.§.Qelling. Are the words correctly spElllGd? 

Punctuatim. Is the report punctuated properly? 

Detail. Is description of persons or events detailed enough to 
provide a full account of the facts? 

Procedur~. Has departmental p-ocedure been followed in preparing 
the report? 

This supplementary survey form was distributed to the sample of police 

departments listed in Table 30. 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I Abilene 

Alvin 
Amarillo 

I 
Arlington' 
Austin 

Beaumont 

I Bellaire 
Brownsville 
Bryan 

I Canyon 
Cleburne 
Conroe 

I Corpus Christi 

Dalhart 

I Dallas 
Deer Park 
Denton 

I 
Dimmitt 

El Paso 
Euless 

I Farmer's Branch 
Fort Stockton 

I 
Fort Worth 
Freeport 
Friendswood 

I Gainesville 
Galveston 
Garland 

I Grand prairie 
Greenville 

I 
I 
I 
I 

-- --------.--

Table 30 

Departments Completing Supplementary 
Wxiting Skills Survey Form (N = 77) 

Participating Departments 

Harker Heights 
Harlingen 
Hondo 
Houston 
Humble 
Huntsville 

Irving 

Jasper 

Kaufman 
Kermit 
Killeen 

La Marque 
Lamesa 
League City 
Longview 
Lubbock 
Lufkin 

McAllen 
Midland 
Mineral Wells 

North Richland Hills 

Orange 

Pampa 
Paris 
Pasadena 
Plainview 
Port Ar"thur 
Port Lavaca 
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Richmond 
Rockdale 

San Angelo 
San Antonio 
Seabrook 
Sherman 
Silsbee 
Snyder 
Spring Valley 
Sweetwater 

Temple 
Texarkana 
Texas City 

University Park 

Vernon 
Victoria 
Village 

Waco 
White Settlement 



A total of 77 Texas police depC)t'tments completed survey forms which provided 

the job analysis foundation for the development of the writing skills examination. 

Because police supervisory personnel typically have the responsibility for 

evaluating field reports, most of the sample completing the supplementary survey 

form was composed of sergeants and lieutenants. In all, a total of 694 police 

personnel evaluated the eight refined criteria for the preparation of field reports. 

Table 31 is a listing of the officers who participated in this phase of the validation 

}l"oject. 

Table 31 

Rank Distribution of Respondents Who 
Completed Supplementary Writing Skills Survey Form 

Rank 

Chief 
Assistant Chief 
Major 
Captain 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Patrolman 
Other 

Number 

15 
7 
4 

63 
ll5 
471 

1 

~ 

694 

What Consultants sought to determine by this survey was the degree to 

which the police sample saw the various factors as being important in evaluating 

the satisfactoriness of field reports prepared by police officers. A five-point 

rating scale was used to evaluate the importance of the rated factors: 
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I 
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Rating 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Importance 

Little importance 
Some importance 
Important 
Very important 
Critically important 

The eight factors were rated by the sample and the results of that analysis 

are surrnarized in Table 32. 

Table 32 

Degree to Which Factors Were Rated as Being Important 
Criteria for the Evaluation of Field Reports (N =.:: 694) 

Factor 

Legibility 
Completeness 
Clarity 
Grammar 
Spelling 
PunctuatiOl 
Detail 
Procedure 

Mean Rating 

3.91 
4.68 
4.33 
3.07 
3.10 
2.69 
4.60 
3.77 

Standard Deviation 

0.86 
0.52 
0.67 
0.79 
0.83 
0.91 
0.56 
0.83 

The factors which were rated as most important in the evaluation of field 

reports were: completeness I clarity, and detail. Of these three most important 

factors, Consultants felt that no practicable means of testing job applicllilt§ 

could be devised to rreasure the ability to prepare a complete report. The term 

completeness as defined by the survey form deals with the questiOl of whether 

a report includes all the information which should have been included in that 

report. The factor of detail deals with the specificity and factualness of the 

information provided. Because Consultants saw the development of an examinatiOl 
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measuring completeness to be impractical and infeasible, this evaluation 

factor was deleted from the content domain to be measured by the written 

€lxamil1ation. The factor of legibility, while no means unimportant, was 

not considered to be appropriate for inclusion in the written examination 

because of the inherent subjectivity in this area of evaluation. The factor 

of procedure, Consultants feel, is amply covered by the reading comprehension 

examination which is part of the total entry-level selection system. Of the 

remaining evaluation factors: spelling, grammar, and punctuation, only ~he 

factors of grammar and spelling were rated by the police sample as being, 

at least, important. For these reasons, Consultants undertook to develop 

a pool of examination items measuring four content areas: clarity, detail, 

grammar, and spelling. 

Test Development 

The pool of examination items 'ASS administered to a sample of 235 non-

p:>lice personnel for the iJurpose of conducting an item analysis. Based upon 

this item analysis, a 60-item examination was developed. The item statistics 

for that examination are reported in Table 33. The writing skills examination 

has a reliability coefficient of .89 which is considered to be a high level of 

reliability for any 60-item examination. 
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Table 33 

Item Statistics of Writing Skills Examination (N ~ 235) 

Mean Score 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error of Measurement 
K-R 20 Reliability 

42.78 
11.48 

3.81 
0.89 

Based upon the importance ratings for the four factors of: clarity, 

grammar 1 spelling, and detail (i.e., the job content domain) the per-

cent of importance for the four areas was calculated. The mean im-

portance ratings when converted to percentages result in a 30% 

weighting for the detail factor, 29% weighting for clarity, 21% 

weighting for spelling, and 20% weighting for grammar. These percent

ages are of significance with regard to the determination of the number 

and emphasis of the test questions. Table 34 compares the percent 

importance in the job for the four content areas compared with the 

percent of items in tbe test measuring the same areas. The degree of 

similarity or correspondence between the content domain of the test 

and that of the ;ob is, of course, the most essential aspect of content 

validity. 

Table 34 

Comparison of Test and Job Content Domains for Writing Skills Examination 

Content Area 

Spelling 
Clarity 
Grammar 
Detail 

Percent Importance in Job 

21 
29 
20 
30 
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Percent Items in Test 

20 
30 
20 
30 
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Table 34 clearly illustrates a very high correspondence between the 

test and job content domains, therefore, Consultants conclude a high 

degree of content validity for the writing skills examination. 

The use of an objectively-scored examination measuring writing 

skills is highly preferable for public agencies for two important rea

sons. Frequently a large number of job app~icants will apply, even in 

those circumstances where relatively few job openings may exist. It 

is importi:mt, therefore, to have an examination which can be readily 

scored. Moreover, objectively scored examination eliminate the sub

jective evaluations which are inherent in the scoring of essay type 

tests. Nevertheless, there remains the question of whether any objec

tively-scored writing skills examination does, in fact, correlate with 

the actual ability to complete a field report. Consultants, therefore, 

undertook a small scale study which was addressed to this specifi.c 

question. 

A Correlational Study of the Writing Skills Examination 

A small sample of non-police personnel who participated in the 

item analysis phase of this project were also required to complete an 

actual field report. For a sample of 32 non-police personnel, the ob

jectively·-scored writing skills examination was administered as well as 

a "field report exercise." In this exercise, participants were given 

a report form to complete which is similar to the forms used by police 

officers in their field work. Instructions for completing the form 

were provided. After these instructions were read by the participants, 

a fictitious tape recorded interview between a police officer and some 

crime victims was played. 
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This interview was simulated for experimental purposes only. During the couroo 

of the interview ( participants were allowed to take extensive notes on the interview 

subject matter. After the taped interv'iew was completed (approximately 10 minutes) I 

participants were asked to complete a blank report form based upon tre notes which 

they had taken. 

The field report form which was completed in this experiment was called a 

Crime Report. The Crime Report used in this study was designed to record the 

preliminary investigation of a variety of criminal offenses. The Crime Report was 

based upon the typical sort of afense Report utilized by a large number of police 

departments in the State of Texas. There were two parts to the Crime Report. The 

first part of the report consisted of a number of fill-in spaces in which the 

"reporting officer" was required to write ici:mtifying information such as the 

name I sex I race, telephone number I etc. The second part of the report called 

for more lengthy descriptions of the details of the crime I suspects I witnesses, 

and so forth. In their instructions for the field report e:xercise, participants were 

give'n a detailed description of the information required in completing the Crime 

Report (see Appendix H ). The followin.g is an outline of the detailed instructions 

which were provided to the 32 participants: 
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Outline of the Crime Report 

1. Crime. The reporting officer must indicate the lCMl that was violated 
(armed robbery, burglary, aggravated assault, etc.) 

2. Date. The date on which the offense occurred. 

Com plaining Party 

3. Name. The name of the person who brings the complaint. The first 
name is listed first, followed by the middle and last name. 

4. Date of birth. The date of birth of the complaining party. 

5. Address. The complaining party's home address. 

6. Telephone. The complaining party's home telephone number. 

Business Finn. 

7. Name. If the offense is committed against a business firm I enter the 
name of the firm in this space. 

8. Type of business. The line of work or business in which the firm is 
engaged. 

9. Address. Firm I s complete street address. 

10. Telephone. Complete phone number of firm. 

Witness 

11. Name. The witness' complete name. 

12. Date of birth. The witness· date of birth. 

13. Address. Too witness I home address. 

14. Telephone. The witness I home telephone number. 
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15. Method of entry. Therrethod by which entry was made into the premises 
of the business firm. 

16. Tool or weapon. Describe any tool or weapon which was used in the offense. 

17. Time. Exact time during which offense occurred. Be sure to indicate a. m. or --, 
p.m. 

18. Statement of the incident. Briefly state what has occurred. Be sure that 
your written statement is complete, legible I and factual. This part of the 
report whould describe exactly what took place. It is not necessary in this 
particular section to repeat the detailed information concerning the de
scriptions of suspects I vehicles I or loss which are covered in the following 
sections. 

19. Description of 8U spect. Give as full an account as possible of the suspect. 
This account should include: sex, race I approximate age, height, weight, 
hair color I distinguil:i1ing physical characteristics (marks I scars I etc.), 
clothing I and any other pertinent information. 

20. Description of vehicle used. If a motor vehicle was involved in the 
commission of an offense I it should be described in this section 6f the 
report. Information should include the make or manufacturer's brend 
name, the nudel name I body style I year model or an approximation thereof I 
license plate number I and any special identification information pertaining 
to the vehicle. Also include a description of the location of the vehicle 
and the general direction in which it was travelling. 

21. Description of the loss. Describe the actual items which were stolen, 
li.sting any serial numbers available or other ,identifying information including 
the general appearance of the object, etc. 

