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PREFACE 

This report describes a study of retention of police 

officers. conducted by the staff of the Law Enforcement Minority 

Persons ?roject of the National Urban League. The study was 

funded by a grant from the Office of civil Rights Compliance, 

a division of the Office of Justice l\.ssistance, Research and 

Statistics, Department of Justice. 

This work reflects six years of experience of ·the 

National Urban League's Law Enforcement Minority Persons Project 

in the recruitment of minority persons for careers in the field 

of Criminal Justice, and placement of recruited personnel in 

Criminal Justice agencies in several cities an.d states in the 

nation. This study also represents an extension of the capabil­

ities of the Administration of Justice Division and ele Law 

Enforcement Minority Persons project in particular,. to gather 

and process information. This information can serve as a basis 

for action, which has been the hallmark of thE: National Urban 

League. 

In particular, we have gathered information on how the 

experiences of the officers during the early pre-appointment 

selection stages of the recruitment process may later influence 

the officer's voluntary separation from the department. This 

information will be reflected in our continuing technical assis­

tance to criminal justice agencies in the appointment of minority 

personnel. We have also gathered information on the officers' 

experiences and perceptions during the initial five years of 

ii 
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appoint.."11ent TN'hich are critical to the making of a IIgood street 

cop. II This information will also influence our technical assis-

tance activities, as well as inform our assistance in the 

conduct of compliance reviews for the Office of Civil Rights 

Compliance. 

• 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Over the course of the past t't'lO decades, there· has been 

increasing concern and attention focused upon the underrepre­

sentation of minority citizens in law enforcement careers of all 

types and at all levels. For the most part l however, this atten­

tion and concern has centered on minority underrepresentation 

among police officers. This reflects in part, we suspect, all 

the ~nderlying factors whic.h have resulted in the police officer 

becoming the general s~~ol of the entire criminal justice 

system--the frequency of contact for the average .citizen, the 

high visibility of uniformed patrol officers, and their author­

ity and legitimacy as the representative of society, communi­

cated by badge, revolver, a,nd night stick. 

The sources of this concern and attention have been both 

internal and external to the police departments themselves. 

There has been recognition on the part of departments that the 

complex role and activities of the police officer vis a vis the 

service community frequently are better performed by minority 

officers. Whether this represents a cynical "public relations" 

approach, a sincere effort to diffuse the racial aspect of some 

police-community hostilities, or a technical decision based upon 

the officer's suitability for certain police functions, the 

result is the sarne: increased attention to the recruitment of 

minority officers. 

At the same time, our society has placed more emphasis 

on equal employment opportunities in general, and, ~o a degree, 

1 
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• 
the concern about minority representation in police departments 

• reflects this broader concern. Police departments as organiza-

tions have experienced their share of one critical aspect of 

this concern: they too have been defendants in law suits, and 

• subjected to judicial scrutiny regarding their hiring and pro-

motional prac.tices. 

Finally, the minority comnunity has exerted pressure, 

both moral and political, upon local governments to increase the 

hiring of minority officers. As the minority community has 

increased its effective political power, of course, this pressure 

has become relatively more effective. 

As police departments have begun to make affirmative 

action efforts in the appointment of minority officers, the 

., selection procedures which have represented a plock to such 

appointments in the past have increasingly come under scrutiny 

and review. Some movement has occurred in removing tradi'cional, 

• but nonrational, standards for selection. There has also been 

some movement in the review and monitoring of standards which, 

while rational, are subject to abuse and misuse in their appli-

• cation to minority candidates. Undoubtedly, these changes have 

improved the selection ~rocess for majority officers as well. 

Many of these standards operated against the selection of 

• economically disadvantaged candidates. Thus, on the average, 

they resulted in lower selection rates for minority candidates. 

But they also operated against the selection of economically 

• disadvantaged majority candidates. 

• 

I 
I, 
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To .the extent that these affirmative action efforts at 

recruit.."tlentare successful, it becomes increasingly important 

to examine the career experiences of appointed minority officers. 

In particular, the continuation of thel.r careers in la~v enforce-

ment is critical. If the newly appointed minority officers 

leave police work, then two undesirable outcomes are inevl.table. 

First, the underrepresentation of minority officers will simply 

continue, especially among the higher ranks. Second, the 

department's further affirmative action efforts will be increas-

ingly met with hostility and cynicism by the minority co~~unity. 

This will lead to the exacerbation of all the problems which 

minority representation on the police force is thought to 

alleviate. 

In view of these cons~.derations, the National Urban 

League I S La~v Enforce.~ent Ninori ty Persons Project undertook 

this study of the retention of recently appointed minority 

officers. We surveyed majority and minority officers w'ho had 

been appointed to seven different police departments during 

the years 1973-+978. This sample should yield information on 
. 

their experiences and perceptions during their early years as 

police officers, years critical to retention. 

Our objectives vlere to provide initial answers to these 

questions: 

1) What is the relationship between an officeris minority! 
majori ty status and the office:t:" s reports of their 
experiences in the police de~artment? 

2) What is the relationshi.p between an officer I s reported 
experiences and the l.ikeli,hdod the officer ~'lill leave 
the depart..~ent? 
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3) Do the relationships between an officer's reported 
experiences and the officer's likelihood of leaving 
the depart~ent depend upon the officer1s ethnic status? 

I 

j . " 
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II. RETENTION OF MINORITY POLICE OFFICERS 

A. Background 

During the past two decades there has been growing 

concern about the underrepresentation of minority citizens 

in law enforcement careers. This concern has particularly 

focused on the low representation of minority citizens in 

police organizations at all levels of government--from the town 

constable all the way to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

All parties to this concern, including members of minority 

communities and police officials, feel that there are a number 

of reasons.why increased representation of minorities in these 

police organizations 'is desirable. They stress, to varying 

degrees, ~~at such representation will increase the fairness, 

equitableness, efficiency, effectiveness! sensitivity and good 

will of necessary law enforcement activity. At the same time! 

police departments, as ~vell as other organizations! have been 

faced with pressures, both legal and political, to provide equal 

employment opportunities to minority citizens. 

As is all too frequently the case, police departments have 

approved, in principle, the idea of equal opportunity, but have 

found it difficult to implement it without, in their view, IIlow-

ering standards;' or "practicing reverse discriminatiOl~. II None­

~~eless, there has been some progress in this area, and minor-

ity citizens are being appointed to police departments at an 

increasing rate, although typically still below their 

5 
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. representation in the department1s service area. For ex.ample, 

one of our cooperating departments is reported to have been 

about 2 1/2 to 4% minority in 1967, and is currently 38% minority. 

The serv~ce community, however, is abcut 50% minority. 

The staff of the National Urban League;s Law Enforcement 

Minority Persons Project has participated in the effort to increase 

minority representation in criminal justice agencies since 1972. 

One of the major activity areas for LEMPP has been to provide 

technical assistance to criminal justice agencies, especially 

police depar~~ents, in the appointment of minority personnel. 

Project activities have been quite varied. We have supplied 

technical assistance in recruitment and appointment programs. 

We have also assessed selection procedures and materials for 

biases which needlessly select out qualified minority candidates. 

The problems in these areas have been increasingly recognized, 

although complete agreement on what they may be has not been 

reached. Nor have they by any stretch of the imagination been 

completely resolved. 

However, it has become increasingly clear to the LEHPP 

staff that successful recruitment and appointment of minority 

officers is just the first stage in bringing about equitable 

representation of minority citizens on our nation's police depart­

ments. Once minority officers have been appointed, attention 

must be paid to ensuring that they have equal opportunity to 

fully pursue their careers in 1a>;v enforcement--whether that 

involves promotional opportunities, or simply staying in the 

department. In particular I we are concerned that t..J,.e (however 

" 
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slightly) opening door to law enforcement careers for minority 

personnel does not simply turn into a revolving door, with a 

larger number of minority citizens temporarily "passing throughl! 

law enforcement careers. Recalcitrant organizations can be very 

effective in developing pressures upon the unwanted entran't 

which produce selective exiting from the organization. These 

mechanisms can range from the obvious--differential allocation 

of organizational rewards and punishments (promotions, choice 

assignments, charges, reprimands, etc.) to the more subtle-­

social isolation, insult, careful over-supervision. Both types 

can be very effective; whether one is forced out, or quits in 

disgust, frustration, anger, or hopelessness, the removal of 

the unwanted entrant is accomplished. 

All these considerations have played a role in the National 

Urban League's La'\v Enforcement Hinority Persons Project; s under­

taking this study designed to examine the retention of newly­

appointed minority police officers. We hope to present informa­

tion useful to concerned parties in attempting to improve the 

situation and law enforcement career possibilities of these 

officers. 

We should make it clear at the outset that the factors 

whose role in retention we examine are largely drawn from 

LEHPP's experia~ce with a wide range of police agencies and 

officers. This is particularly the case with factors which we 

feel might play a role in differential retention of minority and 

majority police officers. We do not attempt to present an 

all-encompassing literature review. We have rather sought to 
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illustrate the scattered reflections in the literature of our 

experientially-based concerns' in this area. In particular, 

we attempt to reflect here why we are concerned with certain 

aspects of police department organization and the general situa­

tion of the minority citizen in our society and how these 

might impact upon minority police officers. 

B. The Selection Process 

The typical police department in the United states 

uses any number of selection criteria in b~e appointment of its 

officers. ~hese may include a written exam, an oral interview, 

a background investigation, a medical examination (possibly 

including a psychiatric examination), and a physical agility test. 

All of these components of the selection process may result in 

the needless elimination of qualified minority applicants. 

Of course, the pool of applicants typically already 

reflects some other selection criteria, such as age and educa­

tion level. The applicant pool may also reflect the operation 

of other, less often recognized, selection criteria. These may 

result from the content, stylet or procedures of the depart­

ment's recruitment efforts. The racial, gender, and social 

class composition of the applicant pool is undoubtedly influenced 

by these outreach efforts in the recruitment process. 

Over the last 10-15 years, there has been a growing 

awareness of the role of these recruitment and selection proce­

dures in the continuing underrepresentation of minority persons 

.; 
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in our nation1s police departments. It is; not our intention 

to revietv the studies bearing on these issues, nor to reflect 

the full range of LEMPP experience in these areas. We will, 

however, present some illustrative examples of these kinds of 

problems, since we think that these initial selection biases may 

have later impact on the retention of those who have survived 

them. 

The initial attraction of candidates for police work and 

the retention of these applicants through ~~e entire selection 

procedure constitute separate problems. Moreover, both of 

these stages in the selection procedure are important in the 

appointment of minority personnel. Even successful attempts to 

generate initial applications from minority persons may flounder 

as these aplicants simply drop out of the application procedures. 

This may be a result of the procedures themselves, rather than 

through conscious rejection of the application by the department 

(Hunt and Cohen, 1971). 

An ex~~ination of New York City officers with ten years 

experience found ,that 25.2% of the black officers had received, 

at the time of application, low background investigation ratings 

from their investigators. 15.5% of the white officers received 

such ratings. Only one category of negative characteristics 

underlying these ratings differed by more than 2% between black 

and white officers. This was "family probity,lI which was 

reflected in the reports on 13.2% of the black officers, and 

2.2% of the white officers. The more objective negative char­

acteristics--offenses and summonses; culpable omissions from 
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application information; medical and psychological information; 

• disciplinary records and debt--showed little, if any, differ-

ences. For three of these four, in fact, the percent of men-
I, 

, tions for white officers was higher than the percent of mentions 

• for black officers. (Cohen and Chaiken, 1972; especially 

pp. 40-42.) 

The data presented in this study do not allow us to 

• directly establish the impact of mention of this "negative i: 

characteristic ll upon the surnmary rating of the background 

investigation. This is because the data are presented in separ-

• ate tables. It is not unreasonable, however, to suspect that 

the ratings of the black officer's IIfamily probity" had substan-

tial impact on their higher likelihood of receiving low background 

• ratings. This is especially the case in view of the rejection of 

alternative explanations allowed by the lack of difference on 

other characteristics. This kind· of characteristic is, of 

• course, open to a high degree of individual variation in inter-

pretation and assessment. It is also quite likely subject to 

cultural, racial and ethnic differences in appraisal. 

• These data also do not allow us to directly assess the 

impact of these ratings upon the rejection of black applicants, 

• since the sample included only appointed officers. We suspect 

that the impact at the selection stage may, in fact, be quits 

large indeed. That the authors of this report shared this 

• concern is suggested by their recommendation that the number of 

minority background investigators be increased, and that they 

provide input when there is a possibility that the outcome of a 

• 
----~----
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background investigation will result in the rejection of a 

minority candidate (Cohen and Chaiken, 1972, p. 156). 

An earlier study of the same department discovered that 

black officers felt there was an ·Junwritten =atio ll of white to 

black candidates who would reach the appoinb~ent stage. This 

unwritten ratio was maintained, it was felt, by the manipulation 

of vague standards, such as minor law violations, which also 

are reflected in the background investigation (Alex, 1969, pp. 

104-105). 

For our present concern--the retention of minority 

officers--the cx'itical issue is that officers who are appointed 

have undergone this selection process. They may feel that these 

criteria have been applied in a discriminatory manner to them­

selves. They may feel that they have been so applied to other, 

rejected, minority candidates. To the extent that they perceive 

that the.:se selection criteria are used in a discriminatory fashion, 

they may be more likely to ultimately leave the department. This 

may occur because the selection procedures set up a negative 

context for the interpretation of later experience. Or., perhaps, 

because in and of themselves they predispose the officers to 

eventually leave police work. 

