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ABSTRACT

Contemporary understandings of the nature of police corruption emphasize the
impact of four factors on the occupational culture of police agencies: agency rulemaking;
corruption control techniques, the police “Code of Silence,” and the pressures placed upon
police agencies by the social and political environment in which they operate. The product
of these factors is an occupational/organizational culture that tolerates - to one degree or
another - certain types and levels of corruption. Just as it is the case that the objective of
enlightened police management is to create an occupational environment that is intolerant
of corruption, the measurement of police integrity involves the measurement of the extent
to which the occupational culture of policing is prepared to tolerate misconduct in its midst.
Measuring this level of tolerance involves measuring how serious officers regard certain
types of corruption, the extent to which the administration is prepared to punish it, the
extent to which officers support punishment of it, and their willingness to report incidents
of it when they come to their attention.

National samples of 1649 Croatian police officers from 41 different police stations
and 3235 U.S. Police officers from 30 different police agencies were surveyed with an
instrument designed to measure their perceptions of the seriousness of misconduct, the
extent to which they support agency discipline of it, and their willingness to report it.
We find that these measures, all of which are different measures of the
tolerancel/intolerance of corruption, are highly correlated within and between both
countries. These findings confirm the thesis that all three measures, seriousness, support
for discipline, and willingness to report are different aspects of the same phenomenon and
may suggest that there is a common understanding of the hierarchy of the seriousness of
corruption in both countries. Be that as it may, the occupational cuiture of policing in
Croatia differs from that in the U.S. in the extent to which it is prepared to tolerate
corruption. In general, Croatian police officers find the types of misconduct we asked
about in our survey to be less serious than U.S. police officers. As well, they expected
less severe discipline for such misconduct than U.S. officers and were prepared to support
far less discipline for most misconduct than their U.S. counterparts. In both countries a
police code of silence exists but grows weaker as the misconduct it covers becomes more
serious. In absolute terms the “Code of Silence” is generally far stronger in Croatia than
in the United States, though there are individual U.S. agencies in which the Code is
extremely strong.

While the capacity to measure the extent to which the occupational culture of
policing tolerates corruption makes possible the cross-cultural and international
comparison of police agencies, an equally important consequence is its ability to provide
an individual agency with a profile of the contours of its own occupational culture. Such
“Integrity Profiles” were prepared for all of the 30 U.S. police agencies that participated in
the survey. Each agency's integrity profile can be described by computing its relative
scores on the six seriousness, discipline, and willingness to report questions. This
presents a portrait to each agency of where it stands on these integrity dimensions relative



to other U.S. police agencies. Although this is the first time we are aware of that anyone
has attempted to measure police integrity in a standardized, quantitative way, and the first
time anyone has attempted to make standardized, quantitative cross-cultural comparisons,
other ways of constructing similar types of scales based upon different integrity scenarios
are, of course, possible. Further experimentation is encouraged, particularly the addition
of a dimension to the survey that seeks to measure the influence of the social and political
environment on integrity.

Finally, it bears emphasis that while the instrument we have created can describe
the integrity profile of a police agency and the contours of its occupational culture with
respect to corruption, it says nothing about how to go about making positive changes in
officer perceptions of the seriousness of corruption, their support for punishment of it, or
their willingness to report it. It should also be added that integrity is but one dimension of
a police agency’s occupational culture, albeit an important one, and by no means the only
dimension of importance.
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1. 0 Introduction

By virtue of the fact that policing is a highly discretionary, coercive activity that
routinely takes place in private settings, out of the sight of supervisors, and before
witnesses who are often regarded as unreliable, it is, as the history of virtually every police
agency in the world bears testimony, an occupation that is ripe with opportunities for
misconduct of many types.! One type of misconduct, corruption - the abuse of police
authority for gain - has been particularly problematic.2 Contributing to the difficulties of
controlling corruption is not only the reluctance of police officers to report corrupt activities
of their fellow officers - a phenomenon sometimes identified as The Code or the Blue
Curtain® - and the reluctance of police administrators to admit the existence of corruption,
but also the fact that the typical corrupt transaction benefits the parties to it and thus
leaves no immediate victim/complainant to report or call attention to it.

Until relatively recently, at least in the United States, the administrative view of
corruption was to see it as largely reflective of the moral defects of individual police
officers* and to fight corruption by carefully screening applicants for police positions,
pursuing defective officers aggressively, and removing them from their police positions
before their behavior spread throughout the agency. Sometimes referred to as the “bad

Histories of police that document the abiding prevalence of corruption are too numerous
to list here. The most thorough scholarly explorations of the temptations to corruption in
contemporary policing include G. Marx, Surveillance (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1991); M. Punch, Conduct Unbecoming: The Social Construction of Police Deviance and Control
(London: Tavistock, 1986); P.K. Manning and L. Redlinger, “The Invitational Edges of Police
Construction,” in C. Klockars and S. Mastrofski (Eds.) Thinking about Police (New York: McGraw
Hill, 1993) pp. 398-412; and J. Rubinstein, City Police (New York: Ballinger, 1973).

2The for gain dimension of corruption typically distinguishes it from other forms of police
misconduct such as brutality. There is, however, debate over whether the definition of police
corruption should include various forms of the use of police authority for police political,
organizational, or strategic gain. See C. Klockars and S.Mastrofski (Eds,) op. cit.; C. Klockars,
Thinking about Police (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1983); L. Sherman, Scandal and Reform
(Berkeley: Univ. Of California Press, 1978); H. Goldstein, Policing a Free Society (Cambridge:
Ballinger, 1977), and H. Goldstein, Police Corruption: Perspective on its Nature and Control
(Washington, DC: The Police Foundation, 1975).

3gee W.K. Muir, Police: Streetcomer Politicians (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1977) and E. Stoddard in C. Klockars (ed.) op. cit.

“The capacity to predict police integrity from psychological testing is extremely limited:
J.E. Taller and LD. Hinz, Performance Prediction of Public Safety and Law Enforcement
Personnel (Springfield, lll: C. Thomas, 1990); E.J. Delattre, Character and Cops (Washington,
D.C.: The American Enterprise Institute, 1989); J. Malouff and N.S. Schutte, “Using Biographical
information to Hire the Best New Police Officers,” (1980) Journal of Police Science and
Administration 14: 256-67; R.E. Daley, “The Relationship of Personality Variables to Suitability for
Police Work,” (1980) DA/ 44:1551-69.
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apple” theory of police corruption, it has been subject to severe criticism in recent years.’

Although high quality research on corruption is severely limited,® contemporary
approachesstress the importance of four dimensions of corruption that go beyond the
understanding of corruption as a problem of the moral defects of individual “bad-apple”
police officers. Unlike the individualistic approach to police corruption, each of these four
dimensions is profoundly social and organizational in nature.

1.1 Organizational Rules

The first of these dimensions is organizational rules and the manner in which they
are made, communicated, and understood. In nations in which police are highly
decentralized (e.g., the United States) police organizations differ markedly in what they
officially prohibit as corrupt behavior.” This is particularly true of marginally or mala
prohibita corrupt behavior such as off-duty employment, receipt of favors, gratuities, small
gifts, free meals, and discounts. The problem is further complicated by the fact that in
many agencies, while official policy formally prohibits such activities, the agency’s
unofficial policy, supported firmly but in silence by supervisors and administrators, is to
permit and ignore such behaviors provided that they are limited and conducted discretely.

1.2 Corruption Control Techniques

The second organizational dimension of corruption is the whole range of activities
police agencies employ to prevent and control it. These include, but are not limited to
education in ethics, proactive and reactive corruption investigation, integrity testing, and
the general deterrence of corruption through the discipline and punishment of offenders.
The extent to which these and other organizational anti-corruption techniques are
employed varies greatly among agencies.

The analytical assault on the understanding of corruption as a problem of individually
defective police officers was begun by Goldstein in op. cit. (1975) and continued in Goldstein, op.
cit. (1977). It has, however, taken more than a decade for most U.S. police agencies to embrace
and begin to act upon Goldstein's pioneering analysis.

¢Spurred at least in part by the national attention given to a corruption scandal in New
York City , documented in The Knapp Commission Report on Police Corruption (New York:
George Brazillier, 1972), the 1970's produced a substantial number of serious studies of police
corruption. Since 1980, scholarly attention to police corruption has been minimal, reflecting, at
least in part, a shift in both public interest and federal funding priorities. This change in research
activity occurred despite the fact that the spread of drug usage during the 1980's created
tremendous new opportunities for corruption. See D.L. Carter, “Drug-Related Corruption of Police
Officers: A Contemporary Typology” (1990) Journal of Criminal Justice 18: 88-98.

7R.J. McCormack, Corruption in the Subculture of Policing: An Empirical Study of Police-
Officer Perceptions. (1986) Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation. See also Muir, op. cit.
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1.3 The Code

The third organizational dimension of corruption has already been mentioned. It
is “The Code” or the “Blue Curtain” - the informal prohibition in the occupational culture of
policing against reporting the misconduct of fellow police officers. Three features of the
Code bear emphasis here:

First, exactly what behavior is covered by the Code varies enormously among police
agencies. In some agencies it may cover only relatively low-level corruption; in others it
may cover corruption of even the most serious degree. Second, the Code not only differs
in the type of behavior it covers but also differs with respect to whom the benefits of its
coverage are extended. In some agencies the Code is largely limited to police partners
who enjoy vis a vis one another, a testimonial immunity that police liken to traditionally
privileged relationships between husband and wife, physician and patient, or attorney and
client. In other departments the benefits of the Code may be extended to all police
officers, even those employed by other agencies. Third and finally, both who and what the
Code covers can vary substantially not only between but within police agencies.
Particularly in large police agencies the occupational culture of integrity can vary
substantially between precincts, task forces, and work groups. Drug enforcement units
can, for example, share a very different code from traffic, juvenile, or patrol units.

While most police administrators probably understand that circumscribing both
whom and what the Code covers should be an administrative priority,® the Code develops
in virtually every police agency as a response to the punitive orientation of the quasi-
military police administrative system. Put too simplistically, quasi-military police
administration works, to the extent it works, by creating hundreds and sometimes
thousands of rules and punishing deviations from those rules severely. Itis a sociological
inevitability that under such administrative and organizational conditions some form of the
Code will evolve.®

1.4 The Influence of Public Expectations on Police Integrity
The fourth and final dimension of police corruption to which contemporary police
theory gives emphasis is the influence of the social and political environment in which

8T Barker and R.O. Wells. “Police Administrator’s Attitudes toward Definition and Control
of Police Deviance” FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin. (1982) 51 (4): 8-16.

90n this and other unfortunate consequences of the quasi-military organization of police
see E. Bittner, The Functions of Police in Modem Society (Chevy Chase, MD: NIMH, 1970) and
Aspects of Police Work (Boston: Boston University Press, 1990); C.B. Klockars, The Idea of
Police (Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1985); T. Jefferson, The Case against Paramilitary Policing
(Milton Keynes, England: Open University Press, 1990); D. Guyot, Policing as though People
Matter (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1991).



The Measurement of Police Integrity 4

police institutions, systems, and agencies operate.'® Even within the same country, as
United States history illustrates, there are areas with long and virtually uninterrupted
traditions of police corruption (e.g. Chicago, New Orleans, Key West), equally long
traditions of minimal corruption (e.g. Milwaukee, Kansas City), and still others that have
undergone repeated cycles of scandal and reform (e.g. New York, Philadelphia). From
such histories we may conclude not only that public expectations about police integrity
exert vastly different pressures on police agencies in different areas but also that public
pressures toward corruption may be successfully resisted.

2.0 Conceptual and Methodological Issues in the Study of Police Corruption

It is, of course, possible to bring many types of theory to the study of police
corruption. It is probably the case that what we have referred to above as the “Bad Apple”
theory of police corruption has survived for so long because it offers certain powerful
organizational and institutional benefits. By conceiving of corruption as a problem of
individually defective officers, it provides not only an attractive explanation for the cause
of corruption but also an obvious program for its cure. It offers the intrinsically appealing
conclusion that corrupt officers are morally, psychologically, or constitutionally different
from other police officers (including their accusers). Moreover, it follows that the cure for
corruption consists of efforts to screen out such defective officers at the entry level, pursue
those who escape that screening or “go bad” later in their careers, and, as they are
discovered, quickly weed them out of the organization, lest they corrupt other officers.
While there is little argument against either the careful screening of applicants or the
vigilant pursuit of corrupt officers, this individualistic understanding of corruption tends to
relieve police administrators from responsibility for their own corruption-relevant decision
making, training, and education as well as their management of the influence of the
political and social environment on corruption.

This is not to say that police administrators and police supervisors are unaware of
the influence of these factors on corruption. They are and they deal with them regularly.
The problem is that an individualistic conception of corruption not only makes it
extraordinarily difficult to talk about such matters but fails to guide or assist administrators
in corruption-related decisions. This is in large part because the problem of corruption
conceived of as a problem of morally defective individuals and insufficiently effective
mechanisms of detection serves to discourage the mature discussion and analysis of the

10Although this understanding is the tacit assumption of virtually all historical studies of
police, it received, to our knowledge, its first systematic exploration by A.J. Reiss, Jr. and D.J.
Bordua in “Environment and Organization: A Perspective on the Police” in D. Bordua, The Police:
Six Sociological Essays (ed.) (New York: John Wiley, 1967) and in A.J. Reiss, Jr. , The Police
and the Public (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971). The specific application of these
principles to police corruption was first advanced by Goldstein in his Police Corruption (1975) and
later in his Policing a Free Society (1977). Both points inform the recent Croatian publication by
J.Sintic (ed.) Uloga policije u demokratskom drustvu (The Role of the Police in Democratic
Society) (Zagreb: Ministry of the Interior: 1995).
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problem.

By contrast, the organizational/occupational culture theoretical approach outlined
above mobilizes a perspective with a variety of fortuitous consequences. The first is that
many of the theoretical questions and issues that emerge from such an approach are of
direct relevance to practical police administration. For example, the corruption theory
advanced above maintains that there is a direct relationship between the punitive
orientation of the quasi-military police administrative system and the abiding presence of
the Code in the occupational culture of policing. Sociologically, one might predict that the
more punitive the administrative orientation is perceived to be by line police officers, the
stronger the Code will be as well.

Police administrators are, however, sharply divided over the perception of
administrative punitiveness they wish to encourage. Some seek to cultivate a reputation
for administrative fairness in discipline and empathy for the line police officer’s lot. They
believe that such a reputation will encourage loyalty to the agency, enhance respect for
the administration, and diminish the perceived need for the Code as a mechanism of
defense. In contrast, other police administrators believe in the virtue of developing a
fearsome disciplinary reputation. They argue that the way to circumscribe the Code is to
make the cost of adhering to it extremely high. It is possible that both strategies are
effective, that neither is, or that one is superior to the other. These are empirical questions
about which, at present, we have no systematic empirical evidence.

Questions and problems of this sort lead to the second virtue of contemporary
organizational/occupational-culture theories of corruption: their amenability to empirical
study. Corruption is extremely difficult to study in a direct, quantitative, empirical manner.
Because most corruption incidents are never reported or recorded, official data on
corruption are better regarded as a measure of police agency anti-corruption activity than
the actual level of corruption. Police officers are unlikely to be willing to candidly report
their own or other’s corrupt activities, even in the face of assurances of confidentiality by
researchers.

In contrast to these limitations on direct study, the major propositions of the
organizational/occupational culture approach to corruption are questions of fact and
opinion that can be explored directly and without anything like the resistance that direct
inquiries about corrupt behavior are likely to provoke. It is, for example, possible to ask
factual questions about officers’ knowledge of agency rules and questions of
officers’opinions about the seriousness of their violation, the punishment they deserve or
are likely to receive, and their estimates of the willingness of officers to report such
behavior without asking them directly about their own or others’ corrupt behavior.