In addition to the above noted instructions I participants V>.ere given a sample 

Cr.1rre Report to review. This sample report appears on the following page. 
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Your Nnlllu (Print): John Doo IdontHicDtion: 204-'11-'/422 

CRIM I: Rr.PORT 

1. Offense: Breaking and Entering 2. Date: 1/10/76 

,3~.~N~a~m~e~:~R~o~b~e~rt~R~ee~d~ ____ ~4~.~D~a~te~o~f~b~i~rt~h~:~1~2~/~3/~3~0~ __ __ Complaining Party -

5. Address: 211 Court St. 6. Telephone: 212-4770 

Business Firm 
7. Name: E-Z Market 8. Type of Business: Grocery 

9. Address: 4418 Ridge St. 10. Telephone: 214-9941 

. Witness 11. Name: Emma Hunt 12. Date of birth: 9/2/27 

13. Address: 901 Beech St. 14. Telephone: 402-9114 

15. Method of Entry: Forced lock on rear door 

16. Tool or Weapon: Crow bar 17. Time: 8:20 p.m. 

18 .. Statement of the Incident: Reporting officer responded to call and interv~ewed 
complaining party who stated that he was driving his taxi cab when Mrs. Hunt 
flagged him dowll and reported that someone was breaking into rear, alley door 
of E-Z Market. Mrs. Hunt reported that she ViaS walking East on the south 
side of Ridge St. at approximately 8 ;20 P. m. when she saw a young boy 
attempting to enter rear door of market off of alley. Suspect fled when he saw 
witness, and drove west on Ridge St. in a pickup truck. A search of the scene 
revealed that the door lock had been forced. A crow bar was discovered next 
10 the door, and was taken into custody. 

19. Description of S.uspect: Suspect was a juvenile,'approximately 16 years of 
age. He was a: white male I 140-150 pounds, about six feet in height, light 
blond hair which was worn in a crew cut. He wore a yellow jacket with a light 
fur collar and blue jeans. 

20. Description of Vehicle Used: A red pickup truck with oversized tires. Witness 
thought it wa.s a recent model, maybe a Dodge. 

21. Description (If the Loss: Not determined 
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Tho Crime l~eports compleled by the pmlic1pt1nts In lhis experlment were 

distributed to a sample of 14 police sergeants and one lieutenant in three 

departments: Temple Police Department, Austin Police Department, and Victoria 

Police De'partment. These supervisory per~onnel, without knowledge of/or access 

to the results of the objectively-scored writing skills examination, rated the 

completed field reports based upon their overall quality. These field reports 

were sorted into three categories: above average, average, or below average. 

Consultants performed a statistical analysis for the purpose of correlating 

tbe participants' scores on the objectively-scored writing skills examination 

with their rated performance in completing the field report from the tape recorded 

interview. The resulting correlation coefficient of r = .48 is highly statistically 

significant (.01) for the sample of N = 32. The result of this study strongly 

supports the usefulness of the objectively-scored writing skills examination for 

the selection of entry-level police officers. 

The Establishment of a Cut-off Score 

EEOC 1607.6 requires the establjshment of cut-off scores which are "reasonable. II 

In order to make this determination, the writing skills examination was administered 

to a total of 163 police officers I at the patrol level, in twelve Texas police departments. 

Table 35 summarizes the participating departments and the number of officers from 

each department. 
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Participating Departments in the Cut-off Study for 
the Writing Skills Examination 

Department 

Amarillo 
Austin 
Beaumont 
El Paso 
Houston 
Kingsville 
Midland 
San Angelo 
San Antonio 
Temple 
Victoria 
Wichita Falls 

Number of Officers 

18 
22 
14 

9 
15 

7 
10 
10 
22 
20 

8 
_8 
163 

The age I racial, and sexual characteristics of the normative sample used for 

establishing the cut-off score are summafized in Table 36. 

Table 36 

Characteristics of Normative Sample (N = 163) 

Median Age 
Males 
Females 
Whites 
Blacks 
Mexican-American 
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for sc.lccting the writing skills tlormutivc sumplc (see Appendix I ). Officers 

selected had at least 12 months of actual, full-time field experience as patrol 

officers. The majority of the normative sample had fewer than three years of 

job experience. The presence of minority and female officers in the normative 

sample was encouraged. Further, officers selected for inclusion in this part 

of the study \!\ere limited to II satisfactory performers with respect to their ability 

to complete field reports. II As with the previously described reading comprehension 

study, it was emphasized that the choice of officers for the test tryout should not 

be limited to the very best performers as it was deemed necessary for the purpose 

of ccquiring accurate rorrretive data to consider all officers whose performance with 

respect to writing skills was considered to be satisfactory. While the 60-item 

writing skills examination is considered to be self-administering, specific 

instructions were provided to the TeLEOSE staff which administered the test 

to the normative sample (see Appendix J ). 

Table 37 shows the effects of several different examination cut-off scores on 

the "passing rates" of· incumbent officers in the normative sample. 

Table 37 

Effects of Several Different Examination Cut-off Scores 
on "Passing Ratras" of Incumbent Officers 

Cut-offs 

53 
52 
49 
47 

in Normative Sample (N::: 163) 

Passing Rates 
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While the interpretation of'lAhat is rOdsonablc is purely judgmcntal t Consultants 

arc willing to adopt as a yardstick that range of examination scores v.hich corresponds 

to the 70-80 percent passing rate for the lncumbent officer sample. In other words, 

if 70-80 percent of the incumbent officers in the normativp sample would successfully 

pass an examination, given a specific cutting score, then it may be argued that any 

such cutting score is reasonable within the meaning of EEOC 1607.6. Consultants I 

therefore, :-'E>commend thJ.~ i:he cut-off score adoptEd for this examination be in the 

range 'of 49-52. These scores correspond to a 70 percent passing rate for a cut-off 

score of 52 and an 82 percent passing rate for a cut-off score of 49. Moreover, as a 

means of - ... rlucing adverse effect against minorities I eXC'lmination scores ought to 

be used in a weighted fashion above the cutting score. This recommendation is 

consistent with the job analysis finding that writing skills are important for 

distinguishing supe::-'_vr performance among police officers. The importance of 

using weighted SCOfE~S above the cut-off is to provide a rr:e:::hanism for. obtaining 

a total assessment of all relevant applicant capabilities I each weighted in 

proportion to their importance. 

Effects of Length o~ Experience on Test Score 

The validation sought to d'::G?::-mine whether any degree of correlation can be 

:ientified betwee~n test performar)ce and length of tenure. Certainly I any such 

demonstrated relationship if statistically significant micj1!'. raise substantial questions 

about the usefulness of any such examination with job inexperienced applicants. 

To address this question I a correlational analysis was carried out between the 
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performance of the incumbent officers in the normative sample as compared with 

their length of experience on the job. The resulting correlation coefficient of 

r = -.08 was not ~tatistical1v sionifi.cant , therefore, Consultants conclude that 

no advantage is gained in performance on the 'writing skills examination by virtue 

of prior experience a s a police officer. 

Summary of Findings 

1. A job analysis was conducted for the purpose of determining the relevant 

tasks I duties I and responsibilitles of the entry-level municipal police officers 

in the State of Texas. A secondary analysis was carriEd out to ascertain the 

relevant knowledges I skills and abilities required for successful performance. 

Among those 'lbilities I writing skills was judged to be necessary for successful 

performance in the entry-level position. 

2. An in-depth analysis of the field report requirements of entry-level police 

officers was implemented. The purpose of this survey was to determine, in detail" 

the nature of the writing skills requirements for police work; their freqUencYi the 

circumstances under which these reports are prepared, and the Ir3anS by which 

they are evaluated by departmental personnel. 

3. A supplementary survey based upon a large sample of police supervisory 

personnel judged the importance of the various criteria which pertain to the evaluation 

of field reports. 

4. A content domain was established from the job analysis information. The 

factors of detail, clarity, grammar I and spelling were considered to be the most 

relevant I measurable I non-duplicative evaluation criteria --therefore I in the 

Consultants I view, constituted the performance dOll1ain. 

-176-

L-___________ ~ ______________ .... _ ... 



5. I\n objectively-scored Q)wrnination with a high degree of re!J.nbility was 

developed by menns of an item analysis. 

6. Examination items were selected in a proportionate munner to the importunce 

ratings obtained in the job analysis. In this fashion I the emphasis and number 

of questions was based entirely upon an empirical result. 

7. The high degree of correspondence between the test content domain and 

the domain of the job content, in the Consultants' view t justifies the claim of a 

Ill'JII degree of content validity. 

8 A correlational study comparing performance on the writing skills examination 

with the actual ability of job inexperienced personnel to complete a field report resulted 

in a highly statistically significant relationship between these factors. A correlation 

coefficient of r = .48 (N = 32) established a clear relationship between test score and 

required job performance. 

9. A sample of i63 patrol officers partiCipated in a normative study for the purpose 

of establishing a reasonable cut-off score. On the basis of this normative sample, 

the recommended cut-off score range was 49-52. 

10. Length of experience was correlated with test score in the normative sample 

to determine whether cny systematic relationship exists between the two factors. 

The resulting correlation coefficient was not significantly different from zero, therefore, 

it was concluded that no advantage is gained in test performance by virtue of prior 

police experience. 
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VI. Introductim 

The Method of Construct Validatim 

The United States Suprene Cou .. t in the case of Washington v. Davis 

(ll EPD 10,958; see footnote 13) established tre acceptability of construct 

validation ,as an appropriate methodology for demonstrating the job relatedness 

of employment te sts: 

"It appears beyond doubt by now that there is no single 
method fa- appropriately validating employment tests for 
their relationship to job performance. Professional 
standards developed by the American Psychological 
Association in its Standards for Educational and 
Psychological Tests and Manuals (1966) I accept three 
basic methods of validation: 'empirical' or 'criterion 
validity' ..• 'construct' validity (demonstrated by 
examinations structured to measure the degree to which 
job applicants have identifiable characteristics that 
have been determined to be important in successful 
job performance) I and 'content' validity ..• These 
standards have been relied upon by the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission in fashicning its Guidelines on 
Employment Selectim procedures. • • II 

As previously noted in this validity report, EEOC 1607 .5{a) states: 

II ••• construct validity, as defined in that publication, 
may also be appropriate where criterion -related validity 
is not feasible. However, evidence for •.. construct 
validity should be accompanied by sufficient infa-mation 
from job analyses to demonstrate the relevance of tre 
• . • construct (in the case of trait measures). . • II 

Consultants conclude that a technically competent criterion-related validation 

study for the police employment interview is technically infeasible. Our basis for 

this finding is the specific nature of some of the personal characteristics which 

are as,sessed in this interview. The Principles of tre Division 14 (American 

Psychological Association) state that; 
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" ... a competent criterion-related validation study 
is based on a sample representative of the population 
of people and jobs to which the results are to be 
generalized. A wide variety of influences may distort 
actual samples: restriction of range. . . Severe 
distortion from any source may render criterion
related validation infeasible. II (p. 5) 