How does a department protect itself from charges of 

discriminatory application of vague standards? One way is to be 

fairly open and specific in feedback to the candidates. This 

may persuade the candidates that their ratings on the criterion 

is fair. Even if it does not fully accomplish this goal, it at 

least gives the candidate an understanding, and the opportunity 
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to challenge, the evaluation. We would expect that officers 

who receive feedback at critical stages of the selection process 

will more likely remain police officers. We think that this is 

especially true for minority officers because of the discrimina­

tory practices to which they have been subjected. 

c. Selective Exit Pressures 

1. Department 

Once the minority candidates have survived the selection 

procedures and been appointed officers, they may still face a 

wide number of departmental pressures, consciously and uncon­

sciously applied, upon them to resign. Groups and organizations 

are very effective in pressuring unwanted members into leaving. 

They can be forced or pushed out through a wide range of mechan­

isms, and it is to some of these we now turn. 

It must be recognized at ~~e outset that there will be 

many m.ajority officers who will resent the increasing appointment 

of minority officers. For some of them this resentment will 

simply reflect the attitudes of their social background. For some 

it will spring from the more racist views fostered by the police 

experience (Levy, 1968; Marx, 1968i Niederhoffer, 1967; 

Skolnick, 1967, inter alia). For others, it will reflect an 

honest, if misplaced, concern about the quality and reliability 

of minority officers. Still others will see in changing recruit­

ment and appointment patterns an implicit cri-ticism of the system 

r.vhich brought them into police work, much as Bittner (1970) 

I' 
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observes wit~ regard to resistance to changing educational 

• requirements. For some, the outside pressure resulting in such 
'~ 

appointments will be viewed as "unwarranted interference II r.vith 

the cherished autonomy of the depart~ent (e.g. Ruchelman, 1973 

• and Wilson, 1968). Undoubtedly there are more sources of such 

resistance. The key point is that all of these sources may 

result in attitudes and behaviors towards the newly appointed 

• minority officers which will lessen the likelihood that these 

officers will remain in the department.. 

Police officers are a very tight-knit social group. 

• Observers have argued that there are positive and negative factors 

which account for this pattern. First, there are the positive 

feelings police generally feel for their colleagues, coupled 

• with the shared plight of dissatisfaction with pay, benefits, etc. 

(National Advisory Committee on Civil Disorders, 1968). Second, 

there is the espirit de corps of a paramilitary organization 

• whose members face uncertainty and danger in their job (Bittner, 

1970). Third there is L~e overpowering attitudinal similarity 

among officers on major issues concerning the department and the 

• role of the police officer (for example, Lohman and Mismer, 

1966). Fourth, there is wide spread agreement among police 

officers that they are neither valued nor respected by the 

• citizens they serve (National Advisory Committee on Civil 

Disorders, 1968). In a very real sense, the police form an 

"occupational communityll--more than most other occupations, the 

• members form a social group with community characteristics. 

• 
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All this suggests that other police officers are powerful 

sources of social rewards and punishments for an individual 

police officer. This means that social tactics such as isolation, 

disapproval, disrespect (as well as their positive converses), 

• can powerfully affect the behavior of the individual police 

officer. The minority police officer may be even more dependent 

upon the occupational group for social approval because, as 

• will be discussed below, they are likely to experience tension 

in their relationship with the minority community becaus~ they 

are police officers. At the same time, since they are minority, 

• they are less likely to be accepted by other police (c.f. Alex, 

1969 on the IIdouble marginality" of the black police officer). 

This suggests that for minority police officers, their rela­

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

tionship with other departmental personnel will be even more 

critical for retention than it is for majority officeJ:s. 

Organizations can also pressure members into leaving 

through the manner in which organizational rewards and punish­

ments are distributed. It is quite clear, and not surprising 

in view of our discussion of the application of sel.ection cri­

teria above, that minority officers have been subj'ected to more 

punishments and fewer rewards than their majority colleagues. 

Alex (1969) reviews such practices in the assignments to 

precincts, to special units, to general duties, and promotional 

opportunities. Cohen CUJ.d Chaiken (1972) find that qualified black 

officers were more often made detectives than promoted, compared 

to ~vhite officers. They also find that departmental charges ~vere 

more often levelled against black officers, although there were no 

i 



• 

• 

• 

15 

differences for either criminal charges or civilian complaints. 

It seems clear that if minority officers see their career 

mobility and success blocked in this fashion, they are less 

likely to remain officers. 

2. Department-Community 

The issue of who shall control the police continues 

• to be the source of many a heated debate--both within police 

departments and in the community at large. Wilson (1968) and 

Ruchelman (1973) layout the general issues underlying the 

• debate, as well as highlighting the racial context in which it 

currently typically occurs. Minority communities over the last 

20 years have become increasingly vocal and assertive about what 

• they view as police abuses of authority--verbal abuse, harrass­

ment, unwarranted physical force, underenforcernent of some laws, 

overenforcement of O1:her laws, and underservice to minority 

• 

• 

citizens and communities (Campbell and Schuman, 1968). The 

police, on the other hand, are quite likely to view the minority 

community as a major source of their problems--both crime and 

public relations. They resist the implicit and explicit attempts 

to limit police autonomy. The police reactions to civilian review 

boards are an example of this (see Ruchelman, 1973, and Alex, 1969). 

• Undoubtedly, this debate has intensified the difficulty 

of simultaneously filling the role of minority citizen and police 

officer, and doing it to the satisfaction of both constituencies, 

• since Alex (196~ highlighted this situation. The increasing 

number of minority police officer associations may suggest that 

• 
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a resolution of this IIdouble marginality" 1s occllrring. None-

theless, it is still the case that the minority officers' ability 

to negotiate their dual roles is critical to their survival, 

both personal and as police officers. Consequently we feel that 

their attitudes about their ability to serve the minority commu­

nity in their role of police officer will be an important factor 

in their retention as officers. 

Underlying the tension of being a minority citizen and 

a police officer, in addition to the attitudes of majority police 

officers, is the attitude of many members of the minority commu-

nity towards the police, and, in particular, towards a fellow 

minority citizen who is also a police officer. All the negative 

attitudes which may be experienced by majority officers are also 

likely to be experienced by minority officers. Additionally, 

they will be at least occasionally exposed to the extra disdain 

and resentment reserved for "traitorf;;" as opposE~d to simple 

Henemies." This source of tension will only increase the 

importance of minority officers' feelings that they can serve the 

minority community as influences upon their likelihood of reten­

tion. The fact that these minority officers arEl likely to 

experience tension in their relationship with the majority commu-

nity (Alex, 1969) will likely further emphasize their relationship 

to the minority community. 

Finally, police officers' retention will be influenced 

by what they perceive to be their available opportunities. If 

they see few, they are likely to remain police officers no matter 

how stressful or unpleasant they may find the role. Perhaps 

1, 

.... ;: 
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this is one source of what Niederhoffer (1967) describes as a. 

major police adaptation to the problems of their role: cynicism. 
.\ 

We are unsure what the available opportunities are for 

minority and majority officers, or to what extent they vary 

from locale to locale. It may be 'that minority officers are 

more locked into police work: their available options may be 

limited to low paying service occupations. Cohen and Chaiken 

(1972) use this type of argument to explain differences' in the 

retention of certain black and white officers in their study. 

On the other hand, minority citizens who have "made it" all the 

way through the department's selection procedures may find 

broader opportunities. This might occur because an official 

institution of our society has stamped them II acceptable. " 

Alex (1969) argued that black police officers were 

largely attracted by the civil service aspects of police work 

rather than the nature of the work itself. He suggested that 

the supposed universality and performance emphasis of civil 

service work presented black officers with more perceived 

opportunity,for.advancement and security than other types of 

employment. On the other hand, Niederhoffer (1967) argues that 

security is the major motivation for all police candidates. Simi­

larly, Cohen and Chaiken (1972) report that nearly 38 percent of the 

1957 recruit cohort who had left the police department by 1968 had 

joined the fire department. They also report that community ser-

vice, not security, was the major attraction for black officers. 

This leaves us unsure whether the appeal of civil service security 

really is higher for minority officers ~~an white officers. 
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Hence I \",e are unsure: tN'hat the differences in perceived 

opportunities for alterna~ive employment for majority and 

minority police officers may be. We do feel, hm'lever I that it 

merits at least exploratory consideration. 

D. Summary 

There are a number of factors which influence the reten-

tion of minority police officers. Many of these: factors are 

quite likely to have different impact for majority and minority 

officers, either because the experiences are different, or 

because the conte.~t: of the experiences are different. The 

critical factors probably include experiences of the depart-

men tal selee'cion procedures I relationships with fellow officers, 

and relationships w'ith the minority community. 

Minori ty officers may 1'1ell perceive discriminatory selec-

tion practices, which may influence their likelihood of remaining 

officers even though they themselves have survived these practices. 

The relationship of minority officers to their departmental col-

leagues is likely to be especially important because of the more 

tenuous relationship they will have with their ethnic community 

because they are officers. Minority officers! perceptions of 

discriminatory depart~ental practices will be critical for this 

same reason. At the same time, the feeling that they can serve 

their ethnic community ~vill be important, again because being 

police officers makes these relationships more problematic. 

I' 
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III. RESEARCH DESIGN ~~D PROCEDURES 

In order to answer questions about the impact of a variety 

of factors upon the retention of minority officers, we conducted 

a survey of officers in seven departments. This chapter will 

describe these sites, as well as the procedures and methods 

utilized in our study. 

A. Site Selection 

We initially proposed selecting six departments for study. 

We wanted these sites to be geographically dispersed, urhan depart­

ments, reflecting variations in the minority percentage of the 

service population as well as the police department. With such 

a small sample we clearly did not intend to analyze the 

impacts of these variations. We were more interested in simply 

assuring that our resu~ts would be applicable across a range 

of departments and communities. 

An initial list of 18 possible sites was submitted to 

the Office of civil Rights Compliance (OCRC). We did this to 

discover whether any of the sites were involved in litigation 

likely to interfere with, or complicate, our proposed study. We 

also needed to determine whether an Equal Employment Opportunity 

Plan (EEOP) had been filed, and if the information it contained 

suggested that the site met the needs of our proposed research. 

This process resulted in identifying nine sites, seven of whom 

were selected. (We added a se"Tenth site to provide a higher 

number of eligible minority respondents.) All nine sites agreed 

19 
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to cooperate with us in this research. One of the sites was 

eli~inated because the initial training and experiences of 

newly-appointed officl,=rs is structured quite differently than 

is the case lon most departments. 'rhis Tllould have :.:esulted in a 

fair portion of our respondents for that department not yet 

having been assigned any kind of patrol duty. The other site 

initially agreed to cooperate, but failed to respond to a few 

subsequent contacts. The cooperation of all these departments 

was secured by members of the LEMPP staff meeting with, and 

explaining the study to, the necessary department officials. We 

promised all these departments that we would not identify them, 

which is why we have not done so in this report. 

B. Descriptive Data collection 

We attempted to collect as much organizational-level 

data as we could on the actual experiences of majority and 

minority candidates and officers over the years 1973-1978, the 

period in which the respondents to our survey \.;ere hired. We 

were interested in ethnic rates of application and appointment, 

as \"ell as the rates of success at whatever preappointment 

stages the departments utilized. Similarly I we \'lere interested 

in gathering information on the rates of academy completion, as 

well as such post-appointment experiences as separation, termi­

nation, de,partmental changes I and civilian complaints. The 

instruments used for recording these data are contained in 

Appendix I. 
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Our attempts to collect these data required us to secure 

records and aggregate counts from a variety of offices of local 

government. We 'sought assistance from Personnel, Internal 

Affairs, Affirmative Action, Academy, and Special Projects units 

within the police departments, as well as Civil Service Commis­

sions and Planning Offices of the municipal governments. In 

spite of these efforts, much of the desired information could 

not be collected. Frequently the information was simply unavail­

able in any kind of summary fashion, and time ~~d budgetary con­

straints prevented us from completely collecting the data from 

individual officer's files. Often the information was thought 

to be available, but we were unable to identify exactly where 

it was located. This more often than not appeared to be honest 

uncertainty on the part of the officials, rather than individual 

lack of cooperation with the study. Of the information we were 

able to locate and collect, much of it was of a sporadic and 

inconsistent nature. For these reasons, we have not performed 

any elaborate analyses of these descriptive data. 

C. Descriptive Data Preparation 

Descriptive data, as indicated, were collected onsite 

from a number of organizations within the local government 

structure of our selected cities. The information '~ias entered 

on'co a series of summary sheets covering our major areas of 

interest. These data have been checked for internal consistency, 

and, where irresolvable inconsistencies have been found, the 
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d~ta has been deleted from this presentation. Since most of our 

descriptive questions deal with simple percentage differences, 

and are limited to seven cities, the necessary calculations were 

performed with a desk calculator. These calculations were 

performed independently by two members of the LEMPP staff, and 

any inconsistencies resolved. 

D. Site Descriptions 

Table 3.1 displays some general characteristics of our 

seven research sites. These sites do vary in service area 

size, departmental size, and ethnic composition of both service 

area and department. The final column of the table displays 

the extent to which minorities are underrepresented on the police 

force. We assume that, everything being equal, we will find 

minority citizens represented on ~~e police force to about the 

same degree that they are represented in the service population. 