Finally, we should make absolutely explicit the very different goals and visions of
individualistic versus occupational/organizational culture approaches to the understanding
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of corruption and integrity. The individualistic approach envisions the police agency of
integrity to be one from which all of the defective individual officers have been removed
and in which the agency remains vigilant in preventing their entry or emergence. By
contrast, the occupational/organizational culture approach envisions the police agency of
integrity to be one in which the culture of the agency is intolerant of corruption.
Methodologically, the consequences of these different visions are, of course, critical.
Measuring the absence of morally defective police officers and agency vigilance in their
discovery may not be impossible, but the obstacles to it are enormous. Measuring how
seriously officers regard misconduct, how willing they are to support punishment of it, and
how willing they are to tolerate it in silence is well within the capacities of modern social
science. ltis, in fact, the objective of the research effort we will now begin to report.

3.0 The Research Design
In April of 1995 we designed and pretested a questionnaire that sought to

accomplish two ends. First, it sought to answer in a systematic, standardized, quantitative
manner six questions that are crucial to both an organizational/occupational-culture theory
of police corruption and practical police administration:

1. What is the level of knowledge of organizational rules governing corruption?
2. How strongly does the occupational culture condemn the behavior that those
rules prohibit?

3. What punishment is expected for violating those rules?

4. To what extent does the occupational culture support punishment for their
violation?

5. To what extent does the Code shield officers who violate those rules?

6. To what extent do the views of individual police officers depart from the norms
of the occupational culture?

Our second aspiration in designing our questionnaire was to do so in a manner that
would permit its administration cross-culturally. We wished to answer the above six
questions for the police of an entire nation or region as well as an individual police agency.
This aspiration presented some interesting design problems that we shall discuss in some
detail below.

To accomplish both ends we designed a questionnaire that presented eleven brief
scenarios (reproduced in Figure 1 below), describing practices that would be recognizable
to police in any modem, industrial society. Included in these eleven scenarios were nine
that described behavior generally regarded as corrupt, one that described an incident of
intentional use of exessive force, and another that described a behavior--conducting an
off-duty, security system business— that is permitted by policy in some police agencies and
prohibited in others.
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We did not attempt to describe in these eleven case scenarios the full range of
possibilities of police corruption. Our major concerns in the design of the scenarios were
to offer scenarios that would/could be described briefly, represented a range of severity,
and would constitute a believable temptation to patrol officers. We intentionally excluded
corruption scenarios that involved high level administrators, special units, sting operations,
and other areas and types of policing that we could not be confident were common to the
experience of all of our respondents.

Respondents were asked seven questions about each of these scenarios. The
questions (which appear in Figure 2 below) were designed to provide answers to the
seven questions posed in the discussion of the research design above.

It should be noted that six of the questions may be divided into pairs, each of which
appears to ask about a different dimension of an agency's occupational culture. Questions
1 and 2 ask about seriousness; questions 4 and 5 ask about appropriate and expected
discipline; and questions 6 and 7 ask about the Code or willingness to report
misconduct. However, while it is true that at one level each of these pairs of questions
asks about a different aspect of the agency’s occupational culture in a manner consistent
with the occupational culture approach outline above, at another level each of these six
very different questions may be seen as asking the same basic question.

3.1 The Fundamental Measurement Question

That basic question, common to all six questions, is what is level of tolerance for
corruption in the organizational and occupational culture of the agency? All of the
questions ask that fundamental question while trying to control for the phenomenon of “ego
defense.” When one asks respondents about behavior that is less than admirable, there
is a tendency to offer answers that defend the ego of the respondent. If one gives
respondents the opportunity to report their own opinions on such behavior as compared
with those of colleagues or peers, they are likely to report that they are morally superior
to others in their views on such matters. Moreover, while ego defense suggests that
officers may exaggerate their own reported intolerance of corruption, their interest in
having their agency “look good” to researchers or to supervisors might also advise them
to exaggerate the extent to which other officers in the agency are intolerant of corruption.

These motives are, at least in part, reversed, if the question of the extent to which
corruption is tolerated is asked in terms of the willingness to punish it. While “ego
defense” and “agency image” might advise officers to exaggerate what they believe to be
appropriate punishment. However, doing so runs the risk of calling down upon one's head
a level of punishment that is disproportionately severe. While defense of ego or promotion
of image may advise exaggerating support for severe punishment, self-defense advises
officers to understate the punishment they would endorse.
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Figure 1: Corruption Case Scenarios

Case 1.

Case 2.

Case 3.

Case 4.

Case 5.

Case 6

Case 7.

Case 8.

Case 9.

Case 10.

Case 11.

A police officer runs his own private business in which he sells and installs security
devices, such as alarms, special locks, etc. He does this work during his off-duty hours.

A police officer routinely accepts free meals, cigarettes, and other items of small value
from merchants on his beat. He does not solicit these gifts and is careful not to abuse the
generosity of those who give gifts to him.

A police officer stops a motorist for speeding. The officer agrees to accept a personal
gift of half of the amount of the fine in exchange for not issuing a citation.

A police officer is widely liked in the community, and on holidays local merchants and
restaurant and bar owners show their appreciation for his attention by giving him gifts of food
and liquor.

A police officer discovers a burglary of a jewelry shop. The display cases are
smashed and it is obvious that many items have been taken. While searching the shop, he
takes a watch, worth about two days pay for that officer. He reports that the watch had been
stolen during the burglary.

A police officer has a private arrangement with a local auto body shop to refer the
owners of the cars damaged in the accidents to the shop. In exchange for each referral, he
receives a payment of 5% of the repair bill from the shop owner.

A police officer, who happens to be a very good auto mechanic, is scheduled to work
during coming holidays. A supervisor offers to give him these days off, if he agrees to tune-up
his supervisor's personal car. Evaluate the SUPERVISOR'S behavior.

At2 AM. a police officer, who is on duty, is driving his patrol car on a deserted road.
He sees a vehicle that has been driven off the road and is stuck in a ditch. He approaches the
vehicle and observes that the driver is not hurt but is obviously intoxicated. He also finds that
the driver is a police officer. Instead of reporting this accident and offense he transports the
driver to his home.

A police officer finds a bar on his beat which is still serving drinks a half hour past its
legal closing time. Instead of reporting this violation, the police officer agrees to accept a
couple of free drinks from the owner.

Two police officers on foot patrol surprise a man who is attempting to break into an
automobile. The man flees. They chase him for about two blocks before apprehending him
by tackling him and wrestling him to the ground. After he is under control both officers punch
him a couple of times in the stomach as punishment for fleeing and resisting.

A police officer finds a wallet in a parking lot. It contains the amount of money
equivalent to a full-day's pay for that officer. He reports the wallet as lost property, but keeps
the money for himseif.
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Figure 2 - Case Scenario Assessment Options

1.

How serious do YOU consider this behavior to be?

Not at all Very
serious serious
1 2 3 4 5

How serious do MOST POLICE OFFICERS IN YOUR AGENCY consider this behavior to be?

Not at all Very
serious serious
1 2 3 4 5

Would this behavior be regarded as a violation of official policy in your agency?

Definitely Definitely
not yes
1 2 3 4 5

If an officer in your agency engaged in this behavior and was discovered doing so, what if any
discipline do YOU think SHOULD follow.

1. NONE 4. PERIOD OF SUSPENSION
2. VERBAL REPRIMAND WITHOUT PAY
3. WRITTEN REPRIMAND 5. DEMOTION IN RANK

6. DISMISSAL

If an officer in your agency engaged in this behavior and was discovered doing so, what if any
discipline do YOU think WOULD follow.

1. NONE 4. PERIOD OF SUSPENSION
2. VERBAL REPRIMAND WITHOUT PAY
3. WRITTEN REPRIMAND 5. DEMOTION IN RANK
6. DISMISSAL

Do you think YOU would report a fellow police officer who engaged in this behavior?
Definitely Definitely

not yes

1 2 3 4 5

Do you think MOST POLICE OFFICERS IN YOUR AGENCY would report a fellow police
officer who engaged in this behavior?

Definitely Definitely
not yes
1 2 3 4 5

Finally, in the two questions about the “Code,” (questions six and seven) officers
may again see some ego defense in reporting that they would not tolerate certain types
of misconduct in silence. However, it is important to remember that the Code is a moral
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code and ego defense can be achieved in some environments by standing up against
misconduct while in others it can be purchased by showing that one is not a “snitch.” It is
a distinct possibility that in agencies with weak codes of silence, ego defense and agency
image will encourage officers to exaggerate their willingness to report. In contrast, in
agencies with very strong codes ego defense and self image may advise minimizing their
willingness-to-report responses.

Understanding these six different questions as asking the same phenomenon and
understanding that each of the six answers has error properties that tend to offset or
counterbalance one another, invites an extremely powerful research strategy. Employing
multiple measurements of the same thing, each of which has different and countervailing
error properties, is a long standing strategy in the measurement of complex or subtle social
phenomena.

3.2 Issues in the Cross-Cultural Measurement of Corruption

Because we sought to use this questionnaire in cross-cultural applications, special
attention was given to creating case scenarios that were as near as possible culturally-
neutral in the sense that they would describe situations familiar to citizens and represent
equivalent acts in any modern industrial society.

The first problem that a study of corruption (police abuse of authority for gain) faces
in achieving cultural neutrality of this kind is the different meaning of money in different
cultures. A bribe of $50 U.S. has a clearly different meaning to a U.S. police officer who
earns $40,000 per year and an Eastern European police officer who earns the annual
equivalent of $4,000 U.S. Conversion of U.S. currency to the currency of some other
nation at prevailing exchange rates does not solve this problem as the stimulus of a $50
U.S. bribe will be different in the economic life of each officer.

In the scenarios we created that involved monetary, gain we attempted to resolve
this problem by expressing the gain in terms of some local value equivalent. In Case 3 we
describe the value of a bribe for ignoring a speeding violation as worth one half the value
of the fine. In Case 5 we describe the value of a watch taken in an opportunistic theft as
worth about two days pay. Similarly, we describe in Case 6 an auto-repair kickback
scheme as producing a reward for the officer of 5% of the value of the repair.

In addition, in Case 4 we avoided specific mention of occasions that in the U.S. and
some other cultures are occasions for gift-giving to police. Instead of “Christmas” we used
“holiday” on the assumption that respondents in nations without a dominant Christian
tradition (e.g. Israel, Turkey) may still have holidays on which gift-giving to police is not
uncommon.

While the above modifications in our scenarios attempted to make them, as near
as possible, “culturally neutral,” we found that even our best efforts at picking culturally
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common opportunities came up short. For example, we found that in attempting to
translate our scenarios for distribution to a sample of police officers in India, both Case 7
and Case 8 had to be modified to reflect the fact that virtually no line police officers in India
eamed enough to own a car. (We substituted motorbikes.) Similarly, in Poland, bars are
not subject to closing hours. In our Polish survey, the analysis of which is still ongoing and
not discussed in this report, we changed the offense from a late closing to serving
underage drinkers - an offense that is taken quite seriously in Poland though it is widely
ignored elsewhere in Europe.

The most difficult cross-cultural problem we faced was not, however, in removing
culturally-loaded content from the scenarios, but in deciding what options to offer in
response to the questions: “What discipline, if any, do you think the above behavior should
receive?” and “What discipline, if any, do you think the above behavior would receive?”

It was our initial hope that we could offer the same six disciplinary options (none,
verbal reprimand, written reprimand, period of suspension without pay, demotion,
dismissal) we offered to all of our U.S. respondents to respondents from other countries.
Doing so would have made it possible to directly compare levels of both appropriate and
expected punishment across cultural and national lines. However, we soon found that
other countries commonly offered disciplinary options that were either uncommon in the
U.S. (fines) or that failed to offer disciplinary options that were common in the U.S.
(demotion). :

This posed a dilemma. If we offered respondents from other countries with different
disciplinary options the same options we offered to U.S. respondents, we could defend
their “discipline should receive” answers as speculative and hypothetical. However, what
could be said of their answers about discipline that would be received? The question could
force respondents to offer nonsensical responses.

Our resolution of this problem was to forgo any attempt to make the disciplinary
scales identical for all countries surveyed, either in their content or in the number of
options offered. In our Croatian survey for instance, we offered respondents five-options
(1=NONE, 2=PUBLIC REPRIMAND, 3=FINE, 4=SUSPENSION WITHOUT PAY and
5=DISMISSAL.) as opposed to the six options we offered our U.S. respondents. One of
these options, “public reprimand” was unique to the Croatian system; another, fine, was
rarely used in the U.S.; and two common U.S. disciplinary options, verbal reprimand and
demotion, were eliminated from the Croatian survey.

4.0 The Survey Samples

At present the survey instrument has been administered to four different groups of
police officers, one in Croatia, one in Slovenia, one in Poland, and one in the United
States. We have also surveyed U.S., Slovenian, and Croatian college students and police
academy students. The civilian, police academy, Polish and Slovenian surveys are
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currently under analysis and will not be discussed in this report.

4.1 The Sample of Croatian Police Officers

The sample of Croatian police officers is a stratified national sample that includes
a substantial proportion of police officers in the entire country. As the actual number of
Croatian police officers is secret, we are not at liberty to disclose the actual proportion of
the country’s police force we have sampled. Because we were interested in the
occupational culture of policing in different locations, instead of sampling a fraction of
police officers in all police stations, we selected 41 police stations nationally and surveyed
all police officers assigned to each of them. The stations were selected in a manner that
reflected as closely as possible the national distribution of police by region, size, type, and
district.

The questionnaire, a copy of which is attached as Appendix lll, was sent by courier
to each of the police stations. Each questionnaire contained a cover letter from the
researchers. In addition, the Chief of each agency received a letter from the Office of the
Minister of the Interior inviting the chief and police officers to participate in the study.
Police officers received the questionnaire in a sealed envelope and were instructed to
place it in another sealed envelope before returning it to the person in charge of
questionnaire distribution.

The survey yielded a sample of 1649 respondents. The vast majority were full-time
sworn Croatian police officers, but a few were civilians who held administrative or technical
positions within the Croatian police. Most of the police officers in the study (74%) had
been police officers for less than five years, and most (85%) had worked at their present
police station for less than five years. About 19% of the respondents are employed in
supervisory ranks. Most of the police officers reported performing patrol (41 %) or traffic
(21%) assignments. Most work in small (25-75 officer) or medium sized (75 - 200 officer)
police agencies.

4.2 The Sample of U.S. Police Officers

We have surveyed sworn officers in thirty police agencies in the United States. In
total the surveys in these thirty agencies yielded a sample of 3,235 U.S. police officers.
The nature and characteristics of the samples of officers from those agencies are
summarized in Table 1, along with the characteristics of the Croatian sample. Unlike the
Croatian sample which was a systematically selected, stratified national sample, the U.S.
sample was selected by contacting persons in leadership positions with whom we had
previous relationships. In most cases this meant that the chiefs or other members of those
agencies were friends, colleagues, or former students. Thus, the U.S. sample is a
convenience sample, though fairly large and relatively robust.



The Measurement of Police Integrity 13

Table 1 - Characteristics of Croatian and U.S. Police Agency Samples

Agency % of Sample % % Mean
Type National Size Supervisory PatroV Length
Sample Traffic of

| Service
| All Croatian 100% 1649 18.9% 40.8% 3.33yrs.
| Agencies
Croatian 8.80% 145 11.3% 48.9% 3.29 yrs,
Large
Croatian 27.70% 457 17.1% 39.5% 3.23 yrs.
Medium
Croatian 57.10% 941 19.8% 38.5% 3.30 yrs.
Small
Croatian 6.40% 106 27.9% 56.4% 3.33yrs.

Very Small

ALUS. 100% 19.8% 63.1% 4.54 yrs.
Agencies
us. 59.9% 1937 14.8% 64.15% 4.44 yrs,
Very Large I
us. 19.7% 638 23.2% 60.3% 4.69 yrs.
Large
uUs. 9.0% 292 29.9% 59.0% 4.79 yrs.
Medium
U.s. 8.5% 275 30.8% 66.1% 4.66 yrs.
Small

U.s. 2.9% 93 35.9% 64.8% 459 yrs,
Very Small \

We are aware of some systematic biases that may be reflected in our sample. It
includes, for example, no state police agencies, only 1 sheriff's agency, and only 1 county
police agency. Thus, it over represents municipal police agencies. While our sample also
over represents police agencies from the northeastern United States, it does contain
agencies from the South, Southeast, and Southwest, but none from West Coast,
Northwestern, or Midwestern cities.