The restrictim of range phenomenon refers to the necessity I in any criterion-

related research I to include a full range of applicant capabilities in tre validation 

sample. In other words I in order to do a criterion-related validation study I it 

would be necessary to hire individuals without regard to their rated ability in the 

areas which are measured by too employment interview. This is necessary for the 

purpose of assuring a full range of abilities in order that a correlational analysis 

may be carried out. If t for example t individuals were screened prior to employment 

on the basis of their oral communication skills I then the range of abilities available 

for study among the applicants would be insufficient for research purposes. Guion 

in his textbook: Personnel Testing (1965) discusses the restriction of range 

problem: 

IIUnhappily I it also occurs that some impatient personnel 
testers will go ahead and use tests prior to validation, so 
that criterion data are not available for low scorers who do 
not get hired." (p. 141) 

The effect of be restriction of rmge phenomenon is to reduce the size of the . . ' 

obtained validity coefficient in any criterion-related study. Cronbach in his 

text: Essentials of m9hoiogical Testing (1960) explains the ratimale underlying 

the restrictim of range phenomenon: 
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"Tests predict less accurately when they are applied to a 
homogeneous group. Validity coefficients rise when a test 
is applied to a group with a wide range of ability I and drop 
when the test is used on a restricted 1 pre-selected group 
... Investigators are frequently perplexed when a variable 
listed in the job analysis fails to predict a criteria of success. 
The job analysis may have been correct in listing the ability 
as essential to the job I yet selection may have reduced its 
significance as a predicta. If future applicants will be drawn 
from a similcrly selected group I this variable will not help in 
prediction. But if the tests are applied to an unselected group I 
the \6.riable which had no pre::.lictive value in the restricted 
group I may turn out to be a good predictor. For example I 
intelligence tests have consistently been poor predictors for 
success in teaching. The explanation is obvious: nearly every 
teacher has survived years of s:::hooling with at least adequate 
grades I which assures a fair to superior degree of intelligence 
. . . Among those so selected, differences in tested intelligence 
play little part in determining success as teachers. Granted 
that an intelligence test will not help a school system hire 
teachers, an intelligence test is still a major factor in advising 
a girl in high school whether she is able to complete a teacher
training course. Failure to recognize the effects of restricting 
range sometimes leads to discarding useful tests" (PP. 351-352) 

It must be understood that the restriction of range effect is a mathematical 

phenomenon not a theory. In some instances whete the restriction of range is 

slight, it may be possible to apply mathematical formulas which "correct" the 

obtained validity coefficients (increasing the magnitude of those coefficients)' 

for the restriction of range effect. However I where restriction of range is severe I 

no mathematical corrections are possible. Therefore lone can see the absolute 

necessity to hire individuals with a full range of abilities in order to avoid the 

restriction of range problem. To do so in the instant case would require He 

hiring of applicants who have received low (unfavorable) ratings in s\lch areas 

as: dependability, interpersonal skill, initiative, oral communication skill! etc . 

-180-



To eliminate applicants with low levels of capability in these areas would be 

to restrict the range oJ scores and obscure the trUE: degree of validity of these 

characteristics which have been identiHed in the job analysis as necessary 

for police work. The social. consequenc.es of any such decision to hire knowingly 

individuals who are deficient in these areas would be staggering, partimlarly 

in an occupational area which iriVolves public safety. The draft Uniform 

Guidelines of the EEOCC (5/10/76) include the following provision under the 

subject heading of criterion-related validity: 

flUsers choosing to validate a selection procedure by 
a criterion-related validity strategy should determine 
whether it is technically feasible (as defined in 
Part IV) to conduct such a study in the particulcr 
employment context. These guidelines do n .... ot require 
a user to hire or pronote persons for the Qurpose of 
making it possible to conduct a criterion-relatEd 
§tudy. (emphasis added) EE\)CC 12 b (1) 

Technical feasibility is defined in those guidelines, in part, as 

"having or being able to obtain a sufficient range of 
scores on the selection procedure and job performance 
measures to produce validity results which can be 

. expected to be representative of tre results if the 
ranges normally expected were utilized. II 

The Principles of Division 14 state: 

liThe notion of construct validity I with its many optional 
procedures, may be extended to the point where it may 
be used to justify selection procedures. That justification 
re::ruires that the construct be well-defined I that the 
selection procedure considered is a measure of Uat 
construct, and that an appropriate criterion of job 
behavior involves that construct to more than a tangential 
degree. II (emphasis added) 
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The EEOC Guidelines offer no specific guidance on the appropriate 

methodology for conducting construct validity studies except in 1607.5 (a) 

in which it is stated: 

" ... evidence for ... construct validity should be 
accanranied by sufficient informat:lon by job cnalyses 
to demonstrate the relevance of the . . . construct 
(in the case of trait measures) . II 

The construct validity methodology described herein is, therefore, 

based upon the satisfaction of the three criteria fer construct validation 

which are expressed in the Division 14 Principles. Test users bear the 

burden of showing that a construct is sufficiently "well defined II such that 

it is interpreted in a consistent, reliable fashion by these individuals who 

have the responsibility for ~valuating applicants. Moreover, it is necessary 

to make a positive demonstration that the evaluation procedure under consideratim 

does, in fact, measure that construct. Finally, one must show by means of job 

analysis that the construct in question is necessary for ti-e successful 

performance of a police officer's job duties. 
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VII. Interview Development and Validation 

Development of the job related interview was completed in three major 

phases. The first phase involved development of the interview content. 

In this phase I comprehensive job analytic information was reviewed to 

determine which personal characteristics important to the police officer job 

could be appropriately evaluated in the interview. The second phase of 

interview development involved empirical development of the measurement 

techniques Ii. e. I rating scales I for evaluating these personal characteristics. 

This was accomplished through a structured allocation and scaling procedure 

described below. The final phase of interview development required the 

preparation of a detailed Interviewer's Manual. This Manual contains specific 

information regarding the nature of lhe interview I the use of the rating scales I 

and a systematic procedure for evaluating each candidate with respect to this 

interview. 

Development of Interview Content 

DE?velopment of the interview content is the process whereby the deter

mination is made concerning which aspects of a candidate's qualifications 

may be appropriately evaluated in the interview. This process requires that 

a systematic evaluation of the job be conducted in order to determine which 

characteristics or quqlifications of a candidate are I in fact I related to job 

performance. Furthermore I it must be decided which of those characteristics 

are most appropriately evaluated in an interview. Finally I specific factors 

of a candidate's current and previous behavior or background that are relevant 

to an evaluation of a candida:e in the interview must be systematically identified. 
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In undertaking this research, two significant sources of infor

mation were utilized. The first source used was the resblts of an inter

view survey conducted among a large number of municipal police depart

ments in Texas. This survey was conducted by means of an Interview 

Survey Form. A copy of this form is in Appendix K of this report. 

This survey provided two kinds of information. First, each department 

was asked to identify the personal characteristics or qualifications 

that th~~ currently evaluate in the interview for police officer candi

dates. Second, the responding departments were asked to identify spec

ifically what factors were used to assess these personal characteristics 

and to describe how those factors were related to the characteristics 

in question. 

A total of 70 police officers in 53 municipal police departments 

completed and returned 67 usable survey forms. The distribution and 

collection of these forms were arranged through the staff of the Texas 

COlnmission on Law Enforcement Officer Standards and Education. A list

jng of the name and rank of officers completing the survey form appears 

in alphabetical order by department name in Table 1. 

As part of the survey, each department responding was asked to 

indicate if their current interviews for police officers were eval ating 

any of 18 specific factors which were listed in the survey form. A 

summary of the percent of departments currently evaluating each of 

these 18 factors is listed in Table 2. Obviously, interviews are used 

by almost every police department to evaluate factors such as work his

tory, military record, appe~raDce, and educational history. Of the 

18 factors specified, only the factor of "religious affiliations" 
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Department 
(N ::; 53) 

Allgle;;on 

Arlington 

Austin 

Beaumont 

Bedford 

Beeville 

Benbrook 

Brownsville 

Bryan 

Carrollton 

CLeburne 

Conroe 

Corpus C hr isti 

Corsicana 

Denison 

Denton 

Euless 

Fanner's Branch 

Tabl!' ] 

Name 
N 0: 70 

Derwood Kennedy 

Don F. Martin 

E. E. Kuhnel 
Maj or Bigger staff 
H. F. Moore 
B. H. Rosen 
Don H. Doyle 

George D. Schuldt 

J. B. Wallace 

C. B. McWhorter, Jr. 

Kenneth F. Ross 
t:>ouglas Ward 
Eliberto Gar za 
Robert Rivera 

John LeFlore 

Ronald Harris 

Claude Zachary 

Ar lie C. Ellisor 
Robert S. Cherry 

Walter Wilkins 

Dan Maney 

E. E. Eubank 

Robert Mills 

Keclneth A. Taylor 

Harold Ward 
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Rank 

Chief 

Sergeant 

Spec; Asst. to Chief 
Major 
Captai.n 
Set'. Div. Maj or 
Major 

Capt. / Training 

Chief 

Det. Sgt. 

Detective 
Captain 
Detective 
Int. Affairs 

Narc. Officer 

Officer 

Chief 

Chief 
Corporal 

Lieutenant 

Chief 

Chief 

Asst. Chief 

Asst. to City Mgr. 

Asst. Chi(~f 
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Department 

Freeport 

Gainesville 

Garland 

Grand Prairie 

Greenville 

Harlingen 

Hondo 

Hun'tsville 

Hurst 

Irving 

Kermit 

Kingsville 

Lamesa 

Longview 

McAllen 

Mesquite 

Mineral Wells 

No. Richland Hills 

Odessa 

./ 

Table 1 (contd.) 

Name 

Charles G. Bankston 

Lewis Theobald 

Kenneth Burr 

Tom Witt 

Guy Anderson 

Gerald Keown 

Vance Hayman 

Dalton Gilbert 

J. L. Richard 

David Norwood 

Juan A. Soliz 
George Gomez 
Al Gutierrez 

Lee Bartlett, Jr. 

Roy Stone 

F. R. Funke 

Howard Bale 

;B\red Foreman 

H. S. Scruggs 
B. D. Becknal 
Ernie R. Parrish 

Tommy Calendar 
James M. Hallman 
Victor Crumnine 
G. J. Scarpar 
Wendell L. Walker 
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Rank 

Chief 

Chief 

Chief 

Personnel Officer 

Chief 

Chief 

Asst. Chief 

Major 

Lieutenant 

Asst. Chief 

Lieutenant 
Det. Captain 
Patrol Captain 

Chief 

Chief 

!vlajor 

Lieutenant 

Chief 

Chief 
Sgt/Serv. Div. 
Admin. Asst. 

Asst. Chief 
Traffic Lieut. 
Lieutenant 
Asst. Chief 
Det. Sgt. 





,I 
:1 

J 

t 
i r 



I 
[\d)lc 1 (collLd. ) 

I 
Dq>arlment Narnn Hank 

I 
Orange N. D. Davis Major 

I Palestine 

Pasadena E. L. Gilbert Inspector I 
Paris Charles Whitley Asst. Chief I 
Richardson K. R. Yarbrough C hie! 