We recognize that this measure of underrepresentation sums up a 

large number of factors which have not been equal, as well as 

shifts in service area populations which cannot quickly be 

reflected in the department composition because of Civil Service 

regulations and a number of other reasons. Nonetheless, it is 

a useful measure· of the extent to which the ethnic composition 

of the police force is different from the ethnic composition of 

the" service area population, whatever the sources of this differ-

ence may be. Again, these sites show substantial variations in 

the degree to which the police depart~ent's ethnic composition 

I 

I 
I 

I 
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I 
I 



Site Population 

1 362,000 

2 1,290,000 

3 516,000 

4 123,000 

5 593,000 

6 173,000 

7 74,000 

'l'ABI,E 3 ~ 1 

SERVICB AREA AND PEPAR'l'MEN'j' 
ETHNIC COMPOSI'l'ION 

Population Depa.rtJllent 
Percent Depart- Percent 

Hinority men I: t1inority 

50.8 ·101 3B.O 

57.4 4394 40.4 

IB.7 1300 IB.4 

30.0 407 7.8 

45.5 1244 12.0" 

40.6 509 20.4 .... 

97.0 94 60.6 

Minorlty 
underrepre-
sentation 

-12.B 

-17.0 

- 0.3 

-22.2 

-32.7 

-20.2 

-36.4 

aFar Site 5 this figure It/as not available; we have takan the 
estimcl \:e from another project' s draft final report supplied 
by OCRe • 

...... FOl· Site 6, this figure was not available; this is the 
estimate provided for the lIIunicipal "JOrk force in toto. 

• • 
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departs from the ethnic composition of the service area. Site 

3, for example, shmV's a negligible underrepresentation, \V'hile 

Sites Sand 7 show extreme degrees of underrepresentation. 

Table 3.2 displays the ethnic composition of the most 

recently hired officers for these seven sites. .~gain we used 

the population of the service area to form the basis of our 

expectations and present under and overrepresentation measures. 

It should be noted, however, that hiring minorities proportional 

to their presence' in the ser~lice area population requires a 

long time to produce a representative department. This is 

because it essentially requires waiting until death, retirement, 

or resignation to completely eliminate the original irr~alanced 

composition of the department. 

Nevertheless, we note that three of these depart~ents 

are hiring minority officers at a higher rate than minorities 

are present in the service area. These departments, then, are 

acting to more quickly reduce ethnic imbalance between the 

departma~t and community. Site 4 is hiring at about the ethnic 

composition of the service area, which may bring improvement, 

alt~ough it will require a long time. The remaining three sites 

are hiring minorities at less than their representation in the 

population. These departments may lessen the current under­

representation of minoiities (compare these hires with the 

current departmental composition in Table 3.1), but their 

current practices will never result in these departments 

reflectinq the etlL~ic composition of the service area • 



• • • • ----- --------- . • • • 

'l'AIU.E 3. 2 

SI:~RVrCE AREA AND DEPAR'l'MENTAJ. E'l'IlHIC 
COMPOSITION; 1973-1976 

population Departmental Over and under 
Pel."cent lIires Percen t representation 

Site Minority Mlnodty in hires 73-7B 

1 50.6 60.7 +9.9 

2 57.4 63.2 +5.8 

3 Ill. '} 44.8 +26.1 

4 
, 

30.0 20.0 '-2.0 

5 45.5 35.7 -9.B 

6 40.6 30.4 -10.2 

7 97.0 6L5 -35.5 

• • • 
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Tables 3.3 to 3.5 present the data we were able to collect on 

the failure rates for maioritv and minority candidates on two 

important pre-appointment selection staqes, the oral intervieTN' 

and the backqround investiqation, as well as for the academy. 

These data are important but are too frequently missinq, or 

based on very small reported numbers, or inconsistentlY reported 

bv the maiority of our s·ites. We have chosen to present here 

only those fiqures about which we feel relatively confident as 

to their accuracy and consistency. 

For all of these tables, we would expect the rate of 

• minority candidate failure to equal the rate of maiority candi-

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

date failure, everythinq beinq equal. Aqain, we recoqnize there 

are many possible sources of differences, but feel it is critical 

to assess the extent of these differences even when we cannot 

unambiguously attribute tha~ to a specific cause. 

These tables present both the difference in the failure 

rates, and the ratios of the two failure rates. These are both 

useful numbers. The ratio gives us a degree of difference 

measure which controls out the overall frequency of fai.lure. 

Thus it allows us to compare differences in failure for minority 

and majority candidates across departments with different absolute 

frequencies of failure. The difference score, on the other 

hand, reflects the overall frequency of failure, and hence gives 

a clearer sense of the total impact of the procedure in the 

rejection of minority candidates. We expect the ratios to be 

about 1.0, and the differences to be about 0. 
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Table 3.3 presents the data from Sites 1-4 on the failure 

rate for oral examinations or interviews. Site 1 reveals little 

difference in.the ratios or the difference scores, while at the 

same time being characterized by a very high failure rate for 

both majority and minority candidates. Sites 2 and 3 are both 

characterized by high ratios of the minority failure rate to the 

majority failure rate, although its impact is somewhat greater 

in Site 3, as revealed by the difference scores. Site 4 has a 

high ratio, although the net impact is small, reflecting the low 

overall rate of failure. 

Table 3.4 displays the data on the failure rates for the 

background investigation. Here we find Site 2 with a somewhat 

surprising reversal--majority officers experiencing a higher 

® failure rate. Most of this is the result of one year's very 

• 

• 

• 

high failure rate for majority officers, and it is not the 

pattern for each of the years. Sites 1 and 3 are both character­

ized by higher failure rates for minority officers. It should 

be noted that if we compare the ratios of the failure rates 

from Table 3.4 and Table 3.3 for Site 3, we find them to be 

little different: t.56 and 1.77. The associated difference 

scores, however, tell us that the oral interview results in the 

rejection of far more minority candidates than does the back­

ground investigation in this department: +.157 versus +.023. 

Table 3.5 presents the data for failure rates in the 

Academy. Unfortunately, only Sites 1 and 5 are available for 

this examination. By either measure we observe substantially 

higher failure for minority candidates in both these sites. 

. , 
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Site 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5-7 

• • • 

'l'AD LB: 3. 3 

FAILURE RA'J.'mS FOR r.JINORI'J.'Y AND MA,JORI'J.'Y 
CANDIDA'fES XN 'rilE OlltAI. INTERVIEW: 

1973-19713 

• 

Ethnicity E>wess Ratio of minor-
Hi.nority ity failure rate 

Minority f.lajority Failures to majority 

.587 .618 -.031 .95 

.291 .163 +.128 1. 79 

.376 .219 +.157 1.72 

.191 .143 +.048 1.34 
-

NA NA tlA 

• • • 

N 
co 
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Site 

1 

2 

3 

4-7 

• • • 

'l'ADLE! 3. 4 

FAILURE M'l'ES FOR MINORrrY ANI> M1\JORn'll 
CANI>J;OA'l'ES :CN 'l'lfE BACKGROUND 

INVES'l'IGATION: 1973-1978 

• 

Ethnicity Excess Ratio of llIinor-
Minority ity failure to 

Minot'ity Majority Failure majority failure 

.260 .lD3 +.077 1. 42 

.087 .146 -.059 .60 

.064 .041 +.023 1.56 

NA NA NA 

• • • 
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Site 

1 

5 

2-4; 
6-7 

• • • 

TABLE 3.5 

FAILURE: RATES OF MAJORI'l'Y AND MINORITY 
CANDIlJA'l'ES IN 'l'IIE ACADEMY: 

1973-1978 

• 

Ethnicity Excess Ratio of minor-
Minority tty failure rate 

Minority M"ljority Failure majority failure 

.iS1 .105 +.176 2.60 

.167 .046 "'.121 3.63 

NA NA NA 

• 

to 
rate 

• • 
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The data available from our sites, then, suggest that 

the selection stages and academy completion rates for minority 

and majority candidates are different. The depar~~ents providing 

data on the b~ckground investigation show a bit less of a differ­

ence than we might expect. This partially reflects the low 

overall failure rates for ~he background investigation compared 

to the oral intervie,:V' and the academy stages. 

We have no idea how IItypical ll these results are, but we 

have no specific reason for thinking that they are atypical. 

They certainly reveal variations among the departments in -terms 

of failure rates for these stages as well as in the differen-

tial failure rates for minority and majority candidates. These 

variations of course would partially reflect application and appoint­

~cnt rates, although these do not fully explain differences. 

Police departments do put varying emphasis on these stages. 

These descriptive data have been presented to give the 

reader some background information on the departments who agreed 

to cooperate with us. As such, they are presented to provide a 

context for the interpretation and generalization of the results 

of the survey instrument responded to by officers from these 

seven sites. 

E. Survey Instrument 

The LEHPP survey (see Appendix II for a copy of the actual 

questionnaire) is designed to provide information concerning the 

differential retention of minoriry and majority police officers. 
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This interest is predicated on the possibility that even after 

the initial screening processes and training procedures of the 

Department, the appointed minority officer might be more likely 

to leave the Department, whether voluntarily or due to Depart­

mental action. If this is the case, then serious attempts to 

rectify the ethnic imbalance of police departments must address 

the sources of this pattern. If these issues are not addressed, 

then the most successful affirmative action efforts at recruit-

. ment will not have the direct impact on the department's ethnic 

balance that they are· designed to have. The department's efforts 

at the pre-appoinb~ent and appointment stages may well be sub­

verted, as the newly-appointed minority offi~ers leave through 

the "revolving door ll of differential retention. 

In order to explore what factors might lead to differ­

ential retention, LEMPP designed a survey questionnaire foc~s­

;~·.:'-1::m the experiences and perceptions of sworn officers. We 

were interested in a number of aspects of their experiences which 

might influence th~ likelihood of retention: job assignments, 

reactions to departJnental pre-appointment selection procedures, 

feelings about the way in which they are treated, as well as some 

individual characteristics of the officers themselves. We 

hoped to be able to a.dminister this questionnaire to currently 

appointed officers, as well as individuals who had already 

resigned their appointments. This would allow us to identify 

differences in the experiences of majority and minority officers 

and explore the impact of these differences upon retention. 

Unfortuna tely, the time and costs associated ~vi th locating 
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resigned officers proved prohibitive, and we were forced to 

fall back on indirect indicators of likelihood of leaving, rather 

than actually comparing officers who had resigned with those 

who had not. Our measure does allow us to identify some critical 

differences in the experiences of minority and majority officers 

which relate to the likelihood that they will leave the police 

departmen t. 

F. Sample 

We initially focused our attention on officers hired 

between the years 1973-1978, the most recently appointed 

officers. There were a number of reasons for this. First, these 

years would provide us with larger proportions of minority 

officers, due to the recrui tlnent and appointment practices and 

patterns of our cooperating departments. Second, we feel that 

the initial few years' experiences are the most critical vis a 

vis retention. This group's reports of these experiences are 

less likely to be distorted through memory decay or through in­

terpretation of these experiences in light of subsequent exper­

iences than reports of veteran officers would be. Third, locating 

officers who had resigned more than a few years earlier \vould be 

virtually impossible. Finally, the rapid changes in police 

personnel with regard to what we might loosely term "professional­

ization," would likely complicate our analysis and progressively 

limi t the applicability of our results over the next few· years, 

if we included more veteran officers in our sample . 
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As to the limitations this approach may place upon us, \Ve 

clearly address these issues in the context of recently appointed 

officers and our results may have less applicability to officers 

with earlier appointment. This "limitation,1I as we have indicated, 

may in fact be a strength; we are dealing with current practices 

and procedures and the "new" police officers, however, they 

may be different from "old" officers. This means our results 

do not reflect practices and procedures, and the associated exper-

iences of the officers, which may have been substantially modi-

fied, altered r or dropped. We are interested in the current 

state of these issues, not in an historical review. 

Our original assumption vlas that ... "e ltiould likely have 

to census minority officers to obtain sufficient cases for 

analysis, but sample majority officers because of constraints of 

time a..'1d financial costs. We intended to randomly sample 

majority respondents. In fact, the procedures followed in 

obtaining respondents, as well as the actual distribution of 

officers hired during the appropriate time period, led to alter-

ation of this design. Our actual sample is probably technically 

closest to a "quota" sample. The instruments were delivered as 

the officers became available until the supply of instruments was 

exhausted. This procedure produced a census in some depar~~ents, 

and quota samples in others. 

Our resulting sample is subject to a variety of possible 

biases, although the only one we can identify is an apparent 

bias towards overrepresentation of white officers among our 

respondents. Considering only black and white officers, our 

I' 
I , 
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bes~ estimate based upon data provided for the departments, is 

that about 45% of the hires during 1973-1978 T.vere white, and 

55% ~tlere black. Our respondents, however, \Vere 54% white and 

46% black. 'rhis diffc::rence may be due to anyone or, a combina­

tion of possible sources. It may be due to a lower response' rate 

for "black officers. It may also be due to "errors" in the 

departments' ethnic identification of hires. Similarly, it may 

be due to "errors" in respondent self-identification. It is 

possible that our questionnaires were distributed to more white 

officers than b lack officers. Finally, it I'"ay reflect an already 

operative differential retention rate. Whether one of these 

possibilities, or some other unidentified factor accounts for 

the difference, in ethnic composition of our respondents and the 

reported hires, "\ve cannot say. 