In each agency we relied upon the efforts of a liaison officer to distribute the
questionnaires and collect those that had been completed. In some agencies this was
done by distributing the questionnaires to all agency personnel through the agency’s
internal mail system and having officers return the questionnaires directly to the liaison
officer. In other agencies the questionnaires were distributed to unit or division
supervisors and they assumed responsibility for distributing and collecting them within their
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units or divisions. In still others, an officer assumed direct responsibility for distributing
and collecting the surveys and did so personally, visiting shifts, and standing by while
officers completed the surveys.

In Table 2 below we report some of the characteristics of our sample of U.S. police
officers for each of the thirty agencies surveyed. In order to prevent identification of
specific agencies we have given only an approximate number of sworn employees. It is
for this reason that we can provide only approximate individual agency response rates.

A second systematic bias probably exists in the U.S. sample. Not all agencies we
approached to participate in the study accepted our invitation. Seven agencies we
approached tumed down our request. Some rejections came straight from the office of the
chief of the agency, others were based on objections from the local police union. Inone
instance we completed a survey of an agency, but before the questionnaires could be
returned to us a union official came into the office of the person who had collected them
and demanded that they be destroyed immediately and before his eyes. Our assumption
is that many if not all of these agencies refused to participate because they believed they
had something to hide. Fear of revealing something untoward was a serious concern to
these agencies despite the fact that we assured them we would keep their participation
confidential, assure all individual respondents of anonymity, and ask only about opinions
and nothing about any actual misconduct. :

This is not to say that our sample does not include troubled police agencies. We
were fortunate to have former students of considerable influence in a number of such
agencies. Some were senior officers who knew how to influence what might otherwise
have been a highly resistant chief. Others were high ranking union officials who eliminated
both potential and actual resistance from that quarter. In one such case a highly influential
union contact granted us entree to an agency to which their powerful union had previously
flatly denied us access.

It is also the case that we approached some agencies knowing that they were quite
receptive to research. Most of them had strong reputations not only as very good police
agencies, but, as part of that reputation, quite honest ones as well. The combined effect
of these systematic biases is that the U.S. sample may, to a degree, disproportionately
represent police agencies that are not only receptive to research but believe that the
survey will not reveal anything that might embarrass them.
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Table 2 - Agency-Specific Characteristics of the Sample of Thirty U.S. Police Agencies

AGENCY | APPROXIMATE AGENCY SIZE SAMPLE APPROXIMATE % % MEAN
NUMBER (SWORN OFFICERS) Sizg: RESPONSE RATE | SUPERVISORS | PATROL | LENGTH
SWORN OF

OFFICERS SERVICE

1 315 171 54% 36.1% 53.7% 433 yrs.

2 510 371 73% 15.4% 58.5% 4.99 yrs.

3 445 387 87% 18.4% 58.1% 4.98 yrs.

4 130 60 46% 18.3% 65.0% 4.40 yre.

| 5 1210 758 63% 12.6% 69.7% 4.03 yre.
6 150 110 73% 27.3% 61.8% 465 yrs.

7 30 27 90% 35.6% 65.4% 5.27 yrs.

8 35 24 69% 39.1% 62.5% 4.13 yrs.

. 9 40 20 50% 40.0% 61.1% 4.85 yrs.
’ 10 15 14 93% 53.8% 61.5% 5.39 yrs.
1 10 6 60% 16.7% 100% 5.33 yrs.

12 20 16 80% 37.5% 75.0% 5.06 yrs.

’ 13 15 1 73% 9.10% 90.9% 3.55 yrs.
‘ 14 65 47 72% 38.3% 63.0% 4.38 yrs.
15 70 37 53% 18.9% 70.3% 4.83 yrs.

16 30 15 50% 40.0% 60.0% 5.53 yrs.

. 17 20 5 25% 100% 25.0% 6.20 yrs.
5 18 985 458 46% 17.7% 57.8% 4.56 yrs.
19 25 20 80% 45.0% 75.0% 458 yrs.

20 105 20 19% 450% 50.0% 4.95 yrs.

21 120 55 46% 22.2% 48.1% 4.89 yrs.

2 150 68 45% 30.9% 60.3% 4.99 yrs.

2 850 350 41% 15.5% 65.9% 4.57 yrs.

24 100 39 39% 38.5% 68.4% 458 yre.

25 385 80 21% 19.2% 84.0% 4.05 yrs.

» 26 45 7 16% 28.6% 57.1% 5.43 yrs.
27 35 2 63% 36.4% 95.5% 464 yrs.

28 25 13 52% - 15.4% 3.31 yrs.

29 25 8 32% 50.0% 62.5% 4.38 yrs.

30 30 16 53% 37.5% 50.0% 4.44 yrs.
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5.0 The Results

In Tables 3 and 5 below we report the summary findings of our U.S. and Croatian
surveys. Tables 4, 6, and 7 present Spearman Rank-Order Correlations for the rank
ordering of the eleven cases..

5.1 Estimates of Seriousness, Appropriate and Expected Discipline, and Willingness
to Report as Common Measures of the Tolerance of Corruption

In general, both the U.S. and Croatian data illustrate that our police officer
respondents were highly consistent in their attitudes toward corrupt behavior: the more
serious they regarded a behavior, the more severely they believed it should and would be
punished, and the more willing they believed they and other officers would be willing to
report it. We argued above that each of the core six questions on the survey - the two
estimates of offense seriousness, the two on discipline, and the two on willingness to
report - may be understood as different ways of asking the same fundamental question:
to what extent is misconduct tolerated? The high correlations between the rank ordering
of responses to all six questions, not one of which falls below .927 in the Croatian sample
or .973 in the U.S. sample, provides strong support for this contention.

5.2 There May Exist a Common Understanding among Police Officers of the
Hierarchy of the Seriousness of Corruption

The high correlation between the rank ordering of answers to all of the six core
questions, not only within but between the Croatian and U.S. samples (Table 7), also
suggests that there may exist something of a shared understanding among police officers
in both countries of the hierarchy of the seriousness of various types of corruption. The
systematic study of this question will, of course, require further research and analyses.
It would, for example, be desirable to distinguish between the effects of “police” culture
from “national” culture by comparing the opinions of civilians, police recruits, and police
officers. The fact that there may be a common understanding between cultures of a
hierarchy of misconduct does not, of course, mean that some countries’ police are less
tolerant of corruption than others nor that some countries’ police do not differ on their
views of the seriousness of certain specific types of misconduct. In fact, even though the
correlation between Croatian and U.S. police officers rank ordering of the types of
behavior described in the cases in the survey was quite high (r = .92, p <.001) there were
a number of instances of substantial difference. In the three sections that follow we
examine those differences.
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Table 4 - Spearman Correlation Coefficients - U.S. Police Officer Rank Ordering of Own
and Others’ Views of Seriousness, Punishment Should and Would Receive and Own and
Others’ Willingness to Report

‘OWNView | OTHERS’ | Punishment | Punishment | < OWN | OTHERS’
of | Viewof | SHOULD | WOULD | Willingness | Willingness
‘Serfousness | Seriousness |  Receive " Receive . | toReport | toReport
1.00
p<.001
I
973 973 P
!
973 973 1.00
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
973 973 982 982
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
||
.980 980 989 989 998
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
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Table 6 - Spearman Correlation Coefficients

20

-Croatian Police Officer Rank Ordering of Own and Others’

Views of Seriousness, Punishment Should and Would Receive and Own and Others’ Willingness to Report
: 'OWN Viewof | OTHERS'View | Punishmont | =~ Punishmemt | ~ OWN ' OTHERS®

.~ Seriowncss | - ofSeriowsncss | SHOULD = | ~ WOULD Willingnoss ;
e T e T Reccive to Report

1.00

p<.001

.964 .964

p<.001 p<.001

946 946 991

p<.001 p<.001 p<.001

975 975 .998 989

p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001

927 927 973 964 970

p<.001 p<.001 p<.r'001 p<.001 p<.001

Table 7 - Spearman Correlation Coefficients - U.S. and Croatian Police Officer Rank Ordering of Own and
Punishment Should and Would Receive and Own and Others’ Willingness

Others’ Views of Seriousness,

| Croatian Officers: n¢ | Croatisn Officers: || Croetian Officers: | Crostian Officers :
= " Vi — Punishment ]~ OWN QOTHERS" @
| WOUuLD | .. Willingncss . ‘Willingness - -
-~ Receive to Report " {o Report
.900 .888 818
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
.900 .888 818
p<.001 p< 001 p<.001
.891 .884 .800
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
.891 .884 .800
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
.891 .893 827
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
907 .906 838
p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
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5.3 Differences between U.S. and Croatian Police Officers’ Perceptions of
Seriousness of Misconduct

On Tables 8 and 9 below we compare the mean value of the responses of U.S. and
Croatian officers’ with respect to their OWN (Table 8) and most OTHER officers’ (Table
9) opinions with regard to offense seriousness. The first finding to which we may call
attention is that there is a statistically significant difference between Croatian and U.S.
samples in the mean valuation of all eleven cases. Given the very large size of the
combined samples 4,473 (3098 + 1375), this is by no means surprising. We may,
however, point out that of the twenty two mean differences in responses displayed on both
tables, eighteen of those twenty two means reflect higher levels of seriousness evaluations
by U.S. than by Croatian officers.

The four differences that find Croatian officers evaluating behavior as more serious
than U.S. officers consist in responses to two questions. The first, Case 1, concerns an
officer who runs an off-duty, security system business. Two thirds of the U.S. police
respondents reported that such behavior was definitely not a violation of policy in their
agency. While such behavior is prohibited in some U.S. police agencies, in Croatia it is
specifically prohibited for all police officers by national law. The second case in which the
Croatian officers find behavior to be more serious than U.S. officers, Case 2, involves
accepting free meals, discounts and small gifts from merchants on one's beat. This
behavior is common, though not universal in the U.S., and many U.S. police agencies
informally if not formally permit it. In fact, 11% of our U.S. respondents reported that such
behavior was definitely not a violation of official policy and another 9.2% reported that they
doubted that it was. Police agencies that permit such behavior generally do so by policy
language that prohibits only the acceptance of small gifts or discounts that are offered in
attempts to influence officer behavior. Such language exempts, at least tacitly, gifts or
discounts offered out of friendship or appreciation for which no reciprocal or preferential
treatment is expected.

While we should expect statistically significant differences because of sample size,
there appear to be six cases in which the differences of opinion on seriousness are not
only statistically significant, but the absolute mean differences are substantial. One of
these is the case of the off-duty security system business (Case 1) noted above. The
other five are: Case 3-Accepting a Bribe from a Speeding Motorist; Case 4-Accepting
Holiday Gifts from Merchants; Case 6-Auto Repair 5% Kickback; Case 9-Accepting Free
Drinks to Ignore a Late Bar Closing; and Case 10- Use of Excessive Force on a Car Thief
after a Chase. All of these cases are evaluated as substantially more serious by U.S. than
Croatian officers.



100> d gLe =4
100>d 6 zlEL .6 Sy 6 660€ 12 S8y
1604 19lleM punog wosj syl - || ased
100>d S Z9¢l €51 £0€ S ¥80¢ Al SOy
65'1C JBIY1 18D UO 82104 DAISSAIXT - O} ISk
100>d 9 1961 [T G8'e 8 ¥80€ 06’ vS'y Buiso|D
oz'8l Jeg aje] asoubj o) s)uu(Q - 6 ased
100" >d £ LIEL Wl 6LC 1 6.0€ 6€°L £0'¢
Z0's JuapI29Y ING “lod Jo dN-13A00 - g 3SBD
Go>d 8 viEL 9z'L 60y 9 ¥80€ vo'L gLy dn
££T -3un} Joj Aepijoy :qo0sia1ddng - L ased
100">d L 99¢L oe’L 98’ L 160€ 06’ oSy
68'GlL Noeqyaiy %s doys seday ojny - g ased
100>d L 69€lL €8’ rAN b £60€ ze S6'V :
9104 YojeM jJO oy suadg WY - G IseD
100">d ! €L€EL ve'l €Lz € 110€ 8e'tL ¥8'Z
ZE9L sjuRy2IB Woij sio AeplioH - y ased
100">d ot GLEL 90'L Wy ol 060€ Iy 6y
€56l jsuojoly Buipaadg woij aqug - ¢ ased
100'>d y 09El 6’ 10 4 860€ vl 09T
8.8 jeag uo ‘sjunoasi(y ‘sjesy 984 - Z Ise)
Sn.va Z GlEL Z5'L 182 L 860€ v6" or't ssauisng
s0°'6e- waysAg Ayunosesg AiINaQ-HO - | 3sed
HNVYH N A3Q 1S X MNYYH N A3Q'1ls X
1S31-1 F1dWYS  NVILVYOND I1dNVS SN uopyduossag pue # ase)
$SaUSNOUag asuadljo
Jo suondaaiad NMO 412y} jo spoday 19210 991jod ueljeold pue "S°N -8 ajqel
7z L)a3ajuy 1[04 JO JUIWAINSBIJA] Y L,




100" >d 606 =4

100'>d 01 19¢} AN ol'y 6 260t 45 69'¥
1431 19jjeM punog uiolj ayj - L} ased
100'>d S £9¢1 or'L 282 S 110¢ 9zt ol¢e
00'02 JBIy 1 JeD U0 32104 BAISSIIXT - O} dseD
100'>d 9 yotl & 8e't 8 080¢ 20t 1A 4
yo'€z Buisojn Jeg aje atoubj 03 syuuQ - ¢ aseD
100'>d £ 69¢t! [A G9'C 14 G.0¢ 7' 98'C
l6'Y Juapid9y ING 'Iod Jo dn-19A0) - g ased
100'>d 8 elel yZ'i 9l't 9 }80¢ 1] 96'¢
10°S dn-aunj} Joj Aepyjoy :10SjAl1adng -  ase)d
100">d FA 99¢} gt 0s'e L 180¢€ 86’ 1T A 4 .
6164 NoeqydI) %S doys Jjeday ony - g ased
100'>d b 19t} L8 1150 4 (39 680¢ 14 88’y
1Z'8l YOJeM JO 3oy | dulddg BWILD - § 3SB)
100°>d } 2igl 4 602 € S.0t 8T’} 92
So'cl SJUBY2IIN W0} SIS ABpIOH - § ase)
100">d 6 PFAA Si'l 16 0l 980¢ r4A*) 13:3 4
89°L2 ysuojop Buipaadg wioyj aqug - ¢ ased
100">d 14 9s¢el e} W Z 980¢ L 344
85'6- jeag uo ‘'sjunoasiq ‘sjesiy sald - Z ased
100°>d Z 89¢i e 1394 } S80¢ i) 8yl
8l'9¢- ssauisng waysAs Ajunsaeg Aing-0 - | 9sed
MNVY| N | A3Q 1S X ANVY N A3als| X
1S31-1 F1dWVS NVILYOND I1dWVS SN uonduosaq pue # ased

$S2USNOLIAS 8SUAYQ Jo suondaniad .SHIII440 ¥IHLO Jo sHoday Jao1Q 831jod ueleold pue "S'n -6 djqel

€Z

Ai8apu] 1[0J JO JUIWAINSBIA] Y I,



The Measurement of Police Integrity 24

5.3.1 The Seriousness of Accepting a Bribe From a Speeding Motorist

In evaluating whether a statistically significant difference in mean seriousness
scores also signaled a real and meaningful difference of opinion, we used a rather
arbitrary standard of at least a 0.6 difference in the mean scores. Employing this standard,
the difference in mean scores of 0.9 for both U.S. and Croatian officers’ estimates of other
officer’s opinions of the seriousness of this offense bears highlight. This dramatic
difference in means is not found in officer's own perceptions of the seriousness of the
offense, but the .45 difference in those scores also suggests that Croatian officers may
well be more tolerant of this type of corruption than their U.S. counterparts. As we have
no cultural explanation for why this may be so, we believe it simply reflects a greater
tolerance for this type of behavior among Croatian than U.S. police.