I San Angelo Ri.chard A. Palmer Asst. Chi.ef 
-'. 

Sherman Lee Campbell Secretary I 
Temple W. A~ Lange Captain 

I Terrell City Joseph Patton Chief 

Texarkana Donald Campbell Lieutenant I 
University Park Joe B. Churchman Asst. Chief 

I Victoria Wm. Praitka Manager 

Waco Harold E. O. Stieg Lieut. /Training I 
Waxahachie C hades LaFeuer Captain 

I 
West University Richard K. Kesselus Chief 

Wic hita Falls C. C. Daniel Chief I 
I 
I 

.~ 
I 

.... -
I 
I 
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I Factor % of Departments 

I 1. Work History 98.4 

I 2. Military Record 96.9 

3. Appearance 96.8 

I 4. Educational History 
Drug Abuse/ Alcoholism 93.8 

I 5. Traffic Offenses 92.3 

I 6. Convictions 90.9 

7. Detention/Arrest Record 90.8 

I 8. Marital/Fa roily Problems 89.1 

I 9. Credit/Financial Status 86.2 

10. Medical H~story 79.4 

I II. Unemployment Record 75.0 

I 12. Emotional Pr oblems 73.4 

13. Sexual Conduct 70.3 

I 14. Memberships 68.3 

I '" ~.~ Juvenile History 64.6 

16. Personal Assoc. /Friends 62.9 

I 17. Residence 59. 7 

I 18. Religious Affiliations 34.9 

I 
I 
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wus currently bcing cvaluuted by less than huH of tln depClrtments surveyed. 

In addition I responding departments were asked to list and identify the 

objectives of the interview for police officers. Specifically I they were asked 

to indicate what personal characteristics or abilities could be identified and 

evaluated in the interview and listed as an objECtive of the interview. Most 

departments listed two or more specific characteristics or abilities which 

should be evaluated as an objECtive of the interview. A total of 52 personal 

characteristics/abilities were identified on the survey forms. This information 

is summarized in Table 3. This table indicates that an evaluation of II Personal 

Appearance" was listed as an objECtive of the interview by 35 departments 

(65% of those responding). However, only 6 departments (11% of the total) 

indicated that an assessment of IIMotivation" should be an objective of the 

interview. Of course I some of those six departments also have been among 

the 35 who liste:l II Personal Appearance II as an objective of the interview. 

In general, there was only moderate agreement concerning the personal 

characteristics that are evaluated in the interview. 

The second source of data utilized in establishing the intervieW content 

was the municipal police officer job analysis conducted for the Texas Commission. 

This comprehensive job analytic study was part of a large scale validation Effort 

designed to develop job related selection system c,vmponents {including the 

interview) for police officers. The results of this job analysis are provided 

in an earlier section of this report. A major result of this study was the 

identification of 11 personal characteristics or abilities which are essential for 

adequate performance as a police officer. These are tre following: 
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Polic<' ()fnt~(~I' lIlL(~rviow ()b.ipcl.ivl'~ 

No. Objective: Evaluati.on of Following Per s onal 
Character istic/ Ability Res ponding 

l. Pcr s anal Appear a nee 

2. Ability to Present I~eas 

3. Judgment/Common Sense 

4. Emotional Stability, Alertness 

5. Soc tal Adaptability 

6. Training/Education, Voice & Speech 

7. Compatibility, Interest 

8. Manner, Intellectual Capacity 

9. Bearing, Independence/Responsibility, Self-assurance/ 
Pride/ Confide nee 

10. Per S onality, Initiative, Honesty/I ntegrity, Attitudes / 
Awarenes s/ Acceptance of Dept. Policies, Decision 
making under pressure, Experlence 

11. Work Habits/Employment Record 

12. Motivation 

35 

31 

22 

17 

16 

14 

12. 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

13. Moral Principles, Scholastic Record, Physical Strength/ 
Ability, Human Relations Attitude, Sincerity, Perception/ 
Sensitivity, Self-contr 01/ Temper 5 

14. Family Life, Leadership Potential, Dependability, 
Outside Interests 4 

15. Dr ive, Wife IS Thoug hts, Intentions, Military History, 
Courtesy 3 

16. Future Career Plans, Arrest Record, Aggressiveness. 
Trustworthiness, Patience, Responsiveness, Loyalty 2. 

17. Endurance, Objectivity, Gun Happy, Steadfastness~ 
Disposition, Attentiveness 1 
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% 
Departments 

64.8 

57.4 

40. 7 

31. 5 

29.6 

25.9 

2.2.2 

18.5 

16. 7 

14.8 

13.0 

11. '1 

9. 3 

7.4 

5.6 

3. 7 

1.9 



Appearance 
Dependability 
Initiative 
Integrity 
Interpersonal Skill 
Oral Communication Skill 
Physical Ability 
Reading Skill 
Self-Control 
Situational Reasoning Ability 
Writing Skills 

Obviously I some of these factors could not and should not be evaluated in the 

interview. A careful review of the definition of each of these characteristics 

combined with an analysis of input from the Interview Survey resulted in the 

conclusion that six of these 11 personal characteristics may be evaluated in the 

interview. The six characteristics relevant to the interview are: 

1. Appearance 
2. Oral Canmmication Skill 
3. Interpersonal Skill 
4. Dependability 
5. Initiative 
6. Situatimal Reasoning Ability 

These six personal characteristics actually fall into three categories in terms 

of the way in which they can be evaluated in an interview. The first category 

includes those characteristics which may be evaluated based upon actual 

observation of these characteristics in the interview. These characteristics are 

Appearance ard Oral Communicatim Skill. The second category includes those 

personal charoc:teristlcs which may be considered psychological constructs. A.s 

noted earlier t the evaluation of these characteristics should be based on construct 

validation. The perf'ional characteristics (constructs) in this category are: 

Interpersonal Skill, Dependability I and Initiative. The final category includes 
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only tic personal ch(JracLerl8Llc~ of 8iLLli.lLlonul i~ei.ls()nill<J i\IJUlLy which 1s I stricLly 

speaking, an aptitude that is most appropriately validcted using a criterion-related 

methodology. However I pending U1e outcome of () predictive (longitudinnl) 

criterion-related validation study of an objectively scored situational reasoning 

test I it is recommended that tre characteristic of Situational Reasoning Ability 

be evaluated in a structured t systematic fashion in the interview, provided that 

significantly less weight is given to this factor in the interview than might 

otherwise be appropriate. 

The six characteristics named above were I therEfore, established as the 

basic content of the interview. That is, it was determined toot these six 

characteristics would be appropriate to include in the interview since they are 

characteristics required for successful performance on the job. Since these 

personal characteristics actually represent six separate ways of evaluating 

each candidate, it is convenient to refer to these charccteristics as "dimensions II 

for purposes of the interview. At this point , it was necessary to determine if 

candidates could be reliably and meaningfully evaluated on each of the six 

dimensions during the course of an interview. 

Development of Interview Rating Scales 

The first step in establishing the meaningfulness and reliability of these 

intervieN dimensions was to prepare a set of explicit, precise definitions for 

each of these personal characteristics for use in the interview. The definitions 
, 

utilized were I of course I precisely tl"B same definitions utilized in establishing 

the job relatedness of these dimensions in the job analytic study. The 

definitions for each of thESe interview dimensions appears in Table 4. These 
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Inlul'vinw Dilll('IUdOI\ ., 

Appearance 

Oral Communication 
Ski.ll 

Dependabilily 

1 )l'fi I\i Ii Oil 

The appca1"~ of a candidate is evaluated 
based on the exten~ !o which the individual, 
as a law enforcement officer, might be 
expected to: 

adopt a reasonable grooming standard 
consistent with contemporary community 
standards and expectz.tions 

- take pride in his personal appearance and 
professional bearing 

- work to stay in goou physical condition 
- maintain his uniform and equipment in 

top condition 

The oral cOlnmuni.cationb skill of a candidate is 
evaluated ba:Jed on the extent to which the 
individual, as c:.. bVJ en[orceme nt officer, might 
be expected tc: 

- speak clearly ;).l~d i.ntelligibly to individuals, 
small grolQ s and large crowds 

- communicate effectively with persons of 
widely divel"gent cultural and educational 
background 

- speak c1e;:.rly o;.'er l)oiice radios and other 
electr onie trans:n:,s s ion equipment 

- make concise 2.nd lnear' ngful oral reports to 
supervi~ory police ~er s onne1 

- comnlu;lica~;e effectivel~r with persons who arc 
emotionally dif.lhlrbed or seriously injured 

- be articulate and understandable when testi
fying in cou::.'t 

The clependc..bilit\~. of a candidate is evaluated 
based on the exten'; to whic h the individual, 
as a law e11£orceme nt o[[icer t might be expected 
to: 

- report for duty Oil time 
- not mcdinger on calls 
- react quickly to problems observed on the 

street or to d:'spatc hes received over the 
radio 
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Interview Dimension 

n(~p()nd(lbl1ity (contd. ) 

Initiative 

Interpersonal Skill 

. Definition 

be ill'CUloate and lhorough in handling the 
d(d:ails of an assignment 

- submit reports on time 
- follow through on all assi.gnments 

The initiative of a candidate is evaluated 
ba&ed on the extent to which the individual, 
as a law enforcement officer, might be 
expected to: 

- strive to put forth his best effort.: at all 
times 

- wcr.k diligently and conscientiously in 
carrying out his assignments rather than 
merely "putting in his time" 

- care about his cornpetence as a law enforce
ment officer and want to improve his skills 

- see himself as being responsible for learning 
the job and stay abreast of new developments 
in his occupational field 

- proceed on assignments without waiting to be 
told what to do 

- recognize his own deficiencies and strive to 
correct them 

The interper sonal skill of a candidate is 
evaluated based on the extent to which the 
individual, as a law enforceme nt officer, 
rnight be expected to! 

- understand the motives of people and is 
usually able to anticipate how people will 
act in a given situation 

- consider individual differences when dealing 
with people rather than treating everyone 
alike 

- interact with people in a wide val.' iety of 
circumstances without arousing antagonism 

- be effective in persuading and influencing 
other s to behave in an alter native manner 

- resolve domestic and other interpersonal 
conflicts through persuasion and negotiation 
rather than by force 

- be assertive in appropriate circumstances 
- work effectively as a member of a team when 

required to do so 
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Inb!rview j)illlt! IlHion 

Situational Reasoning 
Ability 

j)(·finiLi on -----

The situational reaso/ling ability of a candidate 
is bal:wd on the extcpc to which the individual, 
as a law cnforcer-nc'lt officer, might be expected 
to: 

- del11.onstrate good "corntnon sense fl in handli.ng 
field situatio(ls 

- know how to analyze a situation, identify the 
important elements and make a logical de
cision \VittlOut undue delay 

- accurateJ.y assess the potential consequences 
of alterrlative courses of action and select 
the one which is most acceptable 
have little difficulty deciding what to do 
in most situations 
recognize dangerous situations and act 
decisiveJ.y to protect persons and property 
from harm 

- bfJ able to reach a decision quickly when 
faced with several alternative courses of 
action 
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<.k[J1I1LJ.011~j tiro I)r<!~JOlll(l(l III LOrin:: of ilow Lila llHllvldlllll !;houlu <.llspli.lY or oxpress 

this characteristic as a police officer. It would not be meaningful to give a 

generalized definition of any of tl-ese personal characteristics and then require 

each interviewer to interpret that definition as the interviewer thinks it may 

apply to the police officer position. Trus, each interviewer is presented with 

the same set of job relatEd personal characteristics and with an explicit 

definition of each characteristic as it applies to the police officer position. 