In view of the initial stages of research in this area, 

we will follow standard practices and report these data and the 

accompanying statistical tests I even though, as \vi th virtually 

every research of this type, we technically do not meet all the 

required statistical assumptions. 

G. Administration of Survey 

While the details of survey administration varied 

slightly from city to city, our basic procedure involved the 

delivery of the questionnaires to the department, with the 

actual administration by depart~ent personnel. However, we 

directly administered the questionnaire ourselves in some cities. 
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In most cases, the selected respondents ~7ere given the instru-

ments and asked to complete and return tha~ later. Occasionally, 

they were asked to fill them out at the time they i'feTe given 

them. Of the 700 questionnaires delivered to the depart~ents 

for distribution, 381 were completed and returned. This response 

rate of 54.5% falls between what normally occurs with a mail 

questionnaire, on the one hand, and with a household survey 

with call-backs on the other. Unfortunately, the guarantee of 

anonymity to our respondents 'prevented us from identifying 

nonrespondents, rendering impractical follow-up attempts to secure 

their cooperation. 

We have already indicated that we were unsuccessful in 

securing the cooperation of sufficient numbers of officers who 

had already resigned. Most of this difficulty was simply the 

inabili ty to locat.e these people. We were able to locate 18, 

an insufficient number for any detailed analyses. Police depart-

ments, like most other organization, do not routinely update the 

addresses of former employees. We are a highly mobile population 

generally (about 20% of our population changes residence every 

year), and probably the odds of moving are increased when ane 

leaves a job. Another major road block was the limited tj~e we 

had to spend in our cooperating seven cities. Since the time 

required to collect archival and demo.;;raphic data was so great, 

the available time for locating resigned officers in each commu-

nity was severely constrained by our overall time and budget 

.c' .l..~gures. 

. . 
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H. Survey Data Preparation 

A codebook was developed, based upon rev'iew of a 10% 

random sample within eacn city's set of responding officers. 

Codes for open-ended items were developed at this stage. The 

developer of the codebook then trained two coders in its use, 

and checked their coding of approximately 20 questionnaires. 

At a later stage of the coding, the more experienced coder 

recoded 42 questionnaires originally coded by ~~e other coder, 

as well as 10 questionnaires coded by herself. These were 

reviewed for reliability by the developer. The errors detected 

were few and nonsystematic, totaling less than 1% of possible, 

so the decision was made to not double code all questionnaires. 

The codesheets were key-punched, verified, and a MIDAS 

(University of Michigan) data file constructed. All analyses 

performed upon the surlTey data. were conducted ~vi th MIDAS 

routines. 

I. Measures 

The factor one wishes to explain (the dependent variable) 

is really of primary concern in studies such as this. For sta­

tistical reasons, as well as for understanding exactly what it 

is we are attempting to explain, careful attention must be paid 

to this measure. We are primarily interested in exploring what 

factors might lead to, or result in, differences in the rate of 

retention of police officers, depending on their minority/majority 
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etJ.;'n::Lc status. For reasons already discussed, the data we have 

collected requires us to address a somewhat more restricted 

question: are there differences in the factors influencing the 

likelihood of retention of police officers, depending on whether 

the officers are black or white? Clearly, since we lack data 

from the officers who have already left the departments l we 

must be particularly careful in constructing our measure of "like­

lihood of retention," and it is to this problem we now turn our 

attention. 

Questions 27 and 28 of our survey ask the respondent to 

indicate their level of interest in being a police officer. 

Question 27 asks them to indicate their interest level when they 

first applied to the department, and question 28 asks them to 

indicate their current level of interest. For both of these, 

three response options were presented: "little interested," 

"fairly interested," and "greatly interested. H ~qe assume that, 

in general, an individual1s level of interest in being a police 

officer is related to the probability that they will remain 

one. We recognize that officers may be "greatly" interested 

and still leave because of circumstances beyond their control. 

It is also possible that other officers may have "little ll 

interest, and remain officers because they cannot find another 

job which they are willing to accept. But these are exceptions. 

Typically, someone who is more interested in being a police 

officer is more likely to remain a police officer than someone 

with less interest. This measure, of course, really focuses upon 

likelihood of ~loluntary separation from the department. 
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We feel confident that, by and large, respondents who 

indicate currently being "greatly" interested are more likely 

to remain than those who currently describe themselves as having 

"Ii ttle interest. To the extent that ~ve make errors in so 

classifying respondents, we make it less likely that we will 

be able to establish statistically significant relationships 

between this measure and the measures of our other factors which 

are in line with an hypothesis. 

About one-quarter of our currently employed officers 

responded that they were currently "fairlyl' interested in being 

police officers. For reasons of statistical efficiency we prefer 

not to simply treat these respondents as a third categol·Y. But 

that raises the tricky problem of whether to group them with 

the more- or less-likely to leave categories. Rathe~ than 

arbitrarily assign them to one or the other group, we decided to 

make use of the respondent's rating of their interest when 

they first applied to the department. Quite simply, if someone 

answered IIgreatly" for interest level at application, and 

"fairly" for current interest level--that is 1 revealed a 

decrease over time in their level of interest--we categorized 

them with the limore likely to leave ll groups who show fflittle a 

current interest. On the other hand, it they responded "little" 

or "fairly" for their initial interest, and "£airlyJl for their 

current interest--that is, showed a stable or even an increasin~ 

interest J.evel--we categorized them with the "less likely to 

leave" group who show Hgreat:: current interest. 
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So our measure of likelihood of retention combines 

infor.rnation from both questions. A stable low level of interest 

£E a declining interest'indicates low probability of retention 

(or high likelihood of leaving). While this measure is less 

direct than we might wish it to be, we are not uncomfortable in 

relying upon it, in view of the initial stage of research in 

"chis area. The exact construction of the factors whose impact 

UPO)! retention we will be examining will be discussed in the 

presentation of each analysis. 

J. Statistical Analysis 

We have elected to use Chi-square as our test statistic 

for the existence of a rela~ionship between the various predic-

tive factor~ and likelihood of leaving. This decision reflects 

a number of considerations. First, the procedure underlying 

this test is easily understood by those who wish to pursue it. 

(The notion of comparing the frequencies we would expect to 

find with those 't,ve actually find is intuitively appealing.) 

Second, the tabular presentation accompanying Chi-square should 

be familiar to most readers, allowing them to more readily 

evaluate the practical significance of the results for them-

selves. Third, even though we treat our dependent variable as 

though it reflects a "higher" and "lower" probability of reten-

tion, Chi-square does not build this assumption into our analysis, 

allowing the analysis to be interpreted as strictly nominal 

by those who so prefer. 

" 

.' I 
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Chi-square has one negative property for an analysis 

such as ~~is. It is influenced by both the number of cases in 

a given analysis and the strength of relationship between the 

two variables tested. While these are quite properly both 

reflected in the statistical test, their combined effects 

can be misleading if one wishes to assess the comparative 

strengths of two different· r-$~,ationships. Thus, if we wish to 

compare the impact for black officers of their prior occupa-

tions upon the likelihood that they will leave the department 

with its' impact upon retention for white officers, and the 

numbers of black and white officers are different, the direct 

comparison of the two Chi-squares will be misleading. This is 

because the difference in the Chi-squares will reflect the 

difference in the strength of the' relationship for black and white 

officers (if any) and the difference in the number of black and 

white officers available for analysis. 

Our primary focus is exactly upon the difference in 

the impact of a variety of factors upon retention, depE~nding 

upon the officer I s ethnici ty. Consequently, we will nE~ed to 

supplement Chi-square with a direct measure of the str(:mgth 

of these associations. Of those available, we have selected 

Crru~er's Phi. This measure corrects for the number of cases 

available for different analyses. ·At the same time, i.t is 

standardized so that it varies from "all to "I." That is, if 

there is absolutely no relationship between the two variables, 

Cramer's Phi will be 110. 11 If there is a perfect relationship 

between the variables, Cramer's Phi THill be "I." We can thus 
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make comparative judgments about the relative strength of 

intermediate relationships ranging from ;;.01 II to u. 99 . ;; So, 

Chi-square tells us whether we can reject the assertion that 

there is no relationship, and Phi tells us the strength of 

the relationships we observe. 

K. Analytic Sample 

Our full data set contains 381 completed questionnaires. 

From these we have selected an analytic sample upon which we 

have performed the major analyses contained within this report. 

The cases eliminated from the analyses fall into a number of 

categories. 

The first group of cases (numbering 23) tv-ere eliminated 

because of their employment status at the time they responded. 

Some of these indicated were no longer with the police depart-

ment (18), while for the remainder (5) 1 this information was 

simply not indicated. Since these officers who had already 

left the department were too few in number to treat as a 

separate category for our other analyses, we felt it was 

better to eliminate them completely, rather than risk obscuring 

analysis results for the still-employed officers. 

Two respondents did not indicate their ethnic group 

membership, and hence could not be included in any of these 

analyses. An additional 53 officers reported ethnic memberships 

o~~er than black and white. The majority (27 of 53) reported 

"Hispanic. II Similarly, the majority of these respondents 

~ I 
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(32 of the 53) were from one city: The confounding of a city 

effect ~..,i th ethnici ty thus represented a distinct possibility, 

and preliminary analysis indicates that this in fact occurs. 

Consequently, we decided to focus our attention upon black and 

white officers, since, again, the number of respo~dents of other 

ethnicity available for analysis as a separate category is too 

small. (The reader may note that, by and large, these respon­

dents were more s~ilar to white respondents than to black respon­

dents in their answers to our questionnaire.) 

The elimination of these cases leaves us with 303 black 

and white officers for our analytic sample. We feel that the 

limitations this introduces are less severe than the possible 

confounding of results and problems of interpretations we would 

encounter had these cases been retained for these analyses. 
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IV. RELATIONSHIPS OF PREDICTORS WITH 
RETENTION, FOR BLACK &~D 

WHITE OFFICERS 

One of the frustrations associated with data such as 

these is the limits placed upon the analyses by time and finan­

cial resources. These data lend themselves to addressing many 

questions concerning the complex relationships of officers' 

experiences and perceptions. These questions are of both 

theoretical and practical significance .. However, in view of 

our constraints, we have attempted to restrict our analyses to our 

basic concern: are there differences between black and white 

officers in the experiences and perceptions which predict like-

lihood of voluntary separation from the department? Our overall 

strategy has been threefold. First, we identify differences by 

ethnicity in reported experiences and perceptions. Second, we 

identify perceptions and experiences which are related to interest. 

Third, we then combine the results of the analyses, and ask 

whether there is a difference between black and white officers 

in the impact of perceptions and experience upon likelihood of 

leaving. These last analyses are the ones \Ve will present and 

discuss here. The tabular presentation of tt.e results of the 

first two stages of analysis are contained in Appendix III. 

These analyses will be presented in a relatively standard 

format. Each table will contain two subtables, one for blacks 

and another for \vhi tes . Each subtable \vill present the data for 

the impact of the variable under consideration upon likelihood 

44 
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of le8//ing. The entrees are percents, ,"'ith the actual number 

of ~fficers in parentheses, below the percent. 

Immediately under each subtable, we will present the 

statistical infonnation relevant to that subtable. We will pre­

sent the actual value of Chi-square, designated by its Greek 

letter (X 2
). We also present the associated probability that 

we would find a value of X2 this large or larger, under the 

hypothesis that the twu variables in the table are not related. 

This value is designated by £., followed by "<", the mathematical 

symbol for "less than." The probability is expressed in decimals. 

Hence, "£.<.01" should be interpreted as "the probability is less 

than one in a hundred that we would find a Chi-square value this 

large or larger in our sample, if in fact these variables are 

+lot related in the population." At what level of probability 

we reject the hypothesis of no relationship is, to some extent, 

a matter of judgment. We present the information, so that our 

discussion may be modified by readers who would be more comfort­

able with a different level of probability. Next, we present 

Cramers' Phi, discussed earlier, designated by the Greek symbol 

114>. " It is the difference betvleen the 4>s for the two subtables 

which indicates the difference in the strengths of the relation­

ships for black and white officers. While we cannot directly 

test this difference, the size of the difference, and the asso­

ciated Chi-square tests for the subtables will provide guidance. 

After this TNe present the liN, II the total number of respondents 

for each question. Finally, we present the II degrees of freedom, II 

a someTNhat complex concept, but a necessary item of information 
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for determining the probability level for a specific value of 

Chi-square. Again, we present all the information, so that our 

discussion can be modified by those who would interpret the 

statistical information differently than we have. 

A. Impact of Ethnicity Upon Likelihood of 
Voluntary Leaving 

We find no difference in the likelihood that black and 

white officers, in our sample, will voluntarily leave their 

departments. 27.5% of the black officers and 28.2% of the white 

officers are likely to leave the department, by our measure 

(see Table 1, Appendix III for details). Before the reader 

responds "Well, that settles that issue" and puts the report 

down, we must call attention to a few necessary cautions. 

First, this is the result for our sample. The reader 

will recall that our sample is 54% white, whereas the department 

reports of "hires" for this groups was 45% ~"hite. One possible 

explanation for the difference between our s&~ple and the hire 

list is that differential retention has already occurred. That 

is, these departments may already have experienced a higher 

resignation rate for black officers. So these data cannot be 

used to assert that there is no difference in retention rates. 