5.3.2 The Seriousness of Accepting Holiday Gifts from Merchants

U.S. police officers reported that accepting holiday gifts from merchants was, in their
own opinion, an offense of 2.84 seriousness on a five point scale. On the same scale,
their ranking of the opinion of most other officers in their agencies averaged a mean score
of 2.64. By contrast Croatian officers mean seriousness score for their own opinion was
2.13 and for other officers in their station 2.09. This is a difference in means of .71 for
officers’ own opinions and .55 for other officer opinions. On the basis of both of these
findings we conclude that Croatian officers find this behavior meaningfully less serious
than U.S. officers.

Although accepting such gifts is prohibited by policy in Croatia, this difference may
reflect a degree of Croatian cultural support for it. It is, for example, customary in Croatia
to give holiday gifts to service providers such as physicians, dentists, and teachers.
Giving holiday gifts to police officers may be understood as an extension of this practice.

5.3.3 The Seriousness of a Five Percent Kickback Deal with an Auto Body Shop
Mean differences in the U.S. and Croatian evaluations of the seriousness of a police
officer participating in a 5% kickback arrangement with an auto body shop are .64 for
officer's own perceptions of seriousness and .75 for other officer's perceptions of
seriousness. Although this substantial difference might be understood as, in part,
reflecting cultural differences in expectations toward gift giving, it is, like accepting a bribe
from a speeding motorist, a behavior that is simply regarded as less serious by Croatian
than U.S. police officers. :

5.3.4 The Seriousness of Accepting Free Drinks to Ignore Late Bar Closing

Mean differences in the U.S. and Croatian evaluations of the seriousness of a police
officer accepting free drinks to ignore a late bar closing are .69 for officer's own
perceptions of seriousness and .90 for other officer's perceptions of seriousness.
Responses from the Croatian sample indicate that this behavior is sometimes defended
by Croatian officers as helpful to the cultivation of bar owners as informants. It may also
reflect, in part, a difference between U.S. and Croatian attitudes toward alcohol
consumption and regulations that control it.
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5.3.5 The Seriousness of the Use of Excessive Force on a Car Thief after a Foot
Pursuit

After Case 1 - the off-duty security system business scenario that reflected a
substantial difference in U.S. and Croatian law and policy - Case 10 (describing the use
of excessive force on a car thief after a foot pursuit) reflected the largest differences in
mean seriousness scores between U.S. and Croatian officers. Those differences were
1.02 for officer’s own perceptions of seriousness and 1.02 for other officers’ perceptions
of seriousness. lt is clear that Croatian officers regard this behavior as substantially less
serious than U.S. officers.

We should add that use of excessive force on resistant perpetrators has, at least
historically, been customary in many U.S. police agencies and, as we shall show below,
is still strongly supported in some of the U.S. agencies we surveyed. Although we have
no systematic evidence to support such a speculation, it may be that this difference is
magnified by the recent public outcry following a number of high profile use of excessive
force incidents in the U.S. Whether that difference in attitude is temporary or has changed
general U.S. police norms for the long term remains to be seen.

5.4 Differences between U.S. and Croatian Police Officers’ Perceptions of
Appropriate and Expected Discipline for Misconduct

As discussed above both our Croatian and U.S. respondents were asked to select
the discipline that would be appropriate for the behavior described in each case. As
explained earlier, the choice of answers available in two countries depended on the legal
and disciplinary systems of each country. Because the answers given in the two countries
are not on the same scale, it is not meaningful nor indeed possible to compare them by
using standard statistical tests. However, we can compare the answers by using numerical
methods that make only very modest assumptions.

Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13 summarize the U.S. and Croatian responses by
displaying the percent distribution of both countries’ officers’ estimates of appropriate
(“should receive") and expected (“would receive”) discipline. In order to compare the
results from the two countries, we needed to find some "common language” that would
permit us to examine the results from both countries simultaneously. To do so, we decided
to collapse the discipline options on the scales for both countries to one that could be
treated as common to both. We did so by classifying disciplinary options as "no
discipline," "some discipline less than dismissal" and "dismissal." The two ends of this
very crude common scale (no punishment and the most serious punishment) are more
robust to the variations in each country than any other punishment on either of the scales.

This three part common scale permits us to display in graphic form comparisons of
officers’ opinions on appropriate and expected discipline for each of the eleven case
scenarios. Charts 1-11 (page 32-35) display these graphic comparisons.
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Considering all eleven charts, two general features bear comment. The first is that,
with the exception of Case 1 (off-duty security system) and Case 2 (free meals, discounts
on beat), U.S. police officers support and expect more severe discipline for the misconduct
we asked about than their Croatian counterparts. The second is that in only one case,
Case 5 (Theft of a Watch from a Crime Scene), and that by the slimmest of margins. did
Croatian officers expect to be disciplined with dismissal. Moreover, in no case did the
majority of Croatian respondents support dismissal for any of the types of misconduct we
described in our survey. By contrast, the majority of U.S. police officers expected and
thought dismissal was the appropriate punishment for Case 3 (Accepting a Bribe from a
Speeding Motorist); Case 5 (Theft of a Watch from a Crime Scene), and Case 11 (Theft
of Money from a Found Wallet). In the bribe case the majority of U.S. officers thought that
suspension without pay would be the punishment - a punishment which, in the opinion of
the majority of U.S. officers, was too lenient.

Inspection of the eleven charts also reveals that in six cases there is a distinctly
visible difference in the discipline U.S. and Croatian officers believe is expected and
appropriate. We should like to comment on each of those six cases separately.

5.4.1 Case 1 - Differences in Expected and Appropriate Discipline for Running an
Off-Duty Security System Business

Just as U.S. and Croatian officers reported differences in their estimates of the
seriousness of the case involving a police officer running an off-duty security system
business, they also differed in the discipline they endorsed. More than 80% of our U.S.
respondents found no discipline appropriate and more than 70% expected no discipline
would be given. In contrast more than 55% of Croatian officers thought that some
discipline should be given for this offense and nearly 70% believed that at least some
discipline would actually be given. As we explained above in our discussions of
perceptions of offense seriousness, these disciplinary differences are largely a reflection
of differences in law and policy. It may, however, be noted that despite the fact that
running such an off-duty business in Croatia would be a violation of Croatian law, nearly
45% of Croatian police officers believed it did not merit any discipline whatsoever, and
more than 30% believed that it would not be punished at all, even if it were discovered.

5.4.2 Case 3 - Differences in Expected and Appropriate Discipline for Accepting
a Bribe from a Speeding Motorist

More than half of the U.S. respondents thought dismissal was both appropriate and
should be expected for accepting a bribe from a motorist of half the value of the fine to
ignore a speeding violation. Only a quarter of Croatian officers thought they would be
dismissed for such an offense and just slightly more than one in five thought dismissal was
the appropriate discipline for this offense. As was the case with the similar findings with
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Chart 4: Discipline for Case 4 -- Holiday Gifts from
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Chart 7: Discipline for Case 7 -- Supervisor: Holiday for
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Chart 8: Discipline for Case 8 -- Cover-Up of Police DUI
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Chart 10: Discipline for Case 10 -- Excessive Force on

Percent Car Thief
of respondents
100% .
90%
80% .
70% ; B Dismissal
60% . ; m
50% BSome
40% J : . U None
30% -
20% |
10%
0% v . - .
USA USA CROATIA CROATIA
should would should would
receive receive receive receive
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respect to U.S. and Croatian officers’ perceptions of the seriousness of this offense, we
do not know of any specific cultural conditions that might explain this difference. |t
appears to be the case that the occupational culture of the Croatian police is simply far
more tolerant of this type of behavior than is the occupational culture of the U.S. police.

5.4.3 Case 4 - Differences in Expected and Appropriate Discipline for Accepting
Holiday Gifts from Merchants

More than 60% of Croatian police officers thought that receiving holiday gifts from
merchants ought to receive no discipline and more than half predicted that if it were
discovered it would receive no discipline. Less than a quarter of U.S. police officers
thought such behavior should go undisciplined and less than 1 in 5 thought it would
actually go undisciplined, if it were discovered. As was the case with U.S. and Croatian
officers’ perceptions of offense seriousness, this difference may at least in part be a
reflection differences in cultural attitudes toward gift giving.

5.4.4 Case 5§ and Case 11 - Differences in Expected and Appropriate Discipline for
Theft of a Watch from a Crime Scene and Theft of Money from a Found Wallet

According to both U.S. and Croatian responses, Case 5-the theft of a watch from
a crime scene-was the most serious offense we asked about in our survey. With respect
to their own opinion of its seriousness, both Croatian and U.S. officers assessed the
offense to be of about equal seriousness. The same is true of stealing money from a
found wallet. Croatian officers assessed it to be the second most serious offense, while
U.S. officers ranked it third, only slightly behind accepting a bribe from a speeding motorist
in terms of its seriousness. However, while about 80% of the U.S. respondents thought
that dismissal was the punishment a police officer should and would receive for theft from
a crime scene, half of the Croatian officers believed that dismissal would be too severe a
punishment. Likewise while more than 55% of U.S. police officers believe that dismissal
was both appropriate and to be expected for stealing money from a found wallet, only
slightly more than a quarter of the Croatian respondents thought discipline of that severity
was either appropriate or likely. While hese findings indicate to us more tolerance for
serious misconduct in the occupational culture of Croatian policing, there is no evidence
that Croatian police administrators are willing to place any more disciplinary pressure on
this type of behavior than most Croatian police officers think appropriate.

5.4.5 Case 10 - Differences in Expected and Appropriate Discipline for Use of
Excessive Force on a Car Thief after a Foot Pursuit

The dramatic difference in U.S. and Croatian police officers’ perceptions of the
seriousness of using excessive force on a car thief after a foot pursuit, was reflected in
their difference of opinion about both appropriate and expected discipline. More than a
third of Croatian officers thought such behavior should receive no discipline whatsoever
and more than a quarter believed that it would go totally unpunished if discovedred. Less
than 6% of U.S. officers agreed that no punishment was appropriate and less than 4%
thought no punishment would follow. Only about 3% of Croatian officers predicted
dismissal as a disciplinary consequence while more than 18% of U.S. officers thought
dismissal would be the discipline most likely to be meted out.
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5.4.6 - Cross-Cultural Differences in Expected and Appropriate Discipline: Some
Methodological Reconsiderations

Before leaving the topic of cross-cultural differences in expected and appropriate
discipline, some reconsideration of four measurement issues is in order. The first is that
our choice to limit the Croatian survey to the five formally permitted legal disciplinary
options may have imposed a distortion that is unjustified. By failing to give Croatian
officers the option to select “verbal reprimand,” a disciplinary option that is not legally
provided in Croatia though it inevitably occurs, we almost certainly forced some of our
respondents into choosing the “no discipline” more frequently than they might otherwise
have done. We have corrected this problem in subsequent cross-cultural applications of
the survey.

Secondly, our decision to offer U.S. officers the demotion option was unnecessary
in ten of the eleven case scenarios involving patrol officers. We are tempted to suggest
its elimination, except for the fact that it was highly appropriate to offer it as a choice in
Case 7, in which a supervisor offers a line officer a holiday day off if he will agree to tune
up the supervisor's car. Future applications of the survey approach employing alternative
or additional examples of misbehavior by police officers of supervisory or administrative
rank justify retention of this option.

Third, there is case that may be made to exclude answers about the discipline one
would receive from the portrait of an agency's occupational culture. The argument would
be that the discipline one would receive is more reflective of administrative or supervisory
effort to change the occupational culture of an agency than it is of the culture of that
agency. We do not doubt that there are times and places when this is so. However, the
very high correlation between officer opinions on discipline that one should and one would
receive emphasizes that expected discipline is at least as fully part of the occupational
culture as it is a tool to change it.

Finally, the question of whether or not the identical disciplinary options are in fact
cultural equivalents remains moot. Is it possible that the reluctance of Croatian police to
discipline with dismissal is more a reflection of the dire consequences of dismissal on the
dismissed police officer than tolerance of serious misconduct? It is very difficult to find
- employment in Croatia. For a police officer dismissed for theft or bribery, it may be nearly
impossible.

5.5 Differences between U.S. and Croatian Police Codes of Silence: Police Officers’
Estimates of their Own and Other Officers’ Willingness to Report Misconduct

All of our respondents were asked to estimate how likely they and most other
officers in their police agency would be to report a fellow police officer who engaged in the
behavior described in the each of the case scenarios. We have calculated means for each
of the scenarios and ranked these scenarios with respect to the mean of the estimated
willingness to report. Because these responses are arrayed on a five point interval scale,
we can analyze both relative willingness to report (the ranks) and absolute willingness to
report (the means) in a manner analogous to that in which we considered their estimates
of relative seriousness.
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As was reported above, the correlation between the ranks of willingness to report,
seriousness, and discipline was quite high both within each country and between
countries. However, as the results in Tables 14 and 15 show, there were systematic and
substantial differences in each country’s officers’ estimates of their absolute willingness
to report. As might be expected because of the very large sample size, there were
statistically significant differences in the evaluation of all of the scenarios, both in officers’
own and their estimates of most other officers’ willingness to report.

5.5.1 The Strength of the U.S. and Croatian Police Codes of Silence

Before examining the individual differences in both countries’ police codes of
silence, we should like to underscore the fact that in both the U.S. and Croatia the code
of silence among police appears to be very strong. In both countries respondents were
asked to estimate the likelihood that they and most other officers would report the
misconduct in question using a five point scale. Circling a “1" on the scale indicated a
respondent would “definitely not” report an offense, while circling a “5" indicated the
respondent “definitely” would. On this scale, the mean score of U.S. officers exceeded 4.0
in only three of the eleven cases, one involving bribery and the other two involving theft.
When U.S. officers were asked how likely most other officers in their agency were to report
misconduct, only one case - Case 5 involving theft of a watch from a crime scene, earned
a mean value higher than 4.0.

While the police code of silence is quite strong among U.S. police, it is even
stronger among their Croatian counterparts. With respect to officers’ estimates of both
their own and most other officers’ willingness to report misconduct, none of the scenarios
eamned a mean score of 4.0 or more and only four of the scenarios earned a mean score
of 3.0 or more on the five point scale.

5.5.2 Differences in the Contours of the U.S. and Croatian Police Codes of Silence

In general, the major difference in the code of silence as it exists among U.S. and
Croatian police is that while the Code is strong among U.S. police, it is substantially
stronger among Croatian officers. There are, however, three cases that stand as relatively
minor exceptions to this rule. The first is Case 1 - the case involving an officer who runs
an off-duty security system business. Croatian officers report a substantially higher
willingness to report this behavior, a difference that is totally attributable to the fact that the
vast majority of our U.S. respondents indicated that it is not prohibited. The second case
in which Croatian officers reported a statistically significant greater willingness to report
was Case 2 - involving an officer who accepts free meals and discount from merchants on
his beat. While this difference exceeds half a point with respect to officers’ estimates of
most other officers’ willingness to report, it falls to a largely meaningless 0.2 difference on
officers’ estimates of their own willingness to report. None of these differences are
practically meaningful given the very low absolute range of all of these means (x =1.82,
2.38, respectively). Finally, there was a statistically significant but no meaningful
difference in U.S. and Croatian police officers’ willingness to report a fellow police officer
who was involved in a minor drunk driving accident (Case 8). In both the U.S. and Croatia,
respectively police officers were equally quite unlikely to report such an incident (x =2.09,
2.34).
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5.6 The Meaning of National Measurements and Cross-Cultural Comparisons of
Police Integrity

The ability to measure the integrity of a nation’s police invites consideration of the
value of such a measurement, of its meaning, and of its potential uses and abuses. One
major and obvious virtue is in its academic applications. The ability to measure in fairly
precise terms the tolerance of a nation’s police for corruption, the strength and contours
of its code of silence, its support for discipline, and the degree to which it understands
certain behaviors to be corrupt and finds them offensive, permits academic description and
discussion of a nation’s police in ways that were previously not possible. Such a device
should permit the measurement of changes in integrity over time and does, as has been
demonstrated above, permit the comparison of integrity in one nation’s police with that of
another.