The next step in the interview validation process was to empirically 

determim the extent of agreement among individuals with respect to their 

understanding and use of these interviEMl dimensions, as defined. This was 

accanplished by conducting research on the allocation and scaling of behavioral 

statements (see References) . This method was chosen because it has generally 

resulted in the development of rating scales that are more meaningful and reliable 

than scales developed with other meth<.ds. 

For purposes of interview development I the basic steps in this research 

process are the following: 

1. Prepare a series of "behavioral statements:1 These statanents are 

written in one of two ways. They may be statements of actual, 

observable behavior or statements of possible expected behavi.or. 

a). The sta:ements of observable behavior are written as 

descriptions of what actually may be seen and heard when an 

individual appears as a candidate at the police officer interview 

situaticn. This type of statement is most appropriate for 

developing interview rating scales of the Appearance and Oral 
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Communication Skills dimensions. An example of this type of 

statanent is "Speaks in a clearly intelligible manner ... 

b). The statements of possible behaviors are written as descriptions 

of behavior that may be expected of an individual who is performing 

the Job of a police officer. This type of statement is most appropriate 

for developing interview rating scales of the Dependability, Initiative, 

Interpersonal Skill, and Situatimal Reasoning Ability dimensions. 

An example of a statement of expected behavior is II Could be 

expected to always be present and on time for scheduled court 

appearances. II 

Because these statenents are later scaled or "rated)' it is necessary 

to prepare both positive and negative statements I 1. e., statements 

that may be favorable or unfavorable about an indiv.i.dual. 

2. Assemble a group of individuals ("raters ,,) knowledgeable about the 

job and instruct them to independently assign each statement to one 

of the dimensions. A statement should be assigned (or allocated) to 

the dimension with which that statement most closely corresponds 

in the opinim of tre rater. Raters are also instructed to discard any 

statement that does not clearly describe some behavia corresponding 

to the definition of one of the dimensions. 

3. Establish a "criterion of agreement" among judges to determine which 

statements should actually be retained, e. g., allocated, to each 

dimensim. The criterion of agreement is stated in a way such that a 

statement would be retained in a dimension only if more than a spe<"1ifio 
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percentage of raters assigned that statement to that dimension. In 

this way, a set of statements describing behaviors on each dimensi01 
I 

are finally assembled. Each behavioral descl:iption in the final set. 

for a dimension is consistently and uniformly see~ by independent ob-

servers as, in facti relating to that specific dimension. 

In accordance with this general procedure t the following researc~~ 

activities were undertaken: 

1. A total of 92 actual or observable behavior statements 

were written describing the dimensions 6f Appearance and 

Oral Communication Ski.lls. An additional 193 statements 

of expected behavior were written describing the dimensior.c 

Dependabili ty, Ini tiati va, In'cerpersonal Skill., and Si tua

tional Reasoning AbiJ.i ty. The compl€.!tl?- lis'::' of behavioral 

statemen"t:s prepared in conjunction \47i th this !.'esearch 

appears in App<=ndix L of this report. 

2. The staff of the Texas Commission the:.) assem::.)led a group c.~i 

individuals to serve as raters in an allocat;i.;}n and scalinr.' 

workshop. ~('hese 25 individua}'-s ~ .. ere all 0::ltperienced p.olico 

supervisory personnel frcm six variotls-S' Lzed departments 

throughout the state of Texas. A list of tho l,ama t rank, 

and department of offic~rs participating in this wor~shop 

is presented in Tabla 5. Individuals ~·lel.'e informed of -l:hc 

purpose of the workshop and then instructed to allocate 

each of the 285 behavior:al statemen"ts in1:0 the six dimensic: 

Each rater was provided with a separate Eet of behavioral 

statement~ and each rater was also given the definition 

for each of the six dimensions as they have been 
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()rfi('(~rt> Pal'licipaling in 
IIlL{,l'viuw Al1o l 'aLion <wei Scaling Wodu;!wp 

Name 

Don II. Doyle 
Michael. K. Livingston 
John Vas que z 
M. W. White 
H.. G. Wils on 

Hugh C. Anderson III 
John E. Cruddas, Jr. 
Vos sler S. Hinkel 
Donnie R. Patton 

Jack E. Flesher 
H. B. Maldonado 
n. McKenlde 
F. L. Whitley 

IHll Dake 
Dan Hudec 
,1. B. Stevenson 
D;we Wilde 

T. All()n 
Glpnn FnLc.'h 
C. L. Luna 
M • .T. TUlley 

Lu'ry Scott 
El-.v(lod W. Hoherl'; 
eill'1m W. Loth] en 
Rubert IvIce ollum 

Rank 

Major 
Sergeant 
Lieutenant 
SC)l'geant 
Captain 

Lieutenant 
Patrolman 
Bureau Commander 
Sergeant 

Sergeant 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Sergeant 

Patr olman II 
Lieutenant 
Sergeant 
Ser geant 

P.S. T. 
Manager 
Detective 
P. S. T. Officer 

LieutL~nant 

Sergeant 
Sel' geant 
Lieutenant 
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Department I 
Allstin 

I Austin 
Austin 
Austin 

I Austin 

Killeen 

I Killeen 
Killeen 
Killeen I 
San Antonio 
San Antonio I San Antonio 
Sao Antonio 

Temple I 
Temple 
Temple I Temple 

Victoria I Victoria 
Victoria 
Victoria I 
Waco 
Waco I Waco 
Waco 
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used throughout the study. Raters were given as much time to complete 

this n l.1.oc0Llon process (IS liloy needed. 

3. A two-part criterion of agreement was established 9.Qriori. This criterion 

wns the following: 

a). No statement would be assigned to a d:irrension unless at least 75% 

of the raters as signed the statement to that dimens ion, and 

b). If tr:e remaining 25% of tr:e raters all assigned the statement to a 

single I different dimension, then 111e statement would be discarded 

and not assigned to any dimension. 

Th.e results of this allocation process are contained in Table 6. This table 

indicates that a relatively large number of statements were retained through the 

process. The number of statements assigned to each category in accordance with 

the allocation criterion is summarized in Table 7. In summery I the results of 

the allocaticn process indicate that independent observers can consistently 

identify behavicrs as socia ted with each of the interview dimensions. Therefore I 

each interview dimension as defined represents a distinct and uniquely identifiable 

personal characteristic on which candidates may be evaluated. 

The remaining problem in constructing the interview rating scales was to use 

these statements of behavior (expected and actual) as descriptive anchor-points 

on a numerically-based scale. At this point, it was necessary to take the 

statements trot had been assigned to each d:irrension and have these statements 

11 scaled." The same group of raters who participated in the allocation process 

(see Table 5) also participated in the scale development proces s. The steps in 
I 

this proc.ess were the following: 
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AIIOl:il.li Oil or Bllhavioral ~lal:(\II\I.!/lLH 

to Interview Dimension 

I ntel'view DillwlIsion: Appearance 

Observable Characteristics: 

- Wearing "cut-O[[II jeans or shorts 
- Clothes ar e neat 
- Make-up is caked or streaked 
- Sideburns neatly trimmed 
- Broken or disfigured nose 
- Fingernails badly split, broken, or chewed 
- Fingernails dirty 
- Fresh foodstains on clothing 
- Clothiug is neatly ironed 
- Belt not buckled/ fastened 
- Ey~glasses are soiled/ spotted 
- Noticeable body odor 
- Skimpy or revealing clothing 
- Small hands 
- Bail' neatly combed 
- Shirt/blouse" not buttoned pr operly 
- Facial ~air neatly trimmed 
- Missing most or all teeth 
- Pants t:nzipped/unfastened 
- Shoes untied or shoe1.aces missing 
- Nervous tic or twitch in face 
- Wearing contact lenses 
- Staggering; unsteady on feet 
- Smiling 
- Very lar ge feet 
- Hair hangs down in front of eyes 
.- Completely bald 
- Does not stand or 'Nalk upright-"~has severe slouch 
- Buck teeth 
- Very poor posture 
- Sweating palms 
- Clothing heavily soiled and dirty 
- Is calm, rela.xed, at ease 
- Clean hands 
- Insects on clothing or body 
- Barefoot 
- Very slight btlild; appears weak and puny 
- Does not sit upright in chair--has severe slum.p 
- Pronounced scar s on face 
- Very c":irty' teeth; badly stained 
- Appears drowsy and lethargic 
- Hair is extremely dirty, greasy, or tangled 
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'fable 6 ((' ontd. ) 

Intervi.ew Dimension: Appearance (contd. ) 

Observable Characteristics: 

- Noticeable accumulation of dirt in or around ears 
- Bald spot· on top o[ hcad 
,., Slothing has heavy accumulation of animal fur / hair or lint 

Clothing badly tor n 

Interview Dimension: Oral Communication Skill 

Observable Characteristics: 

- Frequently interrupts when others are speaking 
- Has a pleasant voice 
- Asks foX' clarification if question is not understood 
- Does not pay attention to others when they are speaking 
- Seems to "talk in circles II 
- Speech is difficult to understand because of severe accent 
- Appears to listen carefuLly when being spoken to 
- Nasal voice; talks through nose 
- Belches frequently dur ing conver sation 
- Speaks in a whining voice 
- Uses lots of "bigl! words in speaking to others 
- Maintains good !Ieye-contacel when speaking or listening 
- Speaks too rapidly to be understood 
- Volume of speech is within normal range--can be clearly heard 
- Answers questions with a question 
- Talks wi.th lisp 
- Has clear, strong voice 
- Verbal presentation is logical 
- Speech is rambling or confused 
- Uses obscene language in conversation 
- Speaks .slowly and distinctly 
- Speaks in a voice that is abnormally loud; appears to be shouting 
~ Is conversant in some language in addition to Englis b 
- Has severe speech impediment (i. e., stuttering, stammering, etc.) 
- Murn.bles when speaking 
- Stares at one place (i. c., ceiling, floor, etc.) white speaking 
- Waits £01' othel's to finish before he starts talking 
- I,s '~eryJamili.ar with ftstreet lingo" 
- Appears to have a good vocabulary for police work 
- Answers to questions arc brief but thorough 
- Does not struggle to make himself understood 
- Speech is slurred 
- Appears to respond to some questions with a '.Icanned ll or memorized speech 
- Doesnlt ramble when speaking; is very concise and to the FOint 
- Giggles or laugh.s nervously when speaking 
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Table 6 (contd.) 