Second, the internal analysis of the impact of factors 

upon the likelihood of leaving for black and white officers 

reveals differences which suggest that this likelihood may 

become different by ethnicity in the future. We recognize the 

I 

i, 
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danger in making cross-time inferences from data collected at one 

• point in time. Nevertheless, the reader will want to consider the 

possibility that likelihood of leaving may be influenced in ways 

that suggest black or \·~hi te officers rtlill, over time, come to 

• have different probabilities of retention. 

With this overall result in mind, as well as the cautions 

as to what it mayor may not indicate, let us turn to examine the 

• differential impact of experiences and perceptions upon the 

retention probabilities of black and white officers. We will 

first consider a series of questions which deal with organizational 

• factors; then we turn to the accounts of the officers themselves 

as to why their interest has changed, if it has, and why they 

might leave or stay w'ith the department; and fin;;l.] ',.y I we examine 

• the differential impact of certain individual characteristics of 

the officers upon their likelihood of leaving. 

• B. Departmental Experiences and Percept~ 

We will begin this portion of our presentation by examin-

• ing the officers' responses to three questions addressing early 

experiences with the department. The first addresses the issue 

of the amount of feedback they received on their oral interview. 

• The second similarly addresses the influence of the amount of 

feedback they report receiving on their background check. The 

• third question concerns their feelings about the amount of support 

they received during their probationary period. We recognize that 

these measures are susceptible to distortion through c~rrent 
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interest. For example, officers who are currently highly likely 

to leave, may have distorted their recall of the actual exper-

iences they have had in a negative manner, or those who are less 

likely to leave may have distorted their recall in a positive 

direction. We do not, however, feel that these possible effects 

as persuasively explain the patterns we observe as the reverse 

interpretation. That is, these early experiences, in fact, have 

influenced the officers' current likelihood of leaving. 

We then turn our attention to aspects of the officers' 

experiences and perceptions which are not so time-anchored, but 

reflect more general experiences. The questions we focus on here 

address the feelings of the officers about how fairly they are 

treated, whether their requests for performance feedback are met 

by their supervisors, whether they feel their work is rewarded, 

and whether they understand departmental goals and methods. 

Here, as earlier, it is possible that current likelihood of 

leaving influences these responses, rather than being influenced 

by them. We would point out that we expect negative responses to 

be associated with high likelihood of leaving. The argument that 

p.igh likelihood of leaving leads -to negatively distorted responses 

would result in weaker relationships. This is because those 

officers whose interest in remaining with the department is low 

for any reason except negative attitudes toward the department--

for example, the attractions of some other occupation--would not 

be likely to distort these experiences in a negative direction. 

Finally, 't,ve \vill look at a.n aspect of the officers' self­

perception connected with their departmental membership. This 

" , 
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is the report of their social class. This is an individual 

!?erception, but is closely related to this departmental membership. 

1. Early organization Experience 

a. Oral interview feedback. Question 7 of the survey 

asked the officers to indicate, for each of 12 possible topics 

covered in the oral interview, whether or not that topic area 

was specified as an explanation of their interview rat,ing by the 

department~ A final item offered the officers the opportunity 

to indicate whether some other topic area was used in explaining 

their results to them. At this stage of analysis, we have simply 

summed the nlli~ber of explanations given an officer, and then 

assigned the officer to one of three categories: high level of 

feedback, a low level of feedback, no feedback. There is no magic 

to these categories; we simply split the sample into as nearly 

equal groups as we could, given the high number of officers report­

ing "no feedback." This is standard procedure at this stage of 

research. Our expectation was that black officers would report 

less feedback, that feedback would influence likelihood of leav­

ing, and that feedback would have stronger impact for black 

officers' likelihood of leaving than for white. 

As Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix III indicate, in fact, black 

officers report receiving higher levels of feedback than white 

(~=.2l), while an expectation that higher levels of feedback 

would lead to higher likelihood of staying an officer is not 

confirmed (X 2 =3.3l, ~<.20). It may be that sensitivity about the 

selection procedures results in departments giving more feedback 
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to black candidates who successfully pass a selection stage than 

-1:0 si...rnilarly successful white candidates. With regard to the 

failure to confirm the second-hypothesis, it may be that for many 

candidates just the fact that they have passed is the only feed­

back they are concerned about and the amount or details of it are 

less important. 

However, Table 4.1 indicates that the amount of feedback 

received on the oral interview is predictive for black officers' 

likelihood of leaving (~=.23). While there is not much differ­

ence between the percentages of black officers who are high and 

low likelihood of leaving depending on whether ~~ey received 

"some ll or "no" feedback, receiving a high level of feedback sub­

stantially reduces the percent who are highly likely to leave. 

The corresponding subtable for white officers reveals a much 

weaker relationship (¢=.09) lone in fact, quite likely to be 

observed by chance alone when no relationship exists (X 2 =1.34, 

.8.<.52) • 

The reader must recognize that we now need to alter the 

statement that the feedback received on the oral interview is not 

related to likelihood of leaving. In fact, we find that the 

impact of feedback upon likelihood of leaving depends on whether 

we are speaking of black or white officers. For black officers, 

it appears that very high levels of feedback decrease the likeli­

hood of leaving. For white officers, we do not find any statis­

tically reliable impact of feedback upon likelihood of leaving. 
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TABLE 4.1 

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED LEVEL OF ORAL 1~EED8ACK UPON 
LIKEJ .. IlI00D OF LEAVING TilE DE PARTIIENT , 

BY On'ICER' S ETIINICI1"{ 

Black White 

Level of Feedback Leve 1 of Feedback 

None Some Nore Total NOlle Some More . 
32.4% 37.0% 10.8% 27.5% 29. 6~~ 20.0% 33.3% 

(2 ll) (10) (4) (38) (3 l ,) (6) (6) 

67.6% 63:0% 89.2% 72.5% 70. l,% 80.0% 66.7% 

(50) (17) (33) (100) (81) (24) (12) . 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(7/,) (2?) (37) (138) ., (115) (30) (18) 

X2 =7.30, ~<.03 • .,.=.23, X2 =-1.3ll. .e.<.52. .,.=.09 • 
N==lJO, DF=2 N=163, DF=2 

• 

Total 

28.2% 

(46) 

71.8% 

(U7) 

100.0% 

(163) 

• • • 

U1 
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b. Background investigation feedback. Ne also asked the 

officers about the feedback they received on the background 

check or investigation that police depar~~ents routinely conduct 

on candidates for appointment. Question 11 of our survey 

addresses this issue. ~ve again asked the officers to indicate 

which of nine topic areas typically included in such investiga­

tions constituted bases of explana.tion of their rating in thi,s 

area. We also included a space for the officer to indicate any 

additional area which may have provided a basis of feedback. 

Here we also allowed the distribution to dictate our categoriza­

tion of the amount of feedback received by the officers. 

Tables 4 and 5 of Appendix III present the initial analy­

sis of the .level of feedback on the background investigation. 

Table 4 indicates that there is a statistically reliable rela­

tionship bet'tveen the officer I s ethnici ty and the level of feed­

back reportedly received on the background investi~ation. Again 

we find black officers reporting higher levels of feedback than 

their white colleagues. Here the relationship (~=.14) is not 

quite as stron~ as the one we observed between ethnicity and 

feedback on the oral interview~ At the same time, the reader 

should note that 40% of the officers, report no feedback on the 

background check, whereas 63% reported no feedback on the oral 

interview. This might well result from the need for investiga­

tors to obtain information and clarification from the candidate 

during the course of the investigation. 

Table 5 of Appendix III indicates that there is a moder­

ate relationship be~Neen feedback on the background investigation 
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and the likelihood an officer will leave the depart."'tlent ($= .16) • 

Recall that we did not find a statistically reliable impact of 

oral interview feedback upon likelihood of leaving. 

Table 4.2 presents the analysis of the impact of back-

ground investigation feedback upon the likelihood of leaving, 

separately for black and white officers. For black officers, 

the impact of background feedback upon li~elihood of leaving is 

about as strong as was the impact of oral interview feedback 

($=.21). For white officers, the impact is a bit stronger ($=.12) 

than was the impact of the oral interview, although statistical 

reliability of the impact is still lacking <x 2 =2.52, £<.30). 

Again, we need to qualify our preliminary assessment of 

the impact of background investigation feedback on likelihood 

of leaving. Fowever, the analysis suggests that the impact of 

higher levels of feedback upon decreasing the likelihood of 

leaving is especially the case ~or black officers, with a possible 

impact for white officers. That is, we are not so sure here that 

the relationship is present for black officers, while absent 

for white officers. It may be more appropriately cautious to 

simply assert that for black officers this ~~alysis suggests tilat 

it is more of a factor than it is for white officers in influenc-

ing the likelihood of leaving. 

c. probationary support. For probably any occupation, 

the feeling that one is supported by one's supervisors is an 

initial factor in one's attitudes about "the job. 1I Feelings of 

being encouraged and supported at the initial stages can be 

- -----~ ... 
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TABLE 4.2 

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED LEVEL Ol~ BACKGROUND 
INVESTl:GATlON FEEDBACK UPON I~IKELIIIOOD 

OF LEAVING. BY OFFICER'S ETIINICITY 

• 

Blnek Hhlte 

I,eve 1 a f Fe e db £lek Level of Feedback 

None SOnle More Total None Some Hore 

3'1.9% 32.7% 14.0% 27.5% 33.8% 26.8% 19.4% 
(15) (17) (6) (38) (2/1 ) (15) (7) 

65.1% 67.3% 86.0% 72.5% 66.2% 73.2% 80.6% 
(28) (35) (37) (100) (117) ('f1) (29) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(43) (52) (43) (138) (lL) (56) (36) 

X2 =5.83. Q.<.06. q.=.21. X1 "'2.52. Q.<.30. .,,=.12. 
N=130, I)P=2 N==l63, DF=2 

h· 

• • • 

Total 

'0 2,8.2% 

(4?) 

71.8% 

(117) 

100.0% 
(163) 
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critical in determining an Jndividualls initial attitudes and 

expectations, and thus influence om,;: I s reactions to subsequent 

experiences and, ultimately, the likelihood of one's leaving the 

occupation. For a number of reasons, we would speculate that 

this relationship would be especially strong in police work. 

First, the police officers' job inv'olves facing many uncertainties, 

both in terms of possible dangers and in terms of confronting 

unusual situations whose resolution requires the experience or 

the specific training the new officer may lack. Second, the 

police are an "occupational conununity"--officers tend to form 

friendships with other officers rather than civilians, and they 

tend to define themselves, both in positive and negative ways, as 

a "special" group. Both these factors are likely to increase 

the impact of their initial experiences with their supervisors 

upon their subsequent attitudes and feelings about their job. 

We would expect, then, that the officers' feelings about the 

support they receive from their supervisors during their initial 

(probationary) appointment phase_will influence L~eir subsequent 

likelihood of remaining police officers. Question 18 of our 

survey directly asks the officers whether or not they received 

sufficient support from their supervisors during their proba­

tionary period. 

We would also expect fewer black officers to report suf­

ficient support, partially because of the increased hiring of 

black officers the last few years. We suspect that this sets up 

a dynamic of some resentment on the part of older, supervising 

officers, who are likely to resist change generally, and the 
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implicit criti'cism of past recruitment procedures associated with 

these changes specifically. In this atmosphere, it is also 

possible that the newly appointed black officer will be more 

sensitive about the support received from supervisors and antici-

pate receiving less. Both th~se factors would, of course, make 

for a less comfortable relationship. 

Tables 6 and 7 in Appendix III present the relevant data. 

Table 6 reveals that black officers are less likely to give an 

unqualified "yes ll to this question than white officers (68% versus 

79%). Moreover, these feelings are related to likelihood of 

leaving--officers who respond "yes" are less likely to leave than 

those who respond "no" or "unsure ll (<1>=.14). 

For this factor, we find less difference in its impact, 

depending upon the ethnicity of the officer. As Table 4.3 

indicates, for black officers, feelings of support during the 

probationary period has a slightly stronger L~pact upon likeli-

hood of leaving (<1>=.17) than it does for ~vhite officers (q,=.ll). 

So while fewer black officers report sufficient support, and 

feelings of sufficient support are related to likelihood of leaving, 

the difference in its impact upon black and white officers' 

likelihood of leaving is less than we observed for feedback on 

the tTtlO pre-appointment selection proces·ses. But since it does 

impact on likelihood of leaving, and since fewer black officers 

report sufficient support, we might speculate that it's impact 

for these officers in the future will be that the black officers 

will come to have a higher likelihood of leaving. 

I . ' 
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INFLUENCE OF RECEIVING SUFFICIENT SUPPORT 
DORING TUE PRODA TIONARY PERIOD UPON TilE 

LIKEI.IlI00D OF i.EAVING, BY 
OFFICER • S E'flINICITY 

Black Hhite 

• 

Suf(icient Support? Sufficient Support? 

Yes No Total Yes No Total 

22.6% 38.6% 27.7% 26.0% 38.2% 28.6% 
(21) (17) (38) (33) (13) (46) 

77.4% 61.4% 72.3% 71,.0% 61.8% 71.4% 
(72) (27) (99) (9',) (21) (115) --

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(93) (til,) (137) (127) (31,) (161) 

X2 =3.84, Q<.05. ~"'.17, X1=L97. e.<.12, ':''''.11, 
N.!137, DF=l N=161. DF=l 
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d. Summary of early organizational experiences. For two 

of the three early experiences, then, we find sta,tistically 

reliable effects upon the current likelihood that officers will 

leave the department. The more feedback they received on the 

background check and the more they report support from their 

supervisors during the probationary period, the less likely 

they are to leave the department. For black officers, but not 

white officers, a high level of feedback on the oral interview 

was associated with a low likelihood of leaving the department. 