Although the capacity to measure police integrity confers an ability to speak about
it in new ways, at the same moment that it does so it invites and provokes two rather subtle
vices. Almost certain to infect most well meaning discussions of integrity, those vices are
best kept in check by exposing them to the light of examination. The first is the vice of
assuming that one cannot get too much of a good thing (like integrity) and the second is
the vice of assuming that more of a good thing (like integrity) is always better.

If a nation's police permits its officers to run off-duty security businesses, accept
free-meals, discounts, and small gifts on holidays, and shows “professional courtesy” to
fellow officers who drink and drive, it may be said of that police that they are more tolerant
of behavior that officers in another nation would call corrupt. Moreover, both that virtuous
nation’s officers and its academics would have no difficulty describing the nation where
such corrupt practices are common as having police of lesser integrity than their police.
In fact, the measurement device created above not only permits them to reach that
conclusion but to do so with both precision and authority. To that conclusion must be
added the caveat that to establish that one nation’s police is more tolerant of what another
calls corruption and is, therefore, of less integrity, does not necessarily imply that they are,
in any sense, a worse police nor that they ought to aspire to be more like their counterparts
of higher integrity.

A difference, even in a "good" like integrity or a “bad" like corruption, is not
necessarily better or worse. The argument that one nation’s police is inferior to another’s
and should change to be more like the other in terms of integrity can, of course, be made.
Doing so requires both a political and moral discussion and analysis. Such discussions
are beyond the scope of this research paper and no such conclusions are implicit in the
measurement device presented above. The problem we seek to raise and illuminate by
these comments is only that when describing police agencies as more or less tolerant of
“corruption” and of greater of lesser “integrity” it is almost impossible to do so without
automatically making either the equivalent of being better or worse.

If the first virtue of creating a capacity to measure a nation’s police integrity is to
enhance and enrich academic and analytical discussion, the second is starkly practical
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and political. The capacity to measure integrity inevitably invites attempts to enhance it
and provides both targets for those who would do so and a means of assessing the
success of their efforts. Because it invites moral and political conclusions and actions
based upon them, it would seem that this second virtue of the capacity to measure police
integrity is fundamentally at odds with the first. It is not The second virtue of the capacity
to measure a nation’s police integrity derives from the fact that all measurements are
human, by which is meant that they exist in a social, political, and moral environment in
which people will, as they deem appropriate, make use of them. Such uses might well
include attempts to make the occupational culture of either or both the U.S. and Croatian
police less tolerant of corruption, more supportive of punishing it, and more willing to report
it. We should also expect as a direct consequence of the capacity to measure a nations
police integrity both argument and action to defend the status quo. We should, however,
not be surprised to find that the capacity to measure integrity inspires efforts to “loosen-up’
strictures on a nation’s police, permit citizens to show their appreciation of them with small
gifts, permit them to show special compassion when fellow officers misbehave, and support
them when they engage in or turn a blind eye to a bit of deserved street justice.

As was the case with the first, academic virtue of the capacity to measure the
integrity of a nation’s police, this second practical and political virtue is also subject to two
vices. The first is national prejudice-the invidious assumption that the way our nation
understands an issue and acts on it is automatically preferable to the way another nation
sees and does things. The social sciences have long played a special role in controlling
this vice and, hopefully, they will continue to do so. The second vice is slightly more
problematic. It is the failure to remember that the concept of the integrity of nation’s police
is a fiction. While it is a useful fiction for some purposes, it tends to mask the diversity that
composes it. It is the unmasking of this diversity to which we will now attend.

6.0 Domestic Applications of the Measurement of Police Integrity: Individual Agency
Integrity Profiles

In order to examine the diversity that composed the national measure of police
integrity we employed above, we created for each of the 30 U.S. agencies surveyed, an
“Integrity Profile.” Each of these integrity profiles was prepared as if it were a report toa
member of the agency, and, in fact, a copy of each of these integrity profiles was sent to
each agency. It summarizes the survey responses of officers in that agency and analyzes
those responses in ways that we believe might prove helpful. The profile is designed to
promote an understanding of that agency’s occupational culture of integrity and how it
compares to the those of other agencies. Complete copies of all thirty of these individual
agency integrity profiles are included in Appendix I. What follows is a description of how
these integrity profiles were created, what considerations went into their creation, and how
the measures employed in them were developed.

Each integrity profile begins with a description of the survey that includes a
presentation of all eleven case scenarios and six questions that all respondents were
asked about each of them: two about their own and most other officers’ perceptions of
seriousness, two about appropriate and expected discipline; and two about their own and
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most other officers’ willingness to report the behaviors. Each integrity profile then presents
three tables. The first displays the rank, mean, and standard deviation of that agency’s
responses to the two questions about seriousness for each of the eleven case scenarios.
The second does the same for the two discipline questions (except that it lists the modal
discipline for rank), and the third presents the same information about willingness to report.
Each of these tables also includes comparable information summarizing the responses
from agencies of similar size and from the national sample. These tables permit a case-
by-case comparison of the seriousness, punishment, and willingness to report responses
of each individual agency. Responses were reported in this way, rather than in a single
summary table, in order to include in each table, for purposes of comparison, the same
information about agencies of similar size and about the entire national sample.

For purposes of discussion and illustration we have reproduced six of these
individual agency summary tables immediately below. The first three, Tables 16, 17, and
18, are from Agency 2. It is a very large municipal agency of approximately 510 sworn
officers with both a national and local reputation for a high level of integrity. The second
three tables (Tables 19, 20, and 21) are reproduced from the integrity profile of Agency 23.
It is also a very large municipal agency of approximately 850 sworn officers. Agency 23
has a long history of scandal, and despite various efforts at reform, continues to carry a
local and national reputation as a corrupt police agency. As we shall see, our analysis will
give strong, detailed, and specific support to the reputations of both agencies, but it will
also show some features that these two very different police agencies have in common.

6.1 Integrity Profiles: Individual Agency Similarities and Differences in Perceptions
of Seriousness

After reviewing the central components of the survey and presenting the agency
with three tables that summarized its responses along with those from agencies of similar
size and the national sample, the integrity profile then begins to advise the reader about
what to look for in the summary tables. With respect to seriousness we found that in every
U.S. agency we surveyed officers reported their own perceptions of the seriousness of the
behavior were higher than that of most officers in the agency. It was on the basis of this
finding that we included the following statement in all thirty integrity profiles:

Officers in your agency as well as officers in similar agencies and in the
national sample consistently underestimate how serious other police officers in
the agency regard the incidents of misconduct we asked about in the survey.

The first thing you should notice is that officers in your agency consistently
UNDERESTIMATE how serious most officers in your agency regard the behavior
described in the cases in the survey. You will note that we found the same thing to
be true in agencies that were similar to your agency as well as in the national sample.
This finding could suggest that - even though the survey was confidential - officers
who filled out the surveys may have tried to make themselves “look good” (perhaps
to themselves?) by saying that their own personal estimates of seriousness were
higher than they actually were. This is a possibility, but there is another that is also



The Measurement of Police Integrity 43

worth considering.

That possibility is that the “police culture” discourages individual officers
from disclosing their true feelings about the misconduct of officers. If this is so, then
our finding about your agency, similar agencies, and the national sample suggests that
there is a greater amount of intolerance for misconduct in police agencies than even
most police officers realize. In any case, the systematic difference in answers to these
questions show that officers know the difference between right and wrong. This
finding suggests that an officer, supervisor, or administrator who stands up against
misconduct may well find more support than he or she expects.

Although this discussion admits the possibility of an alternative explanation, it
concludes by offering what some might consider to.be an overly generous interpretation
of a finding that might alternatively be described as respondents systematically inflating
estimates of their perceptions of offense seriousness out of a need for ego defense. Even
if this is so, their need for ego defense is evidence of the extent to which they feel the
pressure of norms prohibiting the conduct about which they were asked. In which case,
this is the source of the unanticipated support that an officer, supervisor, or administrator
who stands up against misconduct may well find.

This excerpt, phrased in this way, also permits us to begin each integrity profile with
a modestly positive finding. Immediately following it, we were able to call attention to
another relatively positive finding - that for all agencies surveyed there was a high
correlation between that agency’s rank ordering of the seriousness of the behavior
described in our survey and the rank ordering in both the entire national sample and the
sample of similar agencies. We did so with the following paragraphs:

Officers in your agency rank ordered the seriousness of misconduct quite
similarly to officers in our national sample.

The next thing you may notice about Table A1 (reproduced here as Tables 16 and 19,
respectively) is that the ranking offered by officers in your agency of their views of
the seriousness of the behavior described in each case was very similar to the national
ranking. What this means is that officers in your agency share an understanding
of the relative seriousness of the types of misconduct described in the survey that
was very similar to police officers across the United States.

Although the table presenting seriousness scores in each integrity profile included
both the mean and standard deviation for the agency, similar agencies, and the national
sample, it probably failed to communicate much meaning to differences in absolute scores-
-even to a reader who studied them closely. Although each integrity profile urges readers
to inspect the differences in their agency’s mean seriousness scores and those for the
comparable agencies and the national sample, we concluded that a more compact
description of the absolute scoring of each agency was necessary. For agencies like
Agency 2, with relatively high seriousness scores, the following passage appeared in their
integrity profile:
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We urge you to look very carefully at the mean seriousness scores officers in
your agency assigned to each of the eleven cases and compare them to the mean
scores from the sample of similar agencies and the entire national sample. Doing so
will permit you to see the specific ways in which your agency differs from most other
agencies. You will find, overall, that your officers consistently rated the cases we
asked about as MORE serious than officers from other agencies. When we ranked
all thirty police agencies we surveyed from the highest (# 1) to the lowest (# 30) in

terms of seriousness scores, your agency came out of 30 agencies in terms
of officer’s own estimates of seriousness and out of 30 in terms of officer’s

estimates of how serious most officers in your agency would rate them.

You should be pleased by these findings. The best way we know to control
corruption and abuse in any police agency is to create an environment among officers
in that agency that is intolerant of it. A key component of such an environment is the
belief among officers that such behavior is wrong. Officers in your agency feel more
strongly about the seriousness of the behavior we asked them about than do officers
in at least two thirds of the agencies we surveyed.

For agencies like Agency 23, with relatively low seriousness scores, a passage
similar to the following appeared in their integrity profile:

We urge you to look very carefully at the mean seriousness scores officers in
your agency assigned to each of the eleven cases and compare them to the mean
scores from the sample of similar agencies and the entire national sample. Doing so
will permit you to see the specific ways in which your agency differs from most other
agencies. You will find, overall, that your officers consistently rated the cases we
asked about as LESS serious than officers from other agencies. When we ranked
all thirty police agencies we surveyed from the highest (# 1) to the lowest (# 30) in
terms of seriousness scores, your agency came out ___out of 30 agencies in terms
of officer’s own estimates of seriousness and __ out of 30 in terms of officer’s
estimates of how serious most officers in your agency would rate them.

You should NOT be pleased by these findings. The best way we know to
control corruption and abuse in any police agency is to create an environment among
officers in that agency that is intolerant of it. A key component of such an
environment is the belief among officers that such behavior is wrong. Officers in your
agency feel less strongly about the seriousness of the behavior we asked them about
than do officers in at least two thirds of the agencies we surveyed.
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Seriousness of Misconduct
Table 16 (Agency 2) - Agency Response Prof le - Seriousness Rank, Mean, and Standard
Deviation of Responses, Very Large Agencies

"t

Your Agency Simiiar Agencies Nationnl Sample ;
|
| Case # & Seriousness Seriousness Seriousness Seriousness Seriousness Seriousness ;
Description Own Other Own Other Own Opinion | Other
p - - . - - -
’ Opinion Officers Opinion Opinion Officers
Case 1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1
Mean=1.57 Mean=1.51 Mean=1.48 Mean=1.49 Mean=1.46 Mean=1.48
g;cmDmBmm SD=1.04 SD=0.86 SD=0.95 SD=0.87 SD=0.94 SD~0.87
USINCSS '
Case 2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2
Mean=3.04 Mean=2.53 Mean=2.34 Mean=2.08 Mean=2.60 Mean=2.31
Free Meals and SD=1.28 SD=1.12 $D=1.30 SD=1.12 SD=1.33 SD=1.17
Case 3 Rank=9.5 Rank=9 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10
Bribe from Mean=4.94 Mean=4.82 Mean=4.91 Mean=4.78 Mean=4.50 Mean=4.81
Sverding Motorist SD=036 SD=0.50 SD=0.41 SD=0.54 $D=0.90 SD=0.52
peeding Motori
Case 4 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=3
idav Gifts f Mean=3.07 Mean=2.73 Mean=2.65 Mean=2.45 Mean=2.84 Mean=2.64
' ﬁ.;rchdayhants SD= 131 SD=1.19 SD=1.36 SD=1.25 SD=1.38 SD=1.28
I Case 5 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11
i Theft of Watch Mean=4.97 Mean=4.93 Mean=4.95 Mean=4.88 Mean=4.95 Mean=4.88
z Cri SD=0.32 SD=0.38 $D=0.36 SD=0.46 $D=0.32 SD=0.45 1
I Case 6 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=7
- Mean=4.58 Mean=4.31 Mean=4.46 Mean=4.20 Mean=4.50 Mean=4.25
;%ﬁtkm SD=0.77 SD=0.90 SD=0.92 SD=1.01 SD=0.90 SD=0.98
(]
Case 7 Rank=5 Rank=5 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=6
- Mean=4.16 Mean=3.85 Mean=4.14 Mean=3.90 Mean=4.18 Mean=3.96
gupﬁﬁday“moﬁ,ofﬁm SD=1.01 SD=1.10 SD=1.05 SD=1.11 SD=1.04 $D=1.10
(o] or
Auto Tune Up
Case 8 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=4
! Cover Up of Mean=3.16 Mean=2.80 Mean=2.97 Mean=2.81 Mean=3.03 Mean=2.86
v IgUl SD=1.27 SD=1.13 SD-1.38 SD=1.25 SD=1.39 SD=1.27
i Incident
Case 9 Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=8
Free Drinks to Mean=4.68 Mean=4.32 Mean=4.52 Mean=4.25 Mean=4.54 Mean=4.28
I Bar SD=0.65 SD=0.86 SD=0.93 SD=1.04 $D=0.90 SD=1.02
gnore Late
Case 10 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=5$ Rank=5 Rank=5 Rank=5
: Mean=4.45 Mean=4.01 Mean=4.01 Mean=3.64 Mean=4.05 Mean=3.70
‘ g"c";;fv; Forceon | gp g7 SD=0.99 SD=1.23 SD=1.22 SD=1.23 SD=1.26
g ar (&
| Case 11 Rank=9.5 Rank=10 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9
Mean=4.94 Mean=4.83 Mean=4.85 Mean=4.68 Mean=4.85 Mean=4.69
f Twh:!? fmm found SD=0.39 SD=051 SD=0.54 SD=0.71 SD=0.54 SD=0.72
C
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. . L4
Discipline
Table 17 (Agency 2) - Agency Response Profile - Dlsclplme. Mean, Standard Deviation, and
Modal Responses, Very Large Agencies
Your Agency Similar Agencies National Sample "
Case# & Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline
Description SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD
Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive
Case 1 Mean=1.47 Mean=1.70 Mean=138 Mean=1.59 Mean=1.33 Mean=1.51
. .87 SD=1.08 SD=0.82 SD=1.02
Oﬂ‘Duty Alarm SD=0.93 SD=1.05 SD=0.8
N Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
System Business None None None None None None
Case 2 Mean=2.50 Mean=2.77 Mean=1.97 Mean=2.22 Mean=2.13 Mean=2.37
Free Meals and SD=0.99 SD=0.95 $D=0.97 SD=1.05 SD=1.03 S$D=1.09
Di ts ¢ Mode:Verbal Mode: Written Mode: Verbal Mode:Verbal Mode: Verbal Mode: Verbal
iscounts on Bea Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand
Case 3 Mean=5.02 Mean=4.90 Mean=4.85 Mean=4.76 Mean=4.97 Mean=4.90
: SD=1.09 SD=1.11 SD=1.17 SD=1.15 SD=1.89 SD=1.18
Bribe from
. . Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
Speeding Motorist | Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Suspension® Dismissal Dismissal**
Case 4 Mean=2.73 Mean=3.07 Mean=2.37 Mean=2.68 Mean=2.53 Mean=2.82
: : SD=1.22 SD=1.20 SD=1.22 SD=1.26 SD=1.26 SD=1.27
H"hdl‘:y ?s‘ﬁs from |\ Written | Mode-Written | Moder# Mode:Written | Mode:Verbal | Mode:Written
Merchani Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand
Case § Mean=5.85 Mean=5.73 Mean=5.63 Mean=5.53 Mean=5.66 Mean=5.57
SD=0.55 SD=0.74 SD=0.83 SD=0.91 SD=0.80 SD=0.87
Theft of Watch Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
from Crime Scene Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal
Case 6 Mean=4.41 Mean=4.45 Mean=4.34 Mean=4.39 Mean=4.40 Mean=4.46
: SD=1.15 SD=1.13 SD=1.29 SD=1.23 $D=1.30 SD=1.25
Auto Repair Shop | o Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
5% Kickback Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension
Case 7 Mean=3.58 Mean=3.24 Mean=3.57 Mean=3.40 Mean=3.59 Mean=3.43
. $D=1.23 SD=1.28 SD=1.18 SD=1.21 SD=1.21 SD=1.24
}S{“ll""i‘;‘“sgﬁ,?,ﬁ'm Mode:Written | Mode:Written | Mode: Mode:**** Mode:* Mode:*
oliday or Reprimand Reprimand Suspension
Auto Tune Up
Case 8 Mean=2.85 Mean=3.33 Mean=2.82 Mean=3.29 Mean=2.81 Mean=3.20
SD=1.13 SD=1.04 SD=1.30 SD=1.26 SD=1.31 SD=1.30
Cover Up of Mode:Written | Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
]i-‘.gi;er DUl Reprimand Suspension Suspension*** Suspension Suspension Suspension
ident
Case 9 Mean=4.10 Mean=4.11 Mean=3.97 Mean=4.03 Mean=4.01 Mean=4.08
: SD=0.98 SD=0.98 SD=1.15 SD=1.14 SD=1.16 SD=1.14
Free Drinks to Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
Ignore Late Bar Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension
Case 10 Mean=3.97 Mean=4.11 Mean=3.72 Mean=4.00 Mean=3.76 Mean=3.99
: SD=0.96 SD=0.83 SD=1.25 SD=1.16 SD=1.28 SD=1.23
Excessive Forceon |y o Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
Car Thief Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension
Case 11 Mean=5.42 Mean=5.24 Mean=5.08 Mean=5.00 Mean=5.08 Mean=5.03
SD=0.99 SD=1.05 SD=1.18 SD=1.17 SD=1.18 SD=1.18
Theft from found Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
Wallet Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal

* 29.7% of the sample indicated a written reprimand while 27.5% indicated a period of suspension. For the discipline would responses, the respective
distributions were 30.0% and 28.5%.
** 41.3% of the respondents indicated that a period of suspension would be the discipline administered. However, 47.6% indicated that dismissal should

be the discipline administered.

*+3 45.8% indicated suspension would be the discipline, while 42.6% indicated dismissal would be the discipline.
# While the modal response was for no discipline (29.4%), 29% indicated a verbal reprimand should be administered and 23.6% indicated a written
reprimand should be the discipline.
##2¢ Percent indicating would be a written reprimand and percent indicating discipline would be a period of suspension were virtually identical, 32.2%

and 32.8%, respectively.

@ 26.1% indicated a written reprimand should be the discipline administered.
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Willingness to Report
Table 18 (Agen 22 - Agency Response Profile - Willingness to RePort, Very Large Agencies
Your Agency Similar Agencies National Sample
Case# & OWN OTHERS OWN OTHERS OWN OTHERS
Description Willingness | Willingness | Willingness Willingness | Willingness | Willingness
to Report to Report to Report to Report to Report to Report
| Case 1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1
! Mean=1.57 Mean=1.52 Mean=1.40 Mean=1.46 Mean=1.37 Mean=1.46
| Off Duty Alarm SD=1.13 SD=0.88 SD=0.96 SD=0.87 SD=0.94 SD=091
System Business
| Case 2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2
Mean=2.42 Mean=2.07 Mean=1.75 Mean=1.63 Mean=1.94 Mean=1.82
Free Meals and SD=1.41 SD=1.07 SD=1.16 SD=0.95 SD=1.27 SD=1.08
i Discounts on Beat
Case 3 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9
| Bribe from Mean=4.67 Mean=4.23 Mean=4.19 Mean=3.87 Mean=4.92 Mean=4.85
. ! . SD=0.78 SD=0.88 SD=1.25 SD=1.17 SD=1.15 SD=1.14
Speeding Motorist
Case 4 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=4 Rank=4
| P . Mean=2.74 Mean=2.49 Mean=2.19 Mean=2.11 Mean=236 Mean=2.28
| Holiday Gifts from | o, 44 SD=1.19 SD=136 SD=1.19 SD=1.41 SD=1.25
| Merchants
‘, Case § Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11
Mean=4.92 Mean=4.63 Mean=4.56 Mean=4.32 Mean=4.53 Mean=4.34
| Theft of Watch SD=0.43 SD=0.63 SD=1.04 SD=1.03 SD=1.06 SD=1.03
from Crime Scene
| Case 6 Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=$ Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=8
- Mean=4.38 Mean=3.92 Mean=3.36 Mean=3.68 Mean=3.95 Mean=3.71
I Auto Repair Shop
. SD=1.01 SD=1.03 SD=1.34 §D=1.25 SD=1.36 SD=1.25
5% Kickback
1 Case 7 Rank=$ Rank=$ Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=6
| . Mean=3.68 Mean=3.34 Mean=3.40 Mean=3.20 Mean=3.45 Mean=3.29
| Supervisor Offers | o) 55 SD=1.26 SD=1.44 SD=1.33 SD=1.45 SD=134
t Holiday Off for
1 Auto Tune Up
1 Case 8 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=4 Rank=4 =3 Rank=
Cover Up of Mean=2.67 Mean=2.40 Mean=2.33 Mean=2.27 Mean=2.34 Mean=2.28
p SD=1.44 SD=1.11 SD=1.44 SD=1.23 SD=1.45 SD=1.25
1 Officer DUI
| ncident
| Case 9 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=8 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=7
. Mean=4.21 Mean=3.79 Mean=3.75 Mean=3.47 Mean=3.73 Mean=3.47
Free Drinks to SD=1.12 SD=1.10 SD=1.40 SD=1.30 SD=1.42 SD=1.32
Ignore Late Bar
; Case 10 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank= Rank=5 Rank=5 Rank=5
. Mean=4.02 Mean=3.44 Mean=3.67 Mean=3.04 Mean=3.39 Mean=3.07
| ExcessiveForceon | o) 1 SD=1.16 SD=1.50 SD=1.34 SD=1.51 SD=1.38
i Car Thief
| Case 11 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10
‘ Mean=4.74 Mean=4.38 Mean=4.23 Mean=3.93 Mean=4.23 Mean=3.96
Theft from found SD=0.76 SD=0.87 SD=1.25 SD=1.25 SD=1.26 SD=1.25
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Seriousness of Misconduct
Table 19 (Agency 23) - Agency Response Profile - Seriousness Rank, Mean, and Standard
_Deviation of Responses, Very Large Agencies

Your Agency Similar Agencies National Sample
| Case # & Seriousness Seriousness Seriousness Seriousness Seriousness Seriousness
| Description Own Other Own Other Own Other
‘ Opinion Officers Opinion Opinion Opinion Officers
Case 1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1
Mean= 1.36 Mean= 1.40 Mean=1.48 Mean=1.49 Mean=1.46 Mean=1.48
(S)t:t?xun%Alarm SD=0.91 SD=092 SD=0.95 SD=0.87 SD=0.94 SD=0.87
V. usiness
Case 2 Rank=4 Rank=3 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=
Mean= 2.85 Mean=2.57 Mean=2.34 Mean=2.08 Mean=2.60 Mean=2.31
FDr,ee Me:‘sls and | on )4 SD=1.39 SD=1.30 SD=1.12 $D=133 SD=1.17
1SCounts on
Beat
Case 3 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10
Bribe from Mean=4.78 Mean=4.60 Mean=4.91 Mean=4.78 Mean=4.50 Mean=4.81
Speecin SD=0.71 SD=0.82 SD=0.41 SD=0.54 SD=0.90 SD=0.52
g
Motorist
Case 4 Rank =3 Rank=4 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=3
. . Mean =2.79 Mean=2.61 Mean=2.65 Mean=2.45 Mean=2.84 Mean=2.64
; H"l‘dg Gifts o | SO SD= 1.56 SD=136 SD=1.25 SD=138 SD=1.28
Case S Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11
] Mean=4.79 Mean= 4.62 Mean=4.95 Mean=4.88 Mean=4.95 Mean=4.88
; mlheﬁgf Watch SD=0.69 SD=0.82 SD=0.36 SD=0.46 $D=0.32 SD=0.45
nme
Scene
Case 6 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank= Rank=7 Rank=7
 Auto R air Mean= 4.02 Mean=3.,75 Mean=4.46 Mean=4.20 Mean=4.50 Mean=4.25
Shop S;l’ SD=0.96 SD=1.34 SD=0.92 SD=1.01 SD=0.90 SD=0.98
(:}
Kickback
Case 7 Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=6
S . Mean=4.05 Mean=3.85 Mean=4.14 Mean=3.90 Mean=4.18 Mean=3.96
m day SD=1.24 SD=1.26 SD=1.05 SD=1.11 SD=1.04 SD=1.10
€T1S HOll
1 Off for Auto
! Tune Up
Case 8 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=4
Cover Up of Mean= 2.68 Mean=2.54 Mean=2.97 Mean=2.81 Mean=3.03 Mean=2.86
I§UI SD=1.52 SD= 1.45 SD=1.38 SD=1.25 SD=1.39 SD=127
Oﬁicer
Incident
Case 9 Rank=6 Rank=6 -3 =8 =8 Rank=
: Mean=3.77 Mean= 3.44 Mean=4.52 Mean=4.25 Mean=4.54 Mean=4.28
f ree D‘Iﬁ‘sg’ SD=1.49 SD=1.50 SD=0.93 SD=1.04 SD=0.90 SD=1.02
gnore Late Bar
Case 10 Rank=5 =5 Rank=5 Rank=5 Rank=5 =5
) Mean=3.49 Mean=3.22 Mean=4.01 Mean=3.64 Mean=4.05 Mean=3.70
Ex‘?s‘,l‘f;ft?m SD= 1.45 SD=1.46 SD=1.23 SD=1.22 SD=1.23 SD=1.26
on Car Thie
Case 11 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9
Mean= 4.55 Mean=4.25 Mean=4.85 Mean=4.68 Mean=4.85 Mean=4.69
3‘:}?&&0‘“ found | o601 SD=1.13 SD=0.54 SD=0.71 SD=0.54 SD=0.72
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Table 20 (Agency 23) - Agency Response Profile - Discipline: Mean, Standard Deviation, and

Modal Responses, Very Large Agencies
Your Agency Similar Agencies National Sample

| Case # & Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline

Description SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD
Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive

Case 1 Mean=1.26 Mean=1.34 Mean=1.38 Mean=1.59 Mean=1.33 Mean=1.51
SD=0.68 SD=0.82 SD=0.87 SD=1.08 SD=0.82 SD=1.02

Off Duty Alarm Mode: None | Mode: None | Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:

1 System Business None None None None
Case 2 Mean=2.32 Mean=2.52 Mean=197 Mean=2.22 Mean=2.13 Mean=2.37
Free Meals and SD=1.04 SD=1.07 SD=0.97 SD=1.05 SD=1.03 SD=1.09

, Mode: Verbal | Mode: Verbal | Mode:Verbal Mode: Verbal Mode:Verbal Mode: Verbal
Discounts on Beat | Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand
Case 3 Mean=4.44 Mean=4.45 Mean=4.85 Mean=4.76 Mean=4.97 Mean=4.90
Bribe from SD=1.27 SD=1.22 SD=1.17 SD=1.15 SD=1.89 SD=1.18

. . Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
| Speeding Motorist | suspension Suspension Dismissal Suspension® Dismissal Dismissal**
| Case 4 Mean=2.60 Mean=2.89 Mean=2.37 Mean=2.68 Mean=2.53 Mean=2.82
. . SD=1.40 SD=135 SD=1.22 SD=1.26 SD=126 SD=1.27
Holiday Gifts from | \y 0 "Verbat | Mode: Verbal | Moder# Mode:Written | Mode:Verbal | Mode:Written
Merchants Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand Reprimand
Case 5 Mean=4.90 Mean=4.93 Mean=5.63 Mean=5.53 Mean=5.66 Mean=3.57
SD=1.21 SD=1.18 SD=0.83 SD=0.91 SD=0.80 SD=0.87

| Theft of Watch Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
ﬁnmncnmescene Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Di ’. 1 Dismissal Dismissal

| Case 6 Mean=3.73 Mean=3.92 Mean=4.34 Mean=4.39 Mean=4.40 | Mean=4.46

‘ . SD=1.47 SD=1.40 SD=1.29 SD=1.23 SD=1.30 SD=1.25
A:‘“’ Repair Shop | oy, Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:

5% Kickback Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension

| Case 7 Mean=3.52 Mean=3.53 Mean=3.57 Mean=3.40 Mean=3.59 Mean=3 .43

. SD=1.34 SD=1.32 SD=1.18 sD=1.21 SD=121 SD=1.24
Supervisor Offers | /- Mode: Mode: Mode:*s*+ Mode:* Mode:*
Holiday Off for Suspension Suspension Suspension
Auto Tune Up
Case 8 Mean=2.58 Mean=2.84 Mean=2.82 Mean=3.29 Mean=2.81 Mean=3.20
Cover Up of SD=1.52 SD=1.49 SD=1.30 SD=1.26 SD=1.31 SD=1.30

i p Mode: None Mode: None Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
Officer DUI Suspension*** Suspension Suspension Suspension

| Incident

I Case 9 Mean=3.18 Mean=3.30 Mean=3.97 Mean=4.03 Mean=4.01 Mean=4.08

. SD=1.27 SD=1.33 SD=1.15 SD=1.14 SD=1.16 SD=1.14
Free Drinks to Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
| Ignore Late Bar Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension
Mean=3.16 Mean=3.47 Mean=3.72 Mean=4.00 Mean=3.76 Mean=3.99
Case 10 SD=1.49 SD=1.47 SD=1.25 SD=1.16 SD=1.28 SD=1.23
Excessive Forceon | 1 Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
Car Thief Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension
Mean=4.13 Mean=4.26 Mean=5.08 Mean=5.00 Mean=5.08 Mean=5.03
Case 11 SD=132 SD=1.29 SD=1.18 SD=1.17 SD=1.18 SD=1.18
| Theft from found | \f - Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode: Mode:
| Wallet Suspension Suspension Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal Dismissal

*29.7% of the sample indicated a written reprimand while 27.5% indicated a period of suspension. For the discipline would responses,
the respective distributions were 30.0% and 28.5%.

** 41.3% of the respondents indicated tat a period of suspension would be the discipline administered. However, 47.6% indicated that
dismissal should be the discipline administered.

*** 45.8% indicated suspension would be the discipline, while 42.6% indicated dismissal would be the discipline.

# While the modal response was for no discipline (29.4%), 29% indicated a verbal reprimand should be administered and 23.6% indicated
a written reprimand should be the discipline.