Interview Dimension: Oral Communication Skill (contd.) 

Observable Characteristics: 

- When speaking, uses hand and arm gestures so much that it is 
distracting 

- Uses colorful or flowery language 
- Monopolizes conversation . 
- Appears to have difficulty unders'l:anding spoken English 
- Volume of speech is so low tha~ it is difficult to hear 

Interview Dimension: Dependability 

Expected Behaviors: 

- Could be expected not to respond to a call for assistance on a 
crime in progress 

- Could be expected to call in sick along with other officers to 
protest some working conditions 

- Could be expected to always be present and on time for scheduled 
court appearances 

- Could be expected 
even when he ~s a 

- Could be expected 
lowed every year 

to occcasionally fail to make court appearances 
key witness 
to consistently use the maximum sick time al-

- Could be expected to work at another job and frequently ~o to 
sleep during his tour of duty 

- Could be expected 1:0 turn off his police radio for awhile because 
he is tired of running from one minor complaint to another 

- Could be expected to be out of service longer than necessary on 
routine calls 

- Could be expected to report radio trouble when dispatched to an 
unpleasant assignment . 

- Could be eXPected to be back in service quickly on routine calls 
- Could be expected to need disciplinary action before reducing 

his lateness for assignments 
- Could be expected to stay with his assigned beat even though not 

much happens 
- Could be expected to remain awake and alert throughout a 12 hour 

nighttime stakeout where there is no activity going on 
- could be expected to be late in submit'cing about half of his re

ports 
- could be expected to turn in required paperwork without being 

reminded 
- Could be 
- Could be 
- Could be 
- Could be 

plete 

expected 
expected 
expected 
expected 

to 
to 
to 
to 

have his weapon serviceable at all times 
be late for roll call about half the time 
be unpredictable in his court appearances 
get his reports in on time even if incom-

- Could be expected to be an officer that can always be counted on 
- Could be expected to read his suspecb his rights at the appro-

priate time 
- Could be expected to do his share of the paperwork even though 

he thinks it's boring stuff 
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.II1L(~rview Dinwl1Hion: J)opendnbilitx. (contd.) 

Expected Behaviors: 

- Could be expected to be suspended at least once in his first year beca.use 
he consistc!ntly wouldn't follow procedures 

- Could be expected to consistently miss important details in an assignment 
- Could be expected to submit reports that can't be used because of inaccuracies 

Interview Dimens'ion: Initiative 

Expected Behavior s: 

- Could be expected to think all officers have about the same chance of getting 
ahead no matter what you do 

.. Could be expected to read the latest bulletins before going on patrol 
- Could be expected to take notes at roll call when relevant information is 

being pr esented 
- Couid be expected to refuse remedial training in an area of weakness if he 

doesn1t get paid overtime for it 
- Could be expected to develop good reliable !Icontacts" shortly after being 

assigned to a new beat 
- Could be expected to request additional training in an area where he may 

be weak 

- Could be expected to maintain his own set of departmental memos with 
notes and his Own cross-reference system worked out 

- Could be expected to keep track of crime trends in other areas that might 
affect his own area .. 

- Could be expected to just stand around during an investigation until he'~ 
told what to do 
Could be expected to actively look for an evaluation of Hs performance in 
order to improve his abilities as an offi.cer 
Could be expected to spend extra time on his 0:vn improving his skill 
at the firing range 

- Could he expected to sign-up for voluntary training programs, but not 
complete very many of them 

- Could be expected to work hard preparing for promotional opportunities 
- Could be expected to be completely satisfied being a patrol officer until 

he retires 
- Could be expected to be satisfied if he just bal'ely qualifies on the firing 

range 
- Could be expected to volunteer for difficult as signme nts 
- Could be expected to volunteer for a parade 
- Could be expected to follow-up on a report he s'ubmi.tted to find out how 

it could be improved 
- Could be expected to not try and l~arn anything new during in-service 

training programs 

-204-



• 

Interview Dimension: Initiative (contd.) 

Expected Behaviors: 

- Could be expcded to think he has lear ned about aU there is to know about 
police work and not seck any more training 

- Could be expected to learn val.uable information from cases he wasn't 
even assigned to 

- Could be expected to participate in most voluntary in-service training 
- Could be expected to learn the crime problems in a particular al'ea before 

being assigned there 

Interview Dimension: Interpersonal Skill 

Expected Behavior s: 

- Could be expected to verbally insult someone who calls him names 
- Could be expected to liste n pati.ently to an excited witnes s who is providing 

some irrelevant information 
q Could be expected to issue a citation in a manner such that the violat or 

would be likely to file charges of police harrassment 
- Could be expected to ignore information received from a fellow officer be

cause that officer is a different race 
- Could be expected to upset other officers because he constantly complains 

about his as s ignme nts 
- Could be expected to try to intimidate night watchmen he encounter s on 

his beat 
- Could be expected to be respected by juvenile gang members because he 

is seen as tough but fair 
- Could be expected to appea.r as a mean, tough cop to a group of school

age children 
- Could be expected to cooperate fully with others in working on a team project 
- Could be expected t!) tell a lost motorist that he is too busy fighting crime to 

give directions 
- Could be expected to ignore an a.ngry citizen complaining about a speeding 

ticket that the office],' isslled two years ago 
- Could be expected to remain friendly and polite to children when assigned 

to school crossing guard dutL£:'s during a severe thunders\;orln 
- Could be expected to work better as a "loner ll rather tban with a partn.er 
- Could be expected to issue a citation in a manner such that the vi.olator 

would actually be grateful for receiving the ticket 
- Could be expected to is sue a citation in a manner such that the violator 

would feel his breaking the law was a per s onal insult to the officer 
- Could be expected to be c;:onsidered by other ofHcers as a "real loser l

' 

- Could be expected to ignore someone who insults him 
- Could be expected to have trouble getting along with his partner, even after 

several changes in personnel assignments' 
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InLcrvi.cw lJimcn::;i.on: interpersona.l SkiU (contd. ) 

l'~xpcdccl He ha.viol· H: 

- Could be expected to diplomatically calm down two nei.ghbors arguing about 
property rights 

- Could be expected to always be friendly and helpful 
- Could be expected to be a real asset to any team assigned to because he can 

make the team nlOre efie::tive 
- Could be expected to make a citizen feel like calling the police was a dumb 

thing to do 
- Could be expected to change his behavior as appropriate when dealing with 

individuals of a different ethni.c background 
- Could be expected to be considered by other officers as a IIreally fine 

personll 

- Could be expected to convince a hardened criminal that the officer is really 
his friend 

- Could be expected to condnce an obviously di straugbt victim that the dan
ger is past and the officer has the situation under control 

- Could be expected to be equalty respectful and polite to witnesses, suspects, 
and victims in a family disturbance 

" Couid be expected to permanently end his fri.endship with a nei.ghbor who 
accidentally blows his cover while on a stakeout 

- Could be expected to really cuss-out a group of bystanders who have in
nocently interfered with his attempt to catch a fieeing suspect 

- Could be expected to tell the participants in a neighborhood dispute that 
he would arrest: them all if h'e was called back again 

- Could be expected to laugh at the parents of a. child who i.s reported missi.ng 
~ Could be expected to strike at someone who calls him nan1.es 
- Could be expected to satisfy a complai ni.ng c,itizen that the police depart

ment is doing a good job 
- C ()uld be expected to carefully explai.n the reasons for wr iting a citation 

to an angry or upset motorist 
- Couid be expected to advis~ a pregnant woman to remai.n calm before pro

ceeding normally in a neighbor hood dispute 
- Could be expected to appear as if he i.s always carrying a c hip on his 

shouLder 
- CouLd be expected to be discourteous and insulting to other officers 

Interview Dimension: Situational H.casoning Ability 

Expected Behaviors: 

- Could be expected to "lose his cool'l in a tight situation 
- Conld be expectod to take unnecessary risks 
- Could be expected to think he has a solution before he even knows what 

the problem is 
- Could be expected to seldom know whi.ch way to go if faced with a difficult 

cleds ion 
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lnl{!I'view j)j.ln{~IlBj()n: Situatiollal J\(!ilH(.lIlillg Ability (coilld.) 

Expected Behaviors: 

- Could be expected to generally take the correct course of action in a 
tough situation 

- COllld be expected to slay call1l in the Illi.ddle of a shoot-uut 
- Could be expected to make snap decisions when the situation does not 

require it 
- Could be expected to have almost no difficulty in deciding what to do when 

facing a new situation 
- Could be expected to have considerable difficulty in deciding what to do when 

facing a new situation 
- Could be expected to pick-out the leader of a disturbance and remove him 

from the area 
- Could be expected to immediately check the operating condition of the 

elevator in a building where he just observed someone running down the 
fire escape 

- Could be expected to ignore an obviously overloaded vehicle observed in the 
vicinity of a just-recei.ved report of stolen <;l.ppliances 

- Could be expected to never fail to do the right thi.ng in every situal:ion 
- Could be expected to know when a situation requir es additional backup 

units 
- Could be expected to not recognize when a situation is deteriorating 
- Could be expected to co ntinue on response to burglary caLl rather than 

assist a citizen screaming for help 
- Could be expected to shoot at a car containing bank robbery suspects and 

their hostages 
- Could be expected to try and reduce tension between two gangs by letting 

the leaders fig ht it out for the top spot 
- Could be expected to change his approach tu a situation if his first idea 

isn't working 
~ Could be expected to make correct decisions in simple situations, but gen

erally "blow" the toug hone s 
- Could be expected to fail to recognize some obvIous alternative courses 

of action in many situation.s 
- Could be expected to aGt first and think later in aU situations 
- Could be 'expected to exercise reasonable caution when entering an unlighted 

warehouse at nig ht 
- Could be expected to slq> and think things out when the situaf:ion requires 

fast action . 
- Could be expected, when time perrn.its, to carefully consider aU alter

nat:ives before acting 
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Interview Dimens ion 

Appearance 

Oral Communication Skill 

Dependability 

Initiative 

I nter per s onal Skill 

'-""1 •. " 1"\ _ 
...... ,"( I 

t)Ulllmitry of Allocation P,'ocesH 
in Interview Scale Devetopment 

Type of Statement 

Actual/ Observed Characteristic 

Actual/Observed Behavior 

Expected Behavior 

Expected .Behavior 

Expected Behavior 

Situational Reasoning Ability Expected Behavior 

No. of 
Statements ~~ 

46 

40 

25 

23 

37 

25 

:: Nurnber of statements allocated to this dimension by at least 75% of raters; 
rel1'1aining 25% of raters not allocati.ng statement to a single, di£fel-ent 
dimension. 
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1. l:nch ralnr took tho ~L(Jt0.llI()ntfl LhilL he hod flflfiiUnod to fI dimOlI!31on 

and ruled that statement on a scuie of "1" to "7." The ratings on 

this scale were made with respect to what each statement implied about 

an individual's qualifications to be a police officer The scale is 

reproduced below: 

Rating 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Level of Qualification 

Absolutely unqualified 
Very unqualified 
Somewhat less than qualified 
Just qualified 
SCliBwhat more than qualified 
Very qualified 
Absolutely qualified 

Two items must be noted about the use of this scale: 

a). The complete 7-point scale was not used to rate statements 

allocated to the "Appearance II dimension. It was apparent 

that a multi-value scale for rating a candidate's appea.rance 

would be psychometrically unsound and logically unacceptable. 