The impacts upon likelihood of leaving of both background investi­

gation feedback and feelings of sufficient support during the 

probationary period were stronger for black officers than for 

white officers. 

In sum, then, we find evidence that these early organi­

zational experiences do influence the likelihood that an officer 

will leave the department, and that they are more critical for 

black officers than for white. The reader should bear in mind 

that these tests may underestimate the impact of these factors 

in general, as well as the differences in impact depending on the 

officer's ethnicity. This is because some officers have already 

resigned, and it is possible that more blacks have left than 

whites. Our sample may reflect the impacts of these factors on 

officers who have already IIsurvivedll their initial impacts and 

have remained with the department. 
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2. Continuing Organizational Experiences 

In this section, we will examine the officer's response 

to four questions which apply either to their overall experiences 

and perceptions throughout their careers as police officers, or 

were more likely responded to in terms of their current feelings. 

'rhey differ from the set of questions just discussed because 

they are not so specifically anchored in time. 

a. Treatment. The first question (question 20) addresses 

the issue of whether the officers are satisfied with their treat-

ment compared to other officers--specificallYr whether they are 

treated in a "fair and ethical manner. II We anticipate, as with 

most of these factors, an impact of the officer's ethnicity upon 

these feelings, as 'veIl as an impact of these feeJ:ings upon an 

officer's likelihood of leaving. 

We suspect that black officers are. not as likely as white 

officers to feel that they are treated in a fair and ethical 

manner because we suspect that they are in fact, not as likely 

to be so treated. It would be surprising if the general problems 

of race and racism prevalent in our society were not reflected 

in police departments. We might realistically expect racism 

to be ~ prevalent in police work than many other occupations 

for at least two reasons. First, the differential police contacts 

with minority citizens are likely to confirm and exaggerate ethnic 

stereotypes held by many, if not most, majority citizens. This 

may result from the plight of minority citizens as well 'as dif-

ferential policing, but the officers are less likely to ask why 
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a situation exists than to simply observe that it does ex,ist. 

Second, there has been appropriate and .J..egitimate concern ~'iith 

increasing minority participation in police work, for improving' 

the quality of pOlicing as well as ensuring equal opportunity. 

But, we suspect many majority officers are resentful and defensive 

about these efforts. Again, as rife argued t1i th regard to the 

officers probationary experiences, we would be-surprised if these 

factors did not affect the relationship of the minority officers 

with the department and departmental supervisors. 

We also suspect that feelings of being treated fairly 

are important determinants of one's overall evaluation of a job 

situation. Hence, they should be related to the likelihood that 

one will leave the job. 

Tables 8 and 9 in Appendix III present the data relevant 

to these two questions. Table 8 indicates that there is a strong 

impact of the officer's ethnicity u~on their feelings of being 

treated fairly (~=.24). Whereas 78% of white officers answer 

this question "yes,1I 55% of black officers do. Table 9 indicates 

that these feelings are related to likelihood of leaving (¢=.14): 

24% of officers who answer "yes ll are likely to leave, but 37% 

of those ~'iho do not answer "yes H are likely to leave. 

There is still the question of whether these feelings 

about being treated fairly influence likelihood of leaving differ­

ently for black and white officers. We would expect them to be 

for a nunilier of reasons. First, for black officers, feelings of 

being treated unfairly will have greater importance if ethnicity 

is felt to be part of the reason for unfair treatment. 1'he 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

61 

higher likelihood of black officers feeling unfairly treated 

suggests this is likely to occur. That is, the black officer is 

likely to experience unfair trea~~ent based upon his race, and 

is likely to resent it. This is more likely to influence like­

lihood of leaving than a white officer's feelings about unfair 

treatment, which are likely to be attributed to more vague and more 

individualistic reasons. Second, the identity conflict for black 

officers, who are aware that many members of their ethnic commun­

ity view the police officer as an hostile enemy, is likely to be 

intensified if they observe behavior in the department which 

verifies and intensifies the posited incompatibility of being a 

"real" black and a "real" police officer at the same time. 

Since this kind of conflict is ~ainful, and since leaving the 

department ~s a more readily available option for the officer than 

ceasing to be black, we expect these feelings of unfair treat­

ment to be especially related to likelihood of lea"ring for the 

black officer. 

As Table 4.4 indicates our expectations are confirmed. 

For black officers, feelings of being treated fairly decrease the 

likelihood of leaving (<P==.23), ~vhile there is virtually no 

impact of these feelings upon likelihood of leaving for white 

officers (¢=.06). 

b. Performance feedback. We also asked the officers to 

indicate the kind of feedback thev receive when they ask how they 

are performing their job. This is question 22 in our survey. 

This item taps a more specific dimension of the officer's 
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TABLE 'I. 'I 
INlo'LUENCE OF REPORTED FAIRNESS OF TREA'fl1ENT 

UPON LIKELIIIOOD OF l.EAVING, BY 
OFFICER'S ETIINICI1''l 

, Black White --'l'reatment Fair? Treatment Fair? 

Yes No Total Yes No Total 

18.4% 38.7% 27.5% 27.0% 33.3% 28.4% 
(14 ) (24) (38) (34 ) (12) ('16) 

81. 6% 61. 3% 72.5% 73.0% 66.7% 71. 6% 
(62) (38) (l00) (92) (2 /,) (116) 

-
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(76) (62) (138) (126) (36) (162) 
X~= I.Ul" j!<.Ul, 4>-.23, X£<l, Q<.3U, 4>"'. (I) , 

N=13B, DF=-l N"'162 , DF"'l 
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relationship with th.eir supervisors, and our general expectations 

are similar to the ones we discussed for earlier questions. That 

is, we anticipate that fe~ver black officers than ~.,hi te officers 

will report this direct feedback; that this kind of feedback 

influences the likelihood that officers will leave the depart-

ment; and that it is a more important influence for black 

officers than it is for white officers. 

Tables 10 and 11 of Appendix III present the data rele­

vant to the first two questions. Here we find virtually no 

impact of the officers' ethnicity upon their reporting 

receiving satisfactory responses when they ask how they are 

performing their job (Table 10). Similarly, we find that their 

responses in this item do not predict their likelihood of leaving 

(Table 11). Perhaps this question describes a situation which 

is just too specific or too infrequent to reveal these kinds 

of impacts. 

However, when we examine the relationship of this type 
f 

of feedback of leaving separately for black and white office~s, 

we again find a difference. Table 4.5 indicates that, for b:dck 

• officers, those who report receiving this feedback from their 

supervisor;:;, may be a bit less likely to leave (4)=.11). We say 

"may be," because the cha.."1.ces that this is merely a random find-

• ing are a bit high--we'd find this much of a relationship 15 

times in a hundred draws from a population in which no relation-

.ship really existed. On the other hand, there is virtually no 

• relationship of this feedback to likelihood of leaving for 

white officers (4)~.Ol). The consistency of this difference 

• 
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'l'l\nI.E 4. 5 

INFLUENCE OF RECEIVING ANSWERS FROH SUPERVISORS 
UPON LIKBLIIloOD OF LEAVING, BY 

OF}o'ICER'S ETIINICI'l'Y 

Black White 

R.eceive Answers? Ueceive Answers? 

Yes No Total Yes No Total 

23.8% 33.3% 27.7% 28.0% 29.0% 28.4% 

(19) (19) (38) (26) (20) (46) 

76.3% 66.7% 72.3% 72.0% 71.0% 71.6% 
(61) (38) (99) (67) (1.9) (116) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(80) (57) (137) (93) (69) (162) 

)(2=1. 53. e.<'.15. <1>"'.11. XZ<l, e.<.52, </>=.01, 
N=l17. DF=l N=162, D}o'=l 

• • • 
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between black and white officers '\vi th previous differences we 

have observed makes us some what morle comfortable in tentatively 

treating this factor as having ,more impact on black officers' 

likelihood of leaving. 

c. Work rewarded. Our next question deals with another 

more general level of feedback from one's supervisor. Question 

24 of our survey simply asks whether or not the officers feel 

that the quality of their work is rewarded by their supervisors. 

For all the by now familiar arguments, we expect that black 

officers will less frequently respond "yes" to this item than 

will white officers; that reporting "yes" will be associated 

with a lower likelihood of leaving; and that this will be parti­

cularly the case for black officers. 

Tables 12 and l3,in Appendix III display the data bearing 

on the first t~vo questions. Perhaps the most noteTNorthy aspect 

of Table 12 is the low overall percentage of officers willing 

to respond that their work is rewarded by their supervisors 

(51%) rather than the differences, if any, between white and 

black officers. While it would be no surprise to find police 

officers feeling that their work is unappreciated by the comm­

unity at large/'these responses suggest that officers also feel 

unrewarded by their own supervisors within the police department 

itself. 

Table 13 does indicate that officers who report that 

the quality of their work is rewarded by their supervisors are 

less likely to leave than those who report that it is not (~=.12). 
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Table 4.6 indicates that for black officers there may be a 

slightly stronger impact of feeling rewarded for the quality of 

their work (rt>=.lS) than exists for white officers (cp=.09). Again, 

this difference, although smaller than others we have observed, 

is in the same direction as we have previously discovered. 

d. Understanding of department goals. Question 19 of 

our survey asks the officers whether they clearly understand 

the goals of the department and the methods used to accomplish 

them. For this item, we really had less clear expectations than 

for the questions we've already discussed, so the results we 

present here are less tied to our oL~er findings at this point. 

We will, however, come back to them for further discussion. 

Tables 14 and 15 in Appendix III present the data bearing 

in the questions of whether officers' understanding of depart­

mental goals and methods differ by etp~icity, and whether this 

understanding in turn, influences their likelihood of leaving. 

First, there is no reliable evidence of an impact of the 

officers' ethnicity upon their response to this question (Table 

14). There is, however, a tenuous impact of their understanding 

of the department's goals and me~~ods upon their likelihood of 

leav"ing (X 2 =3. 07, £.<.08). As one would expect, officex's who 

report l~nderstanding their department's goals and methods may 

be somewhat less likely to leave the department. 

Again, however, we must qualify these initial results 

\vhen \Ve examine black and white officers separately. Table 4. 7 

suggests that understanding of depart~ental goals and methods 



'. • • 

"t;lbO .a 
8.~ bO 

.r! 
.al:> ~ 
'd II! 
.-I III 

~ OJ,...l 
.!<l 0 
'd'H ,...l 
HO 

.-I 
III 
u 
0 

H 

• .. • • 

TABLE 4.6 

INFLUENCE OF REPORT OF WORK BEING REWARDED 
UPON LIKELIIlOOD OF LEAVING, BY 

E'flINICI'l'Y OF OFFICER 

Black White 

Hork Rewarded? Hork Rew/;)rded? 

Yea No Total Yea No Total 

21.4% 35.4% 28.9% 2/1.7% 32.9% 28.8% 
(12) (23) (35) (19) (25 ) (/14 ) 

78.6% 61..6% 71.1% 75.3% 67.1% 71.2% 
(MI) (42) (86) (58) (51) (109) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(56) (65) (121) (77) (76) (153) 

X1 =2.85, Q<.07, 1jJ=.15, X2 =1. 26, Q<:.18, +"'.09, 
N=l21, m.''''l N=153, DF=1 
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TABLE 4.7 

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED UNDERSTANDING OF DEPAR'lMENTAl. 
GOALS AND HETlIODS UPON LIKELIIIOOD OF 

LEAVING, BY OFFICER'S ETHNICITY 

Black White 

Understand Goals? Understand Goals? 

Yes No Total Yes No Total 

26.6% 30.2% 27.7% 23.0% 37.1% 28.4% 
(25) (13) (38) (23) (23) (1,6) 

73. 1,% 69.8% 72.3% 77.0% 62.9% 71. 6% 
(69) (30) (99) (77) (39) (116) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(9 /,) (43) (137) (100). (62) (162) 

X2<l, .e.<.66, .,,=.04, 
U"137, DF=1 

X2c 3.7", 
N=-162, 

.e.<.05, 
DF=1 

.,,=.15, 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

69 

decreases the likelihood of leaving more for white officers 

(¢=.15) than it does for black officers (9=.04). This is some­

what puzzling, as \1e did not really expect a difference by 

ethnicity for this factor. HO~'~ver, we shall discuss it lacer 

in the context of some results yet to be reported. 

e. Summary of continuing organizational experiences. 

In summary, the officers' reports of these organizational exper­

iences do bear some relationship to the officers' likelihood of 

leavin.g the department, but the exact nature of ,that relation­

ship is quite dependent upon the ethnicity of the officer. 

Feelings of being treated fairly and receiving satisfactory 

feedback from their supervisors when they ask about their job 

performance are both critical for black officers and of little 

importance for white officers in decreasing the likelihood 

that they will leave the department. Feelings that they art~ 

rewarded by their supervisors for the quality of their work 

decrease the likelihood that both black and white officers will 

leave, although the relationship is slightly stronger for black 

officers. On the other hand, the officers' reported understand­

ing of the goals and methods of the department decreases the 

likelihood that they will leave for white offic:ers, ar:.d has no 

such discernable relationship for black officers. 