*###* Percent indicating would be a written reprimand and percent indicating discipline would be a period of suspension were virtually
identical, 32.2% and 32.8%, respectively.

@ 26.1% indicated a written reprimand should be the discipline administered.
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Willingness to Report
Table 21 sAgency 23) - Agency Response Profile - Willingness to Report, Very Large Agencies
Your Agency Similar Agencies National Sample
Case#& OWN OTHERS OWN OTHERS OWN OTHERS
Description Willingness | Willingness | Willingness Willingness | Willingness | Willingness
to Report to Report to Report to Report to Report to Report
Case 1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1 Rank=1
Off Duty Alarm Mean=122 | Mean=1.31 | Mean=1.40 Mean=1.46 | Mean=1.37 | Mean=1.46
System Business SD=0.75 SD=0.84 SD=0.96 SD=0.87 SD=0.94 SD=0.91
Case 2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2 Rank=2
Free Meals and Mean=1.75 | Mean=1.74 | Mean=1.75 Mean=1.63 | Mean=1.94 | Mean=1.82
Discounts on Beat | SD=1.19 SD=1.14 SD=1.16 SD=0.95 SD=1.27 SD=1.08
Case 3 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=9
Bribe from Mean=3.02 | Mean=2.90 | Mean=4.19 Mean=3.87 | Mean=4.92 | Mean=4.85
Speeding Motorist | SD=1.65 SD=1.47 SD=1.25 SD=1.17 SD=1.15 SD=1.14
Case 4 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=4 Rank=4
Holiday Gifts from | Mean=20.5 | Mean=2.03 | Mean=2.19 Mean=2.11 | Mean=2.36 | Mean=2.28
Merchants SD=143 SD=1.36 SD=1.36 SD=1.19 SD=1.41 SD=1.25
Case § Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11 Rank=11
Theft of Watch Mean=3.36 | Mean=3.25 | Mean=4.56 Mean=4.32 | Mean=4.53 | Mean=4.34
from Crime Scene | SD=1.66 SD=1.50 SD=1.04 SD=1.03 SD=1.06 SD=1.03
Case 6 Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=5 Rank=8 Rank=8 Rank=8
Auto Repair Shop Mean=2.71 | Mean=2.64 | Mean=3.36 Mean=3.68 | Mean=3.95 | Mean=3.71
5% Kickback SD=1.62 SD=1.52 SD=1.34 SD=1.25 SD=1.36 SD=1.25
Case 7 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=6
Supervisor Offers Mean=2.66 | Mean=2.60 | Mean=3.40 Mean=3.20 | Mean=3.45 | Mean=3.29
Holiday Off for SD=1.61 SD=1.53 SD=1.44 SD=1.33 SD=1.45 SD=1.34
Auto Tune Up
Case 8 Rank=3 Rank=3 Rank=4 Rank=4 Rank=3 Rank=3
Cover Up of Mean=2.03 | Mean=1.95 | Mean=2.33 Mean=2.27 | Mean=2.34 | Mean=2.28
Officer DUI SD=1.47 SD=1.39 SD=1.44 SD=1.23 SD=1.45 SD=1.25
Incident
Case 9 Rank=5 Rank=5 Rank=8 Rank=7 Rank=7 Rank=7
Free Drinks to Mean=2.42 | Mean=2.35 | Mean=3.75 Mean=3.47 | Mean=3.73 | Mean=3.47
Ignore Late Bar SD=1.59 SD=1.51 SD=1.40 SD=1.30 SD=1.42 SD=1.32
Case 10 Rank=6 Rank=6 Rank=7 Rank=5 Rank=5 Rank=5
Excessive Forceon | Mean=2.53 | Mean=2.38 | Mean=3.67 Mean=3.04 | Mean=3.39 | Mean=3.07
Car Thief SD=1.61 SD=1.53 SD=1.50 SD=1.34 SD=1.51 SD=1.38
Case 11 Rank=9 Rank=9 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10 Rank=10
Theft from found Mean=2.95 | Mean=2.74 | Mean=4.23 Mean=3.93 | Mean=4.23 | Mean=3.96
Wallet SD=1.67 SD=1.59 SD=1.25 SD=1.25 SD=1.26 SD=1.25
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For agencies like Agency 23, with relatively low seriousness scores, a passage
similar to the following appeared in their integrity profile:

We urge you to look very carefully at the mean seriousness scores officers in
your agency assigned to each of the eleven cases and compare them to the mean
scores from the sample of similar agencies and the entire national sample. Doing so
will permit you to see the specific ways in which your agency differs from most other
agencies. You will find, overall, that your officers consistently rated the cases we
asked about as LESS serious than officers from other agencies. When we ranked
all thirty police agencies we surveyed from the highest (# 1) to the lowest (# 30) in
terms of seriousness scores, your agency came out ___ out of 30 agencies in terms
of officer’s own estimates of seriousness and ___ out of 30 in terms of officer’s
estimates of how serious most officers in your agency would rate them.

You should NOT be pleased by these findings. The best way we know to
control corruption and abuse in any police agency is to create an environment among
officers in that agency that is intolerant of it. A key component of such an
environment is the belief among officers that such behavior is wrong. Officers in your
agency feel less strongly about the seriousness of the behavior we asked them about
than do officers in at least two thirds of the agencies we surveyed.

For agencies whose seriousness scores were in the mid-range, we included the
following paragraphs:

We urge you to look very carefully at the mean seriousness scores officers in
your agency assigned to each of the eleven cases and compare them to the mean
scores from the sample of similar agencies and the entire national sample. Doing so
will permit you to see the specific ways in which your agency differs from most other
agencies. You will find, overall, that your officers rated the cases we asked about
as about as serious as officers from other agencies. When we ranked all thirty
police agencies we surveyed from the highest (# 1) to the lowest (# 30) in terms of
seriousness scores, your agency came out __ out of 30 in terms of officer’s own
estimates of seriousness and ___ out of 30 in terms of officer’s estimates of how
serious most officers in your agency would rate them.

This is about average for all of the U.S. police agencies we surveyed. The
best way we know to control corruption and abuse in any police agency is to create
an environment among officers in that agency that is intolerant of it. A key
component of such an environment is the belief among officers that such behavior is
wrong. Officers in your agency feel more strongly about the seriousness of the
behavior we asked them about than do officers in at least a third of the agencies we
surveyed, and less strongly than do officers in at least another third.
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The procedure for ranking each agency in terms of seriousness is not detailed in
each agency’s integrity profile. We should like to describe it here. The process began by
creating Table 22. It is based on officers’ own estimates of seriousness, but a similar table
(not shown) was also created summarizing officers’ estimates of how most officers in their
agency would rank the cases.

In Table 22 the mean scores of each agency’s responses to each of the eleven
cases are displayed in rank order from highest (1) to lowest (30). These individual rankings
were used to establish a summary ranking of each agency’s responses to questions of
officers’ own perceptions of seriousness. To do so, we awarded an agency three (3)
points if it scored among the top ten agencies on for a particiular question, two (2) points
if it scored among the middle ten, and one (1) point if it scored among the lowest ten.
Using this scaling system, agency scores could range from eleven (11), for an agency that
scored in the lowest third of agencies on all eleven questions to thirty three (33), for an
agency that scored in among the highest third of agencies on all eleven questions (Agency
17, score 33.) In the last column of Table 22 agencies are listed in rank order of their
respective summary scores. It is this calculation that is the basis upon which agencies are
told that they have scored “nth out of 30" agencies surveyed.

Exactly the same procedure was used to calculate a summary score and ranking
for each agency’s responses about most officers’ perceptions of seriousness. Moreover,
the identical procedure was employed to calculate summary scores and rankings for the
two discipline and the two willingness to report questions.

6.2 Individual Agency Similarities and Differences in Perceptions of Appropriate
and Expected Discipline

In each agency integrity profile the discussion of discipline begins with emphasizing
the general finding from the national survey that there is a high degree of agreement
between officers’ estimates of the punishment an offense should receive and punishment
it would receive:

The answers for the two discipline questions, “What discipline, if any, do you
think this behavior SHOULD receive?” and “What discipline, if any, do you think this
behavior WOULD receive?” are reported in Table A2 (Tables 17 and 20 here). We
found in our national sample a very high degree of agreement among police officers
on the answers to these questions.

What this finding means is that, nationally, police officers believe that the
discipline that would actually be given in their departments for the types of offenses
we asked about in our survey was fair, at least in terms of its severity. We did not
ask any questions about disciplinary procedures or process in our survey. Thus, we
cannot comment on that aspect anything about how officers in your agency regard
the fairness of the process or procedure of discipline.



£9

$2100G S59U
~SNOLIAS UBOJ\
1SOMOT Ud [,

$9100G SSOU
-SNOLIOS UBO]\
S[PPIN USL

$9100G
SSOU-SNOLIDG
uedW
1SYSIH ua,

(1) 69¢ 0t 6D LSt ot 67
(87) sLe 67 (€D 6L¥ 6T (LD 617 6T () vy 6T (81) 807 67 O o001 62
97) o0ty 8T (8) e8¢ 8 N 1TT 8 @D sty 8T | D LT 8T ) o1 Lz
(€D 0¥ (LT W1 8y Lz s 1£7 Lz (€D 8Ly LT #® osT LT 6D o1t Lz
S 1y sz (SO 18y 9t ($) 68T 92 @® €8y 9 (s 15T 9t (0e) ¢1'1 9z
€D 11y st (T 88 st b svz sz D) 98v sz (1) €sT st 62 vI'l sz
D 91y vz (1) 68 T (87) 05T #T (s 88y 2 Lo 97 T WD L1 vt
@ 1Ty €T 6 se6v €z (S0 9T €T (€1 68y TT (6) 89C ¢ (2 611 ¢z
6 ogy T @ 6y 1T W) LsT Tt b1 68% TT (L 69T Tt ©® oz1
© vy 1z b0 L6y 12 @81 €97 1z W v 1z G 1L 1z @D 171 1T
@0 9y ot () 86¥ 0T (17) oLz ot O v ot| @®) sLT ot © ze1 ot
(61) s¥tv 6l () 66¥ 81 07 LT 6l ) w6y LI (s 9Lz 6l @D ve1 61
0 9s'v 8l (81 66 8I (€D 6LT 81 @8 vy L1 (€1 8LT 81 (€ 9¢1 81
(® 8s¥ 91 ) €8T L1 @ v Ll 60 €87 LI @1 s¢1 91
@ 8s¥ 91 © 00s 1 6) 68T 91 (s s6v 1 (€D s8T 91 (o se1 91
M 09v s1 9 005 1 T 9%0¢ 1 D) sev ¥1 07) 68T ¢I ) 1 st
(61) s9v €I W o00s 1 @ woe 1 61 se6v #1 ¢ 6T 1 €D w1 1
W s9v €1 (6) 00s 1 (8 80t €I (D 96v €I €©) 66T €1 @D s¥1 €l
8D oLy Tl (oD oos 1 0 v1e T @ v Tl 9 o0e Tl 82 os1 Tl

an oos 1 an oze 11 € 66¥ 11 @ voe 11 (S ss1 11
oD 1Ly ol @ o0s 1
6D 1Ly ol (€D 00s 1 W vze o1 ®» o00s 1 (61) soe ol (D 951 o1
® oy 6 (s1) o0s 1 @ 9t¢ 6 6 00s 1 ® e 6 @ st 8
@) sty 8 o1 005 1 (61) ove 8 o o00s 1 TD) 60¢ 8 ) Ls1 8
W) oLy L (L oos 1 © ere L an oos 1 an ote L @) o091 L
W wy 9 (61) 005 1 o) vve 9 ) o0s 1 (o €T 9 ) 191 9
©@ 6Ly s 02) 00s 1 (on #s¢ ¢ 0 o00s 1 (og) 1€€ ¢ W 791 S
(o) s8¢ ¢ 9D 00s 1 m s¢ ¥ 9D 005 1 8 €€t ¢+ @ €91 4
(0f) 88% ¢ o) o0s 1 (T1) 88¢ ¢ @) oos 1 1) 6s¢ ¢ SN 91 €
an oos 1 (80 00s 1 D ooy 1 82 o00s 1 @) 69¢ T » oL 4
@y o0s 1 (0®) 00s 1 6 oo 1 0g) oos 1 @D oty 1 ® +t0¢ I

Quaou&u yusy ¥ quey
&) € v)




ARG ot (60 vLv ot (12 96T of (0 le¢ 0¢ (82) sL'1 of (87) ss€ ot
1 SN ()] 62 (82) sty 6t (€1) 00e 67 (€D LLe 6t b1 181 6T (€D 9s¢ 6T
1 (€D LT (s?) ¢sv st (61) 90¢ 8T (S v6¢ 82 (€1 681 8T 6 1Le 8¢
v (o L (€2 ssv LT L) vie Lt D 86¢ Lt 61 s1z Lt a0 e Lz
91 (g1 9 (T sy 9t on 1ze o9t D L1y 9t LY st 9t 90 98¢ o9z
L 8D 54 ® ¢9v sz (82) €€ sz (€D ¢gv ¥z (s 197 st (s7) (8¢ st
8l (9D £2 0 1Ly ¢z an ore ¢t (82 ccv e W 9t 1t 1D 68¢ ¥t
81 (s €7 WO 1wy €z (SO ove €T ® vy ¢t (S0 €97 €T ® o0t ¢z
61 (22 17 S ey e (S 6v¢ 1T @D wy oD v97 T (€0 sov 1t
61 (8 1z @D 18y 1t (€ 6ve 17| @ 8%y 1z (€0 89T 1T W vy 1z §3100§ ssou
..mzotum 502
1z (62) L 07) 8% ot @ oste o7 W osv Ll a9 vl ot © €1y oz 1SaMOTud L
1z @ Ll 0 s8v s8I W vs¢ 6l ©® osv Ll @® 9T 6l @ 917 61
1z G0 L1 (17) s8y s8I (o o¢ s8I 61) osy L1 81 86T s8I W 61y 381
1z (© L b2 98y LI (08) g€9¢ LI 02) osv LI (©) o0¢ 1 m oy L1
w81 91 (€D 68V vI 07) 8L'¢ 91 (D 6svy o9l @ ooe sI SN zzy 91
£ (6) sl () 68% ¥1 (6) 08¢ I on vty <1 9D 00 st @D ¢ty si
61) 68 I (TD) €8¢ 1 @) 9y ¥1 (0g) 90¢ #1 61) sty i1
ve (90 ol (M o6y zr| (60 98¢ I () 99v €1 | (9D 8o ¢l () 8Ty ¢l $0100§ 50U
v (61 o1 € 06y Tl | 1) 98¢ T | (OO 9% I © sre 21| @ ogy T | o>
vz @D 01 @D 167 11 ® z6€¢ 11 @ s89v 11 @ o1¢ 11 HIS UBaN
vz o1 OV 9y o1 SIPPIN 13 L
1A €4 01 W v o1 () s6¢ ol 81 oLy ot W ote 6 @D 9¢v ol
9T ) 6 @ tv6v 8 61 sovr 6 6 1LY 6 an ozg 6 6 ovv 8
XA (174 9 ) v6v 8 @D o1y 8 © sty L ) Tze 8 an ory 8
Ltz an 9 W s6v 9 m sty L W sty L 07 st ¢ on oy L
e ) 9 € s6v o9 @y oty 9 an osvy ¢ (T ¢gc o9 0D ost o9
8T (9 S @ 9%y ¢ @ svvy s ) o8y s 6 ose s @1 9sv 12 53100g
6z (09 12 o1 oos 1 W vy ¥ o) 18y v (D 6s¢ ¥ (0g) 9sy 4 SSOUSNOLIDS
oe (oD £ an oos 1 90) 19v ¢ (o1 s8v ¢ 62 1Le ¢ ©@ 19 3 UBSN
(A (°)) r4 @ oos 1 © 69y T 9 18y ¢ (9 o8¢ 1 LD Loy 4 ISoyBr us ],
€€ (LD I 0 00s 1 @ 6Ly 1 o s6v 1 ) oge 1 D oos 1
| a100g (Aouedy) yusy (Rousdy) x yuwy (AousBy) x yusy ousdy) x Yugy
$a100g Arsunung 11 958D 0l 958D g os8) Losm)
s

(panunuo.y) se) q (sSaUSNOLIS UMQ) $9.100S SSIUSNOLIIS UBIJN AJUIBY JO J2PI() Nuwy :7z dIqeL

£)1139yu] 30110 Jo JudwANSBIP Y,



The Measurement of Police Integrity 55

6.2.1 Minority Opinions

Although these national summary figures suggest a high degree of agreement
among U.S. officers on appropriate and expected discipline, closer analysis reveals that
for some of the conduct described in our survey, a substantial minority of officers differ with
the maijority opinion. Table 23 was constructed to identify this minority opinion in the
national sample. For each case, each respondent’s score on the “discipline WOULD
receive scale” was subtracted from his or her score on the “discipline SHOULD receive
scale.” If the difference was greater than zero, this indicated that the respondent thought
the expected discipline was too lenient. If the difference was less than zero, it indicated
that the respondent thought the expected discipline was too harsh. If the difference was
zero, it meant that the respondent thought the discipline expected was, in terms of severity,
fair.