The-efore, raters were instructed tO'rate all statements allocaterl 

to "Appearance" as either a "1--Unacceptable \ppearance" or 

"7 ·--Acceptable Appearance." In this manner I it would be theoretically 

possible to build a set of statEments describing "acceptable" and/or 

"unacceptable" appearance for candi.dates in the interview. 

b). Raters V\'ere instructed to u.tilize the entire scale for rating statements 

allocated to all other dimensions. Nevertheless, it was expected 

that there would be some compression of the scale because of common 

rater tendencies such as centrality I leniency and severity. Combining 

judgments of several raters also generally results in scale compression. 
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Thus it was anticipated that average scaled values 

for the statements probably would result in some

thinq less than a full 7-point interview rating 

scale. A set of instructions for the scaling pro

cess as they were provided to the raters appears 

in Appendix M of this report. 

2. For all statements allocated to a given dimension, the mean 

and standard deviation of the scale values assigned to each 

statement within that dimension was computed, and a distribution 

of these means was then prepared. The distribution of mean 

scale values for each statement in each dimension is presented 

in Table 8. 

3. It was then necessary to select statements that "c l ustered ll at 

various points on this distribution of means. The statements 

so selected would be uti.lized as "anchors" describing various 

points on the interview rating scale for each dimension. The 

items selected in this fashion for each dimension are presented 

in Table 9. This table indicates that a five-point interview 

rating scale was developed for each of the dimensions, except 

Appearance. For the Appearance dimension, items were selected 

that all raters agreed were descriptive of "unacceptable ap

pearance." These items are listed in Table 10. 

The process described above completed the development of 

a set of interview rating scales. The rating scales developed 

by this process are clearly based on carefully defined job

related content. Furthermore, the ratings used with these 

interview scales have been empirically derived using a research 

methodology designed to maximize the reliability and meaning

fulness of these ratings. 
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'T' a bl (' K 

lJi:;ll'ibuLioJ.\ uf I\..vUI",lge t:kul<-d VdllW for All Stal('111elll!:l 
Allocated to E(l('h Dime nsion 1 

Dirnens ion Stateme nt No. 

Oral Communication 
Skill 

.. 

1Excluding "Appe arance" Dimension 
* See Appendix 

40 
39 
15 
54 

9 
90 
10 

3 
55 
82 
89 
77 
11 
16 
27 
57 
35 
36 
91 
44 
84 
78 
14 
88 
23 
76 
59 

4 
53 

8 
58 
41 
31 
37 
68 
38 
75 
81 
F4 
13 
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,', 
'" Average Scaled Value 

1. 60 
1. 96 
2.00 
2.00 
2. 16 
2.20 
2.56 
2.68 
2.72 
2.74 
2.80 
2.80 
2.80 
2.80 
2.88 
2.91 
2.92 
3.00 
3.00 
3.04 
3.26 
3. 56 
3.76 
3.92 
4. 12 
5.56 
5.56 
5. 92 
6.04 
6.08 
6. 13 
6.20 
6.24 
6.24 
6.28 
6.28 
6.32 
6.36 
6.40 
6.52 
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I Tablc! H (,·ol1td.) 

I I ) i II \ l! n Hi () n SLab·ll\(!lll. No. Average SeaLod Value 

I 
Dependability 9S 1. 30 

142. 1. 4l 
2()H I. 95 

I 2H5 1. 96 
119 1. 96 
141 2.00 

I 283 2.05 
224 2.20 
146 2.21 

I 96 2.27 
232 2.32 
179 2.44 

I 126 2.45 
151 2.57 
143 2.96 

I 237 3.79 
266 5.44 
239 5.65 

I 221 5.88 
222 5.91 
152 5.95 

I 147 6.00 
177 6. 10 
104 6.20 

I 238 6.41 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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TabLe g (c ontd. ) . 

Dimension Stateme nt No. 

Initiative 256 
255 
109 
149 
225 
214 

98 
210 
245 
106 
274 
105 
228 
128 
211 
187 
148 
246 
281 
259 
137 
186 
138 
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Average Scaled Value 

2.21 
2.35 
2.91 
2.94 
3.25 
3.33 
3. 33 
3.39 
5. 11 
5.32, 
5.67 
5. 67 
5.87 
5.90 
5.96 
6.04 
6.08 
6.10 
6. 16 
6.20 
6.29 
6.36 
6. 50 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I "'"hI,. ~ I, ""rI \ 

I J)illl(~11Hjon StaLel)H'lll No. I\.vcl"lge HealtHl Vaiu() 

247 1. 30 
120 1. 58 I Interpersonal Skill 

121 1. 63 
273 1.6R 
113 1. 70 I 
248 1. 74 
242. 1. 77 
159 2.00 I 
1.32 2..00 
123 2.23 
127 2..24 I 
272 2.29 
161 2.42 
122 2.50 I 
158 2.52 

. 241 2.82 
243 2.95 I 
153 3.64 
133 3.83 
191 5.30 I 
160 5. 33 
218 5.44 
265 5, 50 I 
199 5. 52 
124 5.64 
114 5.67 I 
249 5,70 
264 5,d8 
220 6.00 I 
206 6.04 
173 6.05 
233 6.05 I 
134 6.05 
157 6.32 
184 6,38 I 
129 6.46 
185 6.60 I 

I 
I 
I 
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Ta.ble H (contd. ) I 
I >i 11)( 'II H i 0 11 HLI!.(~lll(·IIf. No. t\V('I';I/~c~ H('alnd VilJllo I 
Sil:uational Hcnsoning 203 1. 70 

I Ability 201 1.72 

94 1. 80 
254 1. 83 

I 197 2.09 
III 2. 18 
139 2.33 

I 193 2.37 
107 2.42 
196 2. 58 I 235 2.70 
253 2.76 
166 2.81 I 182 3.00 
192 3. 15 
276 3.44 I 260 5.50 
195 5. 73 
234 5.96 I 188 6.16 
280 6.23 
181 6.26 I 140 6.38 
194 6.38 
162 6.65 I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I Ra.ting 

Scale Value 

I "1" 

I 
I 
I liZ II 

I 
I 
I "3" 

I 
I 
I 

"4" 

I 115 11 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 nl:(!!' view 1{;1 Li ng fie n.l e A 

H('};ulting fl'Oll1 I\llocation ill1d fkaling !{o/war<:h 

§.tatements o£ Oral Communication Skills 

- uses obscene la,nguagc in conversation 
- speech is rambling or coruused 
- has severe speech impediment (1. e. I stut-

tering, stammering, etc.) 
- does not pay attention to others when they 

are speaking 
- appears to have difHculty understanding 

spoken English 

- speech is slurred 
- speech is difficult to understand because 

o£ severe accent 
- speaks too rapidly to be under stood 
- stares at one place while speaki!'lg 
- volume of speech is solow that it is difficult 

to hear 
speaks in voice that is abnormally loud; ap
pear s to be shouting 

- appears to respond to some questions with a 
"canned ll or memorized speech 

- nasal voice; talks through nose 
- uses colorful or flowery language 

uses lots of Ilbig" words in spealdng to 
others 

- does not struggle to make self u(lderstood 
- is very familiar with IIstreet lingoll 
- has a pleasant voice 

- waits for other s to finish befor e starting to tatk 
- speaks slowly and distinctly 
- has clear, strong voice 
- verbal presentation is logical 
- answers to questions are brief bllt thorough 
- maintains good Ileye c ontact ll when speaking 

or listening 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

f{ ali Ilg 

Seal(! Vallie: 

"l" 

"2 II 

"3 II 

~" 

'l'ahlu () (( onLci. ) 

SLaLell)(~lllfl of J)ep('ndrlbili~ 

- could be expected not to respond to a caLl 
[or assistance on a crime in progress 

- cou lel be expected to tur n off his police 
radio [or awhi Ie because he is tired of 
running fron1. Ohe Ininor complaint to another 

- could be expected to be suspended at least 
once in hi.s first year because he consis
tently would not follow pI' ocedures 

- could be expected to occasionally fail to 
make court appearances when he is a key 
witness 
could be expected to consi.stently miss 
important details in an assignment 

- could be expected to be late for roll call 
about half the time 

- coul.d be expected La report radio trouble 
when dispatched to an unpleasant assignrnent 

- could be expected to call in sick along with 
other officers to protest some working 
c onditi.ons 

- could be expected to be unpredictable in his 
court appeal'ances 

- could be expected to be late i.n subrn itting 
about half his reports 

- could be expected to need disciplinary action 
before reducing his lateness for assignments 

- could be expected to be out of service longer 
than necessary on routine calls 

- could be expected to get his reports in on 
tirne even if incompl.ete 

- could be expected to do his share of paper 
work even though he thinks itls boring stuff 

- could be expected to read a suspect hls 
rights at the appropriate tim.e 

- could be expected to rU1'n in required paper 
work witbout being reminded 

- cOllIe! bCl!xpccted to have bi.s weapon scr
viceable at all times 
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J\ v (. l" :tge' Sc ill (~cl V.lIut: 
of SLilte III (~nLH 

1. 74 

2.29 

3.11 

5.72 
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'I'ahlplj ('·Olltc/.) 

StaternCll\;S of Dcpendabi lit.rjcontd. ) 

- could be expected La be back tn service 
quickly on routine calls 

- could be e~pcc\;ed to remain awake «{.d alert 
throughout a 12-ho.11" nighttime stake-ollt: 
wlwL"t.! Lb(!I'(~ is no activity going on 

- could be expected to always be pre se nt and 
on time for scheduled court appearances 

- could be expected to be an officer that can 
always be counted on 
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A'l(! I' ;I)~(~ S('.II I'd Value 
of Statements 
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ILlti I1g 

H<:.a) e _'yal~ 

"1" 

"2" 

"3" 

"4" 

'I';d»)(~ () ('ontel.) 