The reader should note, then, that the dynamics under­

lying the likelihood that officers will leave police work seem 

to be quite different for black and white officers, even for 

this sample. And this sample, it must be remembered, may already 
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reflect the operation of differential retention. Moreover, it 

is composed of officers who currently do not differ in the over-

all likelihood of leaving police work depending upon their 

ethnicity. 

3. Perceptions of Social Class 

The impact of individuals' occupations upon their 

attitudes, values and perceptions is clearly major. These 

effects are likely to be particularly strong in an occupational 

group such as the police which, due to a variE~ty of factors I 

encapsulates its members in a relatively closE!-knit group or 

occupational community. At the same time, man.y observers have 

argued that in terms of social status or social class, police 

officers fall right at a critical point on such scales: at the 

point dividing "blue collar" and "white collar" jobs. Police 

work has changed over the last few decades, both in terms of the 

rewards the officers receive and the requirements for entrance 

into the occupation. However, it is still not a completely 

unambiguous job as far as its status or definition is concerned. 

Police officers are not clearly the "professionals" that doctors 

are, nor are they clearly the "blue collar" workers that factory 

hands are. Because of this lack of clarity, we asked the 

officers to indicate the social class category to which they 

feel they belong (question 32 in the survey). For purposes of 

analysis, we collapsed the responses into three categories: 

upper (1-3), middle (4) r and lower (5-7) classes. We feel 

I 
I 
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that this self-perception to a degree reflects the officers' 

overall satisfaction with their. work, as well as a comparative 

evaluation of police work. To the extent that this is the case, 

we would expect it to rela·te to interest in remaining a police 

officer. 

We recognize that discriminatory practices effectively 

restrict the access of blacks and other minorities to many 

occupations as well as to many specific jobs. Because of this 

situation, we expected black officers to repor.t a higher social 

class than whites. That is, we felt that black officers would 

see police work as a relatively higher social class occupation 

because many other occupations are simply not as open to them 

as they would be to white officers. Finally, we had some expec­

tation that this factor would have more impact upon the likeli­

hood of remaining a police officer for black officers, again 

because of the fewer opportunities available to them elsewhere 

in the job market. 

Tables 16 and 17 in Appendix III present the data rele­

van't to the first parts of our analysis. Although ethnicity is 

not reliably related to the officers' report of class (X 2 =3.8l, 

£<.15) the relationship is close to significance. However, 

contrary to our initial expectations, if: a difference exists, 

it is that black officers are more likely to place themselves in 

the lower class, and white officers more likely to place them­

selves in the middle class. Upon reflection, this is not too 

surprising. We suspect that the officers respond to "social 

class" with more aspects of their life than simply their job in 
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mind. For black officers, the fact that they are black and 

that this is not a "valued status characteristic" in our society, 

probably accounts for their placing themselves in the lower 

categories more frequently ~~an white officers did. Table 17 

reveals a similar marginal impact of self-reported social class 

upon the likelihood of officers remaining in police work 

(X 2 =3.74, £<.16). Here the relationship, if it exists, is that 

officers who describe themselves as middle class are less likely 

to leave police work than officers who describe themselves as 

either upper or lower class. 

If we examine Table 4.8, we note that for both black 

and white officers, the impact of self-reported social class 

follow the same pattern: for both groups, officers who describe 

themselves as middle class are less likely to leave than those 

who describe themselves as either upper or lower class. However, 

the relationship is stronger for white officers (~=.lS) than 

it is for black officers (~=.06). We should note that the X2 

of 3.89 (£< .15) for whi te officers, while not significant by 

conventional standards, probably allows tentative confirmation 

of the results. This is because of the impact of the reduced 

number of officers available for analysis upon the test (as 

compared to Table 17, Appendix III, for example), as well as the 

exploratory stage of this research. 

So, in s1xmmary, the data weakly suggests that black 

officers may be more likely than white officers to describe 

themselves as lower class, but that self-described social class 

" 
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TABLE 4.8 

INFLUENCE OF SEI.l~-PERCEIVED SOCIAL CLASS UPON 
LIKELlIIOOD OF l.EAVING, BY 

OFFICER'S ETIINICITY 

Black t~hite 

• 

Self-Perceived Social Clase Self-Perceived Social Class 

Lower mddle Upper Total Lower Middle Upper 

31. 0% 25.0% 30.0% 27.7% 37.8% 22.3% 34.4% 
(9) (17) (12) (38) (14) (21) (11) 

69.0% 75.0% 70.0% 72.3% 62.2% 77.7% 65.6% 
(20) (51) (28) (99) (23) (73) (21) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(29) (68) (40) (137) (37) (94) (32) 

X2<1. Q.<.78. 4>"'.06, X2=3.89, Q.<.15, 4>"'.15, 
= "'" N: 137, DF 2 = .= N 163, DF 2 

Total 

28.2% 
(46) 

71.8% 
(117) 

100.0% 
(163) 
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is probably a more impoJ:'tant influence upon likelihood of 

leaving for white officers than it is for black officers. 

C. Officers Reasons for Remaining or Leaving 
,the DepartJ.llent 

We now turn our attention to the officers' own accounts 

of why they might leave or stay with the police department. 

Three questions in the survey address this issue. Question 29 

asks the officers to select reasons why their interest has 

changed, if it has changed. Question 30 asks them to select 

reasons which could influence them,to leave the department, and 

question 31 asks them to indicate factors which would influence 

them to stay. Both of these later tw'o ques tions asked the 

officers to select as many as three responses. For our analysis, 

we only focus upon the officers' first choices. Constraints of 

time prevented us from analyzing mo're complicated but useful 

combinations of choices, as well as the relationships between 

responses to these two questions. 

1. Interest Change 

The reader should note that many officers selected 

category 9, "my interest has not changed," for question 29. 

However, 156 officers did give reasons for some change, even 

though their responses to our measure of likelihood of leaving 

did hot indicate change for 76 of these officers. We inter-

pret this to indicate that their interest has shifted, but not 
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across the Illittle,1I "fairly," and IIgreatlylt distinctions in 

those questions. 

For analysis, we collapsed the reasons selected or 

volunteered by the officers into five categories: 1) rules and 

regulations, 2) the'officer's relationships with other person­

nel, 3) personal outlook, 4) relationships with the community, 

and 5) reasons havi~g to do with the role of the police officer. 

In view of the results reported earlier on the stronger 

impact of organizational experiences upon the likelihood of 

leaving for black officers I w,e expect black officers to be more 

likely than white officers to select reasons in category two, 

relationships with other departmental personnel. We would also 
, \ 

expect black officers to be more likely than white officers to 
" 

selec"t the category of communi ty relationships. This reflects 

the often discussed tension between the black officer's roles 

as an officer and as a black. 

In so far as these categories impact upon the likeli-

hood that officers will leave, we expect that selecting the 

community category will produce less likelihood of leaving, 

simply because the kind of tension it may indicate is likely 

to be higher for officers who are more committed to their occu-

pation and community. We feel that only in the most extreme 

cases or when it is supplemented by feelings of unfair treat-

ment in the, department, discussed above, is it likely to lead 

the officers to resign from the department. 

Tables 18 and 19 in Appendix III display the data bearing 

upon these hypotheses. Although ethnicity does not reach 

I 
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I 
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acceptable standards of reliability (X 2 =6.l7, .e.<.16) , the smaller 

number of officers for this analysis as well as the high number 

of categories we were forced to use leads us to cautiously not 

reject our hypothesis. We note from Table 18 that a higher 

percentage of black (19.4%) than white (10.1%) officers selected 

relationships with other departmental personnel as reasons for 

changed interest; however, the percentages selecting relationship 

with community are not very different. 

Table 19 does indicate that there is a reliable effect 

of the type of reasons selected by officers upon their likeli­

hood of leaving the department (X 2 =12.68, .e.<.02). £..s we a.nti­

cipated, officers who selected community reasons for changed 

interest are less likely to leave. The category of reasons most 

likely to result in the officers leaving the deparbnent is rules 

and regulations. 72.21% of the officers who selected rules 

and regulations as the reason for changed interest are likely to 

leave as indicated by our measures. 

The officers who responded to this question were too 

few in number to pe~it detailed separate statistical analyses 

of the impact of reason for changed interest upon likelihood of 

leaving for black and for white officers. It appears, however, 

that the patterns are the same for black and white officers. 

2~ Reasons for possibly Leavin~ 

Question 30 asked the officers to indicate what reasons 

might increase the likelihood that they would leave the depart­

ment. Once again, we will only look at the officers' first 
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choices. These responses have been collapsed into four cate­

gories. The departmental category covers job con.ditions, as in 

the first three responses to the question presented, which focus 

on pay, fringe benefits, and job security. The second category 

has to do with the officers I a,t:.titudes about the nature of 

police work, as in responses 5 and 6. The third category covers 

"personal disappointments" associated with being a police offil.:.er, i 

as in responses 4 and 7. The fourth category involves the com-

munity focus as expressed in response 8. Many responses were 

volunteered to this question, and we sorJced them into the cate-

gories which they best fit. 

The responses to question 30 TN'hich indicates a c:.JInmunity­

oriented reason is somewhat different in emphasis than in the 

prior question concerning reasons for changed interest in police 

work. For the prior question, two responses were so categorizedo 

One of them would indicate a more positive attitude on the part 

of the officer toward the community (opportunity available to 

help the community), while the other would indicate a negative 

attitude (conflict with the community). For this question 

our response option included only one community oriented 

response: "limited choices in the ways I can serve my community. II 

We expect the selection of this reason to increase the likeli­

hood of leaving the department, for a number of reasons. First, 

it indicates a limitation placed upon the officer's service to 

the community ~ the department, a situation likely to produce 

negative feelings towards the department. Second, the selection 
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of this response as the first choice suggests that the service 

to the community orientation is strong. 

Here we expect ~he officers' ethnicity to influence the 

reasons they might leave the department. Since we did not 

include responses dealing with relationship with fellow officers, 

we have less expectation that black officers will select depart­

mental reasons. On the other hand, since we have argued that 

black officers have fewer alternative opportunities due to 

discriminatory practices in other occupations and jobs, we feel 

that in fact they may be less likely to select these depart­

mental reasons. "Low pay," for example, is important in teJ:."lns 

of ~vhat you may be payed elsewhere. We' again expect to find 

black officers more likely to select community factors, espe­

cially here because of the attachment to the community presumed 

in the responses. 

Finally, we expect these possible reasons for leaving 

to predict likelihood of leaving more strongly for black officers 

than for white officers. This partially reflects the assumption 

that the lower relevance of IIdepartmental" reasons for black 

officers than white officers will make it less of an influence 

upon their likelihood of leaving for black officers. The higher 

emphasis we expect to find upon the lIcommunityll category among 

black officers compared to white officers should make it more 

likely to influence the likelihood of leaving for black officers. 

In other words, which reason for leaving officers select will 

tell us more about the likelihood of leaving for black officers 

than i t ~vill for white officers. 
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Table 20 in Appendix III presents the data on the impact 

of the officers' ethnicity upon the reasons they might leave 

the department. Although the overall results are not statis­

tically significant (X 2 =5.32, £<.16), there are slight differ~ 

ences in the categories in which we expected ~hem. Black 

officers in this sample tend to choose departmental reasons less 

frequently, but community reasons more frequently than their 

white colleagues. 

Table 21 in Appendix III presents data bearing upon 

whether the categ~ry of reasons which might lead officers to 

leave the deparbnent influences the likelihood that they will 

leave. Again, our expectations receive weak support (x2=6.l2, 

£<.11), although it is the case that officers selecting the 

community reason as their first choice are more likely to leave 

than officers selecting other categories. 

Finally, Table 4.9 presents the impact of possible 

e reasons for leaving upon likelihood of leaving, separately for 

white and black officers. The slight effects of ethnicity upon 

reason, and reason upon likelihood of leaving were products of 

o an ethnic difference. For black officers, as we expected, se1ec-

• 

• 

• 

tion of the community-oriented reason indicates high likelihood of 

leaving, while selection of depQrtmental indicates low (~=.26). 

We should note, although we do not have a clear explanation for 

this pattern, that fo~ black officers, attitude reasons have the 

same kind of impact as departmental, while personal reasons have 

the same kind of impact as community. For 1;V'hi te officers I which cate-

gory of possible reasons the officers select tell us virtually 

nothing about the likelihood that they will leave the department (~=. 06) . 
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TABLE 4.9 

INFLUENCE OF FIRS'r-SELEC'rED POSSIBLE REASONS FOR 
LEAVING POLICE ~lORK UPON I.IKELIIIOOD OF 

T.RAVING, 8'[ OFFICER'S El'lINICITY 

Black White 
... 

Possible Reasons for Leaving Possible R~asons for Leaving 

Depart- Atti- Pers- Conun- Depart- Atti- Pers- Comm-
mental tlide ona1 tmi.ty Total mental tude anal unity 

21.9% 15.4% 45.B% 46.2% 28.5% 28.0% 23.1% 30.0% 40.0% 
(16) (2) (11) (6) (35) (26) (3) (9) (2) 

78.1% &'1.6% 54.2% 53.8% 71.5% 72.0% 76.9% 70.0% 60.0% 
(57) (11; 

, 
(13) 

, 
(7) (88) (67) (10) (21) (3) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(73) (13) (2/, ) (13) (123) (93) (13) (30) (5) 

X2 =8.18, e.<.05, 4>",.26, X2 <1, e.<.91, 4>=.06, 
N=123, DF=3 N=l41, DF=3 

• 

Total 

28.4% 
(110) 

71. 6% 
(101) 

100.0% 
(141) 

• • 

00 
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3. Reasons for staying 

The final question in this series is question 31. Here 

we look at the same basic issue--what might influence the 

officers' retention--fr.om the other side of the coin. That is, 

we ask the officer to select reasons which have influenced them 

to remain in the department. We recognize that this question 

is less hypothetical th,;m a question asking what reasons might 

influence the officers i:o leave. Nevertheless, we feel it does 

offer an interesting comparison \o,1'i th the question on leaving. 

The reader should notei:hat the responses are meant to be the 

s arne as tho se for the ques tion on leaving, a1 thou9'h re~"ording 

for proper emphasis in the context of the question ~.,as necessary 

for a few options. 

We expect to find that the officers' ethnicity will 

influence this first chc)ice among possible reasons for having 

remained. We again expE:ct that black officers will more likely 

select community reason::; than will white officers. We expect 

some tendency for black officers to select the departmental 

category more than white::; here, reflecting their lack of oppor­

tunity, compared to whi'l::e officers, to secure pay, fringe bene­

fits, etc. elsewhere. These factors we do feel will not influ­

ence them to leave, but will influence them to remain, for the 

very same reason: their available opportunities. For that 

reason, we would also expect white officers to more often 

select the attItudes cat:egory than would black officers. Given 

their more numerous alternatives, we expect that more of them 

have stayed with police work because of the variety and indepen­

dence many feel it affords. 
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We would also expect that the reason one has remained 

a police officer to this point 1ivill influence the future likeli-

hood of staying. Our clearest ex.pectation is that those who 

select departmental or job benefits are more likely to leave by 

our measure. These are extrinsic rewards, and may be me'c. in 

other occupations. 

We expect a fairly complicated pattern of differences 

between black and white officers in how these reasons for 

having remained a police officer will influence the future like-

lihood of ra~aining< We expect that the tension the black 

officer experiences in his roles as a police officer and a 

member of the black community will lead to this reason being 

more predictive of leaving for black officers than it will be 

for white officers. Again, we don't think that this tension is 

massive and all encompassing, but it is an extra tension that 
~: 

the white officer does not encounter. We expect that the depax:'t-

mental category will produce a high likelihood of leaving for . 

white officers. The higher number of options open to them will 

produce a higher likelihood of leaving for these white officers 

• whose first reason for remaining a police officer are extrinsic 

benefits. For black officers whose major reason for staying are 

axtrinsic benefits, the fewer options for leaving will be 

• reflected in their lower rate of low or declining" interest in 

police work, compared to their \vhi te colleagues ~ 

Here 1 ~ve expect to find differences between black and 

• white officers in the impact of the officers ' selected reason 

for remaining a police officer upon their likelihood that they 

• 
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will leav~ the department. We do not, however, expect there 

to be so much a di£feremce in the strength of the relationship 

as in the pattern of what reasons are predictive of likelihood 
, 

of leaving. 

Table 22 in Appendix III displays the data addressing 

the differences in first selected reason for having remained a 

police officer depending upon the ethnicity of the officer. 

This data reveals a strong relationship <¢=.32). As expected, 

black officers were more likely than white officers to select 

community reasons, but less likely to select personal reactions 

to the work. On the othrar hand, t.here was not much of a differ-

ence between black and ~,hite officers in selecting departmental 

reasons. 

Table 23 in Appendix III presents the data on the in flu-

ences of these reasons upon likelihood of leaving police work. 

Although these results just miss significance at standard 

levels <X 2 =7.40, £<.07), we do observe that officers selecting 

departmental extrinsic rewards are more likely to leave than 

those selecting other categories. 

Table 4.10 presents the data on this question separately 

" .. " for black and white officers. Here we find that the reasons 

. - .~ 

selected for remaining a police officer are much more predictive 

of likeliLood of leaving for white officers (¢=. 33) than t-l1ey are 

for black officers (¢=.1j1. White officers who select the 

extrinsic benefits of i~e job as their first reason for having 

remained are most likely to leave, while those who select 

community reasons all are low likelihood of leaving. For black 
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TABLE /,.10 

INI:LUENCF. OF nRST-SELEC'l'ED REASONS FO~ REMAINING 
A POLICE Ol~FICER UPON LIKELIlIOOD OF LEAVING, 

BY Ol"FlCER'S E'l'IINICITY 

• 

Black White 

Reason for Hemalning Reason for Remaining 

Depart- Atti- Pers- COlnm- Depart- Atti- i'ers-
mental tude onal unity Total mental tude anal 

25.9% 20.0% 23.1% 36.7% 27.6% 40,5% 14.0% 12.5% 

(21) (2) (3) (11) (37) (3 /,) (6) (1) 

7/, .1% 80.0% 76.9% 63.3% 72.4% 59.5% 86.0% 87.5% 

(60) (8) , (10) (19) (97) ., (50) (37) (7) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(81) (10) (13) (30) (13 1, ) (8 1,) (/,3) (8) 

X2 =1. 77. Q.<.63 • 4>=.11. X2c15 .90, e.<.01. 4>=.33. 
- -N-134, DF-J - -N-l.4.fi, DF-J 

h· 

• 

Comfll-
unity 

0% 

(0) 

100.0% 

(11) 

100.0% 

(11) 

'fatal 

28.1% 

(1,1 ) 

71. 9% 

(105 ) 

100.0% 

(lI,6) 
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officers, those selecting community reasons are most likely 

to leave, and those selecting the extrinsic benefits are less 

likely to leave and not distinguishable from the other t'tV'o 

categories. These patterns are in line with our expectations, 

although the difference in the strength of their impact on 

likelihood of leaving for black and white officers was not 

anticipa ted. (The reader should keep in mind that t~ese ~ample 

findings for black officers are not even close to statistically 

reliable. ) 

We recognize that some of these analyses are not as 

precisely targeted as they might be, nor do they exhaust the 

possibilities of the data. For example, it would be nice to 

pursue these last fe'w analyses we have presented. We might, 

for exampl~1 where sufficient numbers of black and white officers 

are present, examine the influence of the officers' ethnicity 

upon likelihood of leaving within a specific category of response. 

Thus, this last analysis might well lead to examining the ethnic 

differences in likelihood of leaving for officers who select 

community-oriented reasons for having remained police officers. 

No doubt this would be statistically reliable, and it would 

certainly reinforce questions as to the source of the role 

tensions for the black officer which led us to expect this 

subset of the overall patterns we have presented. Unfortunately, 

we must again plead constraints of time. Many important specific 

questions for which these data allow examination have not been 

addressed in order to finish the broad overview presented here. 
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4. Summary of Officers' Reasons for Remaining 
or Leaving the Depar~~ent 

For those officers who were willing to give reasons for 

their change of interest in remaining a police officer, a 

marginally reliable impact of the, officers' ethnicity was 

observed. Black officers were more likely to select reasons 

having to do with their relationships with other police person­

nel, while white officers were more li~ely to select personal 

reasons. Those officers who selected rules and regulations as 

their reason are most likely to leave, and those who select 

community-oriented reasons are least likely. 

Black officers who selected community-oriented reasons 

as possible reasons for leaving police '\vork are most likely to 

leave, while those selecting extrinsic benefits such as wages 

are less likely to leave. No impact of possible reason for 

leaving police work upon likelihood of leaving was observed for 

white officers. 

For black officers, which reason was selected for having 

remained a police officer had little impact upon their current 

likelihood of leaving. For white officers, however, we find ~ 

strong impact: those selecting extrinsic benefits are most likely 

to leave I while 'chose selecting community-oriented reasons are 

least likely to leave. 
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D. Demographic Characteristics of the Officers 

We turn now to consider two individual characteristics 

of the officers in our sample. These are the occupation they 

report holding' at the time they first applied to the department ( 

and the sex of the officer. We have selected these character­

istics, rather than~others available in the data, because each 

shows a statistically significant relationship to the officers' 

ethnicity. 

1. Prior Occupation 

We have already discussed at some length the probabil­

ity that black and white officers have, and perceive themselves 

to have ( quite different "opportunity structures. II That is, 

depending an whether the officer is white or black, the alterna­

tives to police work realistically available to the officer are 

quite different, both in number and kind. This will influence 

how free the officer feels to leave police work, or, in other 

wards, how lacked into a police career they are. An indirect 

indicator of the officer's opportunity structure is the officer's 

prior occupation. Officers who have entered police work from 

comparable occupations are mare likely to feel free to move out 

of police work than those who have entered from occupations 

which are nat as attractive. At the same time, the relative 

flrewardsll of police work are higher for those moving up the 

social ladder than ~~ose moving more laterally, or perhaps 

down. 
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Consequently, we asked the officers to indicate in 

question 2-b of the survey what their occupation was at the 

time they first applied to the department. We roughly coded 

these into "blue-collar" and "white-collar" categories with a 

third categoDJ covering those who were involved in police work 

of some sort. 

. : 
In terms of ethnici ty, we expected ~'lhi te officers to be 

more likely than black officers to have been employed in a 

police or la~'l enforcement related job. This reflects the rela­

tive recency of larger numbers of blacks moving into this field. 

We also expect black officers to more likely have been "blue-

collarl! than white officers. This simply reflects the occupa-

tional distribution.by ethnicity in the society at large. 

In terms of the effect of prior occupation upon likeli-

hood of leaving police work, we felt that officers whose prior 

occupation was in law enforcement would be less likely to leave. 

This is because their prior occupation should have given them 

a better idea of wha;t:. police work is all about, and resulted in 

only those with the most interest in police work applying to 

these departments. At the same time, we expected those whose 

prior occupation was "blue-collar" to be less likely to leave 

because police work would represent a step up the social scale. 

Those in "white-collar" occupations, on the other hand, should 

be most likely to leave ~ecause they have neither the prior 

knmvledge of the nature of the work, nor the extra re\vards of 

upward mobility. 

I, 
I 
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" We expect that for white officers, those with prior 

police experience will have the lowest likelihood of leaving 

because of px-ior selection. On the other hand, for black 

officers, we expect "blue-collar" prior occupations to be 

associated with the lowest likelihood of leaving. This is 

because the authority and legitimacy conferred by police work 

is less available to them in other such occupations because of 

discriminatory recruitment into such occupations. 

Table 24 in Appendix III displays the relationship 

between the officers' ethnicity and the type of occupation they 

held when they first applied to their departments. As expected, 

black officers were more likely to be recruited from "blue-

collar" occupations and white officers more likely to be recruited 

from other law enforcement related jobs (X 2=8.32, £<.02). The 

relatively large proportion of both groups recruited f.rom white 

collar type of jobs probably reflects the expansion of sales, 

clerical and service occupations in our economy. 

Table 25 in Appendix III indicates that there is no 

overall relationship between the officers' type of job at 

application and their current likelihood of leaving. Again, 

our sample may already reflect differential retention result-

ing from this factor, as well as due to ethnicity. Still, it 

is somewhat surprising that the opportunity for prior informa-

tion afforded those with law enforcement jobs in the past does 

not produce a lower likelihood of leaving for them than for 

the other groups. 
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Table 11 presents these data separately for black and 

white officers. Here we note that for black officers there may 

be a stronger impact of prior occupation upon likelihood of 

leaving (~=.19) than for white officers (~=.04). However, the 

relationship for black officers is not statistically reliable 

by usual standards (x 2 =3. 76, 2.< .16). Black officers w'hose prior 

occupation was "blue-collar"f. tend to be the least likely to leave 

the department. Somewhat puzzling is that t..~e likelihooc1 of· 

leaving is highest for black officers with prior law enforcement 

experience. This lends credence to our ass~ption that depart­

mental and community factors are critical for black officers. 

There is virtually no relationship for wh:ite officers between 

the occupation they held when they first applied to the depart­

ment and their current likelihood of ieaving. 

2. Gender 

• The other individual characteristic of the officers we 

• 

• 

• 

• 

shall discuss here is their gender. We are interested in the 

differences in the experiences and perceptions of male and female 

officers, although time has not allowed the systematic analysis 

of these questions. Here we simply note that the officers' 

ethnicity and gender are related, and consequently we present 

the impact of the officers' gender upon their likelihood of 

leaving the department, and this relationship separately for 

black and white officers. 

Table 26 in Appendix III displays the relationship 

bebveen the officers' ethnici ty and gender. Whi te officers 
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Collar 

17 ,5% 
(7) 

82.5% 
(33) 

100.0% 
(L,O) 

X2 "'3.76, 

• • • tll 

TABl .. E I" 11 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER' S JOIl AT l'IHE OF APPLICATION 
UPON L IKEL 11100 0 OF LEAVING. BY 

OFFICER 'S E'fIINICITY 

Blacle Hhite 

Job Job 

Law ED.- White Blue L£\w En- \\!Ill. t e 
forcenmt Collar Total Collar forcellclI!; Collar 

39.1% 30.(,% 27.5% 33.3% 29.5% ,32.6% 
(9) (14) (30) (10) (13) t(15 ) 

' . 

60.9% 69.6% 72.5% 66.7% 70.5% 67.4% 
(111) (32) (79) (20) (31) (31) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100. O~r. 100.0% 
(23) (46) (109) (30) (4 /1 ) (116) 

e,<.16, tJ>"'.19, X2 <l, 1l<.91, 40= • 011. 
-N=109, DF-