This analysis revealed that in the national sample, more than twenty percent
(20%)of officers believed that the discipline they would receive in their agencies would be
too harsh in four cases: Case 2-receiving free meals and discounts on their beats; Case
4-receiving holiday gifts from merchants on their beats; Case 8-covering up a DUI offense
and minor accident by a police officer; and Case 10-using excessive force on a car thief
after a foot pursuit. A substantial minority (18.6%) also thought that a supervisor who
offered a line officer a holiday day off in exchange for tuning-up his personal automobile
(Case 7) would be punished too leniently.

In each of the integrity profiles for agencies of sufficient sample size, we provided
both a copy of Table 23 (see Appendix A, Table A4 in the individual agency integrity
profiles) and a similarly constructed table (See Appendix A, Table A5) that permits each
agency to identify the distribution of minority opinion in that agency. Included below as
examples of these agency-specific tables are Tables 24 and 25 from the integrity profiles
of Agencies 2 and 23, respectively.

We explored the possibility that the amount of dissatisfaction with the severity of
discipline in a police agency was related in some systematic way to the overall
environment of integrity in the agency. We created indices measuring leniency,
harshness, and combinations of both leniency and harshness but were unable to find any
consistent relationship between any of these indices and our measures of the integrity of
the agency. As a consequence we limited our suggested interpretations of the national
data (presented in Table 23), as well as the agency-specific data included in each integrity
profile, to emphasizing the value of recognizing the presence of a significant minority
opinion. Each integrity profile contains the following statement:

Although these national summary figures suggest a high degree of agreement
among U.S. officers on appropriate and expected discipline, closer analysis reveals
that for some of the conduct described in our survey a substantial minority of officers
differ with the majority opinion. Table A4 below was constructed to identify this
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minority opinion in the national sample by comparing the difference between officers’
scores on the “discipline SHOULD receive” and “discipline WOULD receive”
questions.

This analysis found that, in our national sample, more than twenty percent of
officers believed that the discipline they would receive in their agencies would be foo
harsh in four cases: Case 2 - receiving free meals and discounts on their beats; Case
4 - receiving holiday gifts from merchants on their beats; Case 8 - covering up a DUI
offense and minor accident by a police officer; and Case 10 - using excessive force
on a car thief after a foot pursuit. A substantial minority (18.6%) also thought that
a supervisor who offered a line officer a holiday day off in exchange for the officer’s
tuning up the supervisor’s personal automobile (Case 7) would be punished too
leniently.

We performed the same analysis on the responses about discipline from the
officers we surveyed in your agency. Overall, we found that the majority of officers
in your agency thought that the severity of discipline in your agency was fair.
However, we urge you to attend to the fact that, as was the case with the national
sample, there is a substantial minority of officers who do not think that the level of
discipline in your agency is appropriate. More than twenty percent of officers in your
agency believe that the discipline that would be given in Cases would
be too harsh and more than twenty percent believed that in Case(s), it would be too
lenient.

These findings do not mean that disciplinary policies in your agency should
be altered in the direction suggested by this minority opinion. They do suggest that
this minority opinion may be a factor to be dealt with when administering discipline
at current levels in your agency.

6.2.2 Differences in Line Officer, Supervisor, and Administrative Opinion about
Appropriate and Expected Discipline

In describing differences of opinion about discipline within individual police
agencies, we also included in each large and very large agency’s integrity profiles a table
that displayed separately the mean, standard deviation, and mode of the opinions of
supervisors, administrators, and line officers for each of the eleven cases. (Sample sizes
were too small in all other agencies to make this data meaningful.) This information was
provided to make it possible to identify not only differences between line officers,
supervisors, and administration on disciplinary matters, but also to identify differences of
opinion within each of these groups.
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Three matters of some importance may be explored by examining the data
presented in this table. If it is assumed that supervisors and administrative officers are
accurate predictors of the discipline the various types of behavior described in the cases
would actually receive, it is possible to assess how well the agency does in
communicating its disciplinary threat by comparing line officer with supervisor and
administrator answers to the discipline WOULD receive question.

Second, by comparing discipline SHOULD receive answers with the supervisor and
administrative WOULD receive answers, it is also possible to assess the level of line
officer support for discipline in each case.

Third, comparison of the differences in line officer, supervisor, or administrator
SHOULD and WOULD responses as well as the standard deviation associated with each
of the mean scores may reveal the diversity of opinion about appropriate and expected
discipline at each of these levels in a police agency.

Tables 26 and 27 below are taken from the integrity profiles of Agencies 2 and 23,
respectively. While they provide valuable information of the type described above,
extracting that information from those tables requires a systematic effort at reading them.
It was not reasonable to assume that the typical police reader would make this effort
without both urging and guidance. Therefore, In the integrity profile of each agency that
included a table of this type, the following introduction to the table was included.

Table A6:() displays the means, standard deviations, and modes for answers
to the discipline “should” receive and “would” receive questions for line officers,
supervisors, and administrators in your agency. This table can provide answers to
three very important questions about discipline in your agency.

The first question this table can help you answer is “Do officers throughout
your agency agree on the disciplinary consequences of the behavior we asked about
in the survey?” To answer this question you should compare the “Discipline
WOULD receive” answers from line officers, supervisors, and administrators. Ina
police agency in which line officers, supervisors, and administrators all shared a
strong common understanding of what discipline would be given to an officer who
engaged in the conduct described in each case, the modal “would” receive answers
would be identical, the value of means would all be very close (within 0.2 - 0.4), and
the standard deviations would all be fairly small (less than 1.00).

Because the vast majority of the cases we asked about in our survey concern
conduct of patrol officers, you should pay particular attention to those occasions on which
line officers estimate the discipline they would receive as substantially less than the
estimates of supervisors and administrators. This difference means that your agency is
not effectively communicating its disciplinary threat to line officers in that case.
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The second question that this table can help answer is, “In each case, what
is the level of support for discipline among line officers, supervisors, and
administrators?” To answer this question you should compare the “discipline should
receive” and “discipline would receive” answers for each group. As was the case
with the first question, in a police agency in which line officers, supervisors, and
administrators all share a common understanding about appropriate discipline, the
mean scores should be very close, the standard deviations should be small, and the
modal discipline should be the same for each case.

As you examine these three “discipline should receive” and “discipline would
receive” columns, you should make note not only of any large difference (0.5 or more
in the mean scores), but where and in what direction that difference is. Such
differences may express express a demand at one or more levels in your agency for
either an increase or a decrease in the level of punishment.

The third question this table can help answer is “How uniform is opinion
about discipline within officer, supervisor, and administra-tive ranks in your
agency?” To answer this question you must examine the standard deviation scores
throughout the table. Roughly speaking, scores well below 1.0 suggest very strong
consensus, scores around 1.0 suggest some difference of opinion, and scores of 1.3
or higher probably merit attention. Standard deviations of 1.3 or higher indicate that
with respect to the case in question, there is substantial difference of opinion about
discipline.

Because it is sometimes very difficult to detect a pattern in these standard
deviation scores we suggest that as you read through the table you circle or
otherwise highlight each standard deviation score of 1.3 or more. (Round all scores
of 1.26 or more to 1.3 and treat them as if they were equivalent to 1.3). There are
66 cells in the table and a few standard deviation scores of 1.3 or higher are probably
to be expected, particularly with respect to low level types of misconduct. (Off-
Duty Security Business, Free meals, Holiday gifts, or Police Discounts).

59
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Table 26 - Discipline: Means, Standard Deviations, and Modal Responses from Line Officers,
Supervisors, and Administrators in Your Agency, Agency 2

Line Officers Supervisors  Administrators

Case # & Description | Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline
SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD
Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive
Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean;
Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev:
Mode Mode Mode Mode Mode Mode

Case | =142 %=170 | x=161 z=162 | ==312 =200

Off Duty Alarm S$.D.=0.89 5’D=106 | SD.=093 SD.=093" S.D.=1.56 S.D=137"

System Business None None -~ | None None " | Verbal Rep. None -~ -

Case 2 % =240 2=276 | z=302 -2.79 %=3.12

Free Meals and S.D.=095 |[S.D=095 |SD.=1.00 ). =0. SD.=1.54

Discounts on Beat Verbal Rep. Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep. itn. R Verbal Rep.

Casc3 % =492 -486 % =543 512 % =5.06

Bribe from Speed ing | S.D.=1.02 S.D.=091 ;= 1 | SD.=1.09

Motorist Dismiss Dismiss iSmiss Dismiss

Casc4 % =267 % =298 =2.95 % =329

Holidsy Gifis from | S.D.=1.24 SD.-105 |SD.=109 |SD.=098

Merchants Writn. Rep. | Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep Suspension

Case 5 =582 | =-593 =586 | x=s65

Theft of Watch from S.D.=0.59 .| SD.=037 | SD.=0.79

Crime Scene Dismiss | Dismiss

Case 6 x=438 x=4.58

Auto Repair Shop 5% | SD.=1.17 S.D.= 108

Kickback Suspension Suspension

Casc 7 %=3.52 | ==386

Supervisor: Holiday S.D=124 $.D.=1.17

OT for Auto Tune Up | Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep

Case 8 =279 ] 2=3.18

Cover Up of Offficer SD.=1.15 #| 8D.=097

DUI Incident Writn. Rep. | Writn. Rep.

Case 9 % =401 =452

Free Drinks to Ignore | S.D.=0.95 SD.=0353

Late Bar Suspension Suspension

Case 10 % =395 z=4.12 : i

Excessive Force on S§.D.=099 §$.D.=0.76 S.D=048

Car Thief Suspension Suspension Suspension

Case 11 % =534 % =580 -5.61 : R=541.

Theft from found S.D=1.03 S.D.=0.65 SD.=0.89 S.D.=0.66 S.D=094

Wallet Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss
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Table 27 - Discipline: Means, Standard Deviations, and Modal Responses from Line
Officers, Supervisors, and Administrators in Your Agency, Agency 23

Line Officers Supervisors Administrators
Case #& Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline
Description SHOULD WOuLD SHOULD WOuULD SHOULD WOULD
Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive
Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean: :
Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev:
Mode: Mode Mode Mode Mode
Case 1 % =122 =134 | x=134 gm127 0 | z=156
Off Duty Alarm S.D.=0.63 S.D.=081. S.D.=0.91 ‘8SD.=087 | SD.=129
System Business None None ' None “None .~ | None
Case 2 x=2.24 | =270 ] =250
Free Meals and SD.=1.04 S.D.=L.01 {SD.=125
Discounts on Beat Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep.
Case 3 =436 R=491 =444
Bribe from S.D. =126 S.D.=139 S.D.=1.46
Speeding Motorist Suspension Dismiss Suspension
Case 4 =253 ®=12.96 ®=239
Holiday Gifts from S.D.=1.40 S.D.=135 S.D.=0.98
Merchants Verbal Rep. Verbal Rep. | Writn. Rep.
Case 5 %=4.83 =534 | z=494
Theft of Watch from | S.D.=1.20 SD.=1.18 - | SD.=139
Crime Scene Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss s
Case 8 % =3.65 | x=429 2=35 | x=383
Auto Repair Shop S.D.=1.48 SD.=133 S.D.=1.50 SD.=129
5% Kickback Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspemion
Case7 % =347 %=3.73 | z=367 3.50
Supervisor: Holiday | S.D.=135 SD.=123 418D.=124
Off for Auto Tune Writn Rep. Suspension Suspension
Up Suspension
Case8 % =2.53 %=2.79 1 ==33
Cover Up of Officer | S.D.=1.55 S.D.=128 S.D.=1.19
DUI Incident None Writn. Rep. ‘| None
Case® z=3.11 % =3.50 | r=322
Free Drinks to SD.=128 S.D.=1.13 4 S.D.=0.94
ignore Late Bar Writn. Rep. Suspension Suspension
Case 10 ®=3.09 %x=352 =322
Excessive Forceon | S.D.=1.51 S.D.=132 - |1 8D.=1.06
Car Thief Verbal Rep. Suspension { Suspension
Case 11 %=4.03 ] r=a.73 =2=4.00 2=4.00 i
Theft from found S.D.=133 1 sp.=1.09 SD.=137 |[SD=137
Wallet Suspension Suspension Suspension Suspension”
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It should, however, be a matter of serious concern if you find high standard
deviation in fifteen, twenty, or even more cases. Of particular concern should be
patterns of high standard deviations in the “discipline would receive” columns
(indicating substantial ambiguity about expected discipline); patterns of high standard
deviations that extend across an entire, or nearly an entire row (indicating a general
disagreement or confusion within your agency as to how the conduct in question
should and would be disciplined); and high standard deviations in supervisors’ and
administrators’ scores referring to very serious misconduct such as bribery and theft
(indicating ambiguity among senior ranks about how these serious offenses should
or would be treated.

If these recommended examinations of the line officer, supervisor, and admini-
strative responses are performed on the two sample tables above, it is only this last
inspection that yields any sharp differences. In both Agency 2 and Agency 23, officers at
every rank are about equal in their ability to predict the discipline they would receive for
the conduct described in each case. Moreover, the relative level of support for discipline,
measured by thedifference between SHOULD and WOULD comparisons is also similar.
However, standard deviations that were greater than or equal to 1.3 were found in only
7 of the 66 cells in the table reporting the responses from the Integrity Profile of Agency
2 (Table 26). In sharp contrast, the disciplinary responses of Agency 23 yielded standard
deviations of 1.3 or more in 37 out of a possible 66 cells (Table 27). Among administrators
in Agency 23 there was substantial disagreement not only about how an officer who ran
an off- duty security business should and would be disciplined, but the same levels of
divergent opinion existed about the appropriate and expected discipline for a police officer
who accepted a bribe or a kickback or stole from a found wallet or crime scene. Not
surprisingly, the same levels of variation in opinion reign among both supervisors and line
officers in Agency 23.

6.2.3 Comparative Disciplinary Severity: Ranking of Individual Agencies

The discipline section of each agency's integrity profile closed with a summary
statement on the overall disciplinary environment in the agency. It reported where that
agency ranked among all thirty agencies surveyed with respect to answers to both the
“discipline should receive” and “discipline would receive” questions. This ranking was
arrived at by using a procedure identical to the one employed to establish the seriousness
rankings discussed in the previous section. For each of the discipline questions a table
was constructed that rank ordered the mean scores of each agency on each case. One
point was awarded if an agency's mean score on a question placed it among the bottom
third of agencies; two points were awarded for scoring among the middle third of agencies
on each case; and three points were awarded for scoring among the top third of agencies
in each case. These points were then added, making possible summary scores ranging
from 11 for an agency that ranked among the bottom third of agencies on every case and
33 for an agency that ranked among the top third of agencies in every case.<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>