- could be expected to think he has It'ar ntH! 

all ther e is to know about police work and 
not seek any m.ore training 

- could he ('xp(~ct()d to not try to lelll'n 

anything new during in-service training 
programs 

- could be expected to refuse remedial training 
in an area of weakness if he doesn't get paid 
overtime for it 

- could be expected to just stand ar ound during 
an investigation until he is told what to do 

- could be expected to be satisfied if he just 
barely qualifiE's on the firing range 

- could be expected to be satisfied being a 
patrol officer until he retires 

- could be expected to think all officers have 
about the same chance of getting ahead no 
matter what they do 

- could be expected to sign up for voluntary 
training programs, but not complete very 
many of them 

- could be expected to volunteer for a parade 
- could be expected to take notes at roll call 

when relevant inforrnation is being presented 
- could be expected to participate in most 

voluntary ion-service training 
- could be expected to read the latest bulletin 

before going on patrol 

- could be expected to volunteer for difficult 
as s ig nme nls 

- could be expected to develop good, reliable 
"contacts l

' shortly after being assigned to 
a new beat 

- c auld be expected to work hard pr epar ing for 
prom otional opportunities 

- could be expected to spend extra time on his 
own il11provi.ng his skill at the firing J'ange 

- could be expected to keep track of crirne 
trends in other areas that might affect his 
Own area 
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AVI·I'dJ.',I~ SI,,,I(~d V"I.III. 
of Stat:ml1 eut:s 

2.60 

3. 33 

5.44 
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I{ilt.illl: 
bcale Value 

" 5" 

Statements of Initiative-L~ol1td.) 

- could bc! expected 1:0 request additional 
truining i.n an area where he may be weak 

- could be expected to actively look for an 
evaluation of his per for mance in order 1'0 

impr ove his' abilities as an officer 
- could be expected to maintain his own set 

of departmental memos with notes and his 
own cross-reference systelTI worked out 
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of Statements 



-------------------------------------------------

J{ati Ilg 
Scale Value 

, 'I" 

"2 " 

"3" 

"4" 

Table!) (conld.) 

Avc I"<.lge Scalctl Value 
Statements of Interpersonal Skill of Statements 

- could be expected to laugh at the parents 1. 58 
of a child who is missing 

- could be expected to ignore information 
received from a fellow officer because that 
officer is a different race 

- could be expected to be discourteous and 
insulting to other officers 

- could be expected to verbally insult and/ or 
strike at someone who calls him names 

- could be expected to be considered by other 2.17 
officer s as a "real loser" 
could be expected to tell a lost motorist 
that he is too busy fighting crime to give 
directions 

- could be expected to appear as a mean, tough 
cop to a group of school age children 

- could be expected to permanently end his 3.31 
friendship wi.th a neighbor who accidentally 
blows his cover while on a stake-out 

- could be expected to tell the participants 
in a neighbor hood dispute that he would 
arrest them if he was called back again 

- could be expected to work better as a 
"loner" rather than with a partner 

- could be expected to ignore an angry citizen 
complaining about a speeding ticket that the 
officer issued two years ago 

- could be expected to ignore someone who 5. 50 
insults him 
could be expected to convince a hardened 
criminal that the officer is really his friend 

- could be expected to change his behavior as 
appropriate when dealing with individuals 
of a differ ent ethnic background 
could be expected to satisfy a complaining 
citizen that the police department is doing 
a good job 
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IClti lIg 

Scale V<~hw 

"5" 

Table 9 (contd.) 

SLat(llllellls of Intet'pcl'f;()/)!,!l Skill (eoI1Lcl.) 

- cOllld 1H! nxp(!cted to be! consi<iernd by other 
officers as a "really fine person" 

- could be expected to i.sslIO a citation in a 
manner such that the violator would ac
tually be grateful for receiving the ticket 

- could be expected to always be frie ndly 
and helpful " 

could be expected to cooperate fully with 
other s in working on a team project 
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I {ali III.~ 
Scale Vallie 

II l II 

"2 " 

"4" 

'l'abl(l <) (conLd.) 

~';t..lt'~IlI(~IIIH of 
Situational Rcasolllng Ability; 

- c()lIld be (!Xp(l('t(~d to shoot nt a cnl' con

l<tini Ilg bank robbery suspects and thoil' 
hostages 

. - ~o\ll·d be expected to "los e his cooL" in a 
ti.ght situation 

- could be expected to think he has a sol
ution before he even knows what the pro
blem is 
could be expected to act fir st and think 
later in aU situations 

- could be expected to seldom know which 
way to go if faced with a difficult situation 
could be expected to take unnecessary risks 

- could be expected to not recognize when a 
situation is deteriorating 

- could be expected to rnake correct deci
sions in simple situations, but generally 
"blow" the tough ones 

- could be expected to fail to recognize some 
obvious alternative courses of action in 
many situations 
could be expected to make snap decisions 
when the situation does not require it 

- could be expected to have considerable 
difficulty in deciding what to do when facing 
a new situation 

- could be expected to stop and think things 
out when the situation requir es fast action 

- could be expected to exer else reasonable 
caution when entering an unlighted ware
house at night 

- could be expected to know when a situation 
requir os additional backup units 

- could be cxpcded to change his approaeh to 
a situation if hi s fir st idea is not working 
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I H a.ti I1g 

!"cal.(! VaJIl(l 

I "5" 
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St:atnln C!nlA M 
Situalional l{o<tlH>ning Ability (conld. ) 

- could be expected, when time permits, to 
carefully consider all alternatives before 
acting 

- could be expected to have almost no dif
ficulty in deciding what to do when facing 
a new situation 

- could be expected to generally take the . 
correct course of action in a tough situ
ation 

- could be expected to never fail to do the 
right thing in every situation 
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Yah!!' 10 

fjtat(nll (l/ltH f)nH('I' i bi ng I J Ilil('C(~plil.bll! ApIH!:tI'a /leo 

for Candidates in the Intcl'vi(!w 

a. ~o<ly and clothing: 

- noticeable body odor 
- insects on body or clothing 
- noticeable accumulation of dirt in or around ears 
- make -up caked or str eaked 
- finger nails dirty 
- wearing "cut-oft" jeans or shorts 
- fresh food stains on clothing 
- belt not buckled / faste ned 
- skimpy or revealing clothing 
- shirt/blouse not buttoned properly 
- pants unzipped / u nfaste ned 
- clothing heavily soiled and dirty 
- clothing has heavy accumulation of animal fur, 

hair or lint 
- clothing badly tor n 

shoes untied or shoelaces missing 
- barefoot 

b. Or ooming: 

- hair hangs down in front of eye s 
- hair is extremely-dirty, greasy or tangled 

c. Posture and bearing: 

- very poor pos ture 
- does not stand or walk upright--has severe slouch 
- does not sit upright in chair--has severe slump 
- staggering; unsteady on feet 
- appear s drowsy and lethargic 
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Development of Interviewer's Manual. To complete the interview 

development process, it was necessary to prepnre an Interviewer's 

Manual. This Manual was designed cs an ac1ministre.i:ive supplement to 

the validation report, becauso appropriate use of the interview is 

contingent upon a thorough l..md(~rE'tC'.ndinS' of the procedures and terms 

utilized in developm3:l'c of the intervic":'J'. It 't'lOu+d b9 inappropriate 

to attempt to implement this recor:'':':,enc,ed intervieVl procedure without 

becoming thoroughly knowledgeable of tho Intervie'\'ler Manual content. 

It is strongly recom.-nendsd, t.herefore, that in-cervie\vers be given 

complete training in the use of this interview \'1i th the Manual serving 

as a guide to th~s training. 

Specific administrative guidunc8 for conducting the interview 

is provided in the Manual. T~le Plost import?nt of t~).cse p,rocedural 

re.;:mmmendations concerns the discussion of factors in ,a candidate I s 

~ackground 'V7hich may be relevant ,to an aSGes::::nen'c of the candidate 

on each intervie ..... ] dimension. For exa.n:ple, it is suggested tha.t in-

formation concerning th~ candidate's prnvious attendance and punc~ 

tuali ty record may be relevant Jeo a~l F'f'>sessment. of the. candidate's 

Dependability. An Int:e:cvic.l Guid~ provided in ·the Hanual relates 

relevant background factors to ~he job-related interview dimensions. 

To maintain reasonable conRiRtency in the interview content, it 

is desirable to prepare a brief fOl:.U that. may be used to document the 

content of each intcrFiG~7. The Interview Su::nrnary Form has been pre

pared for this interview' and is pr~se:1t(~d in the Mo.nual. A copy of 

the Interviei'i SUlfu"Uary Form is cO.1tn.ined in A::':Jp<:.mdix I{ of this report. 

'rhe purpose of the surnma:::y fOl~m is t\-lofold: first, it serves as 

a systematic outline to be followed, incuring that all items of the 
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interview are consistentlx covered with each candidate. Second, the 

Interview Summary Form is a concise way of recording notes, comments, 

and other relevant documentation regarding each interview. If pro

perly used, the summary form may be retained as documentation of 

the interview content in support of the ratings given ·to candidates. 

There are two dimensions which require special instructions to 

the interviewers, and these instructions are contained in the Manual. 

These dimensions are: Appearance and Situational Reasoning Ability. 

As noted previously, Appearance is not a "rated ll dimension. Instead, 

this dimension is treated on a pass-fail basis. This requires that 

the interviewer<s) observe the candidate's appearance in the inter-

view and evaluate this appearance on a pass-fail basis. However, a 

candidate fails this dimension only under the following circumstances: 

currrmt appe·arance is unacceptable, i. e., candidate has some or all 

characteristics listed in Table 10, and the unacceptable appearance 

is not due to tempo~a~y extenuating circumstances, and the candidate 

is unwilling/unable to modify the unacceptable aspects of his appear-

ance. Evaluation of a candidate's Situational Reasoning Ability is 

bas~d principally on the responses to hypothetical situations pre-

sented in the interview. Interview personnel are instructed to de

velop a series of reasonable hypothetical situat~ons that could con~ 

ceivably be encountered by an officer on patrol, and present these 

situations verbally to the candidate. The candidate's response to 

these situations is then evaluated in terms of the logic and reasoning 

demonstrated in selecting and pursuing alternative courses of action. 

It is not necessary for each candidate to be given precisely the same 

hypothetical situation, but responses to these situations should be 

evaluated in the same manner for each candidate. 
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In summary, the interview content and procedures resulting from 

this research are clearly job-related and valid. All appropriate 

guidelines and standards have been followed to the fullest extent pos-

sible in each of the following steps: 

- defining interview content 

- developing interview rating scales 

- providing for the instruction of interviewers 

Use of the interview procedures as recommended should aid significantly 

in the identification of candidates with the greatest potential for be-

coming outstanding law enforcement officers. 

However, it must be emphasized that the'interview developed through 

this research has been designed to be used as part of a comprehensive 

employment process. This interview is not designed to be used as the 

sole selection criteria. To achieve maximum benefit from this interview, 

it should be used in a balanced fashion with other valid, job-related 

employment procedures. 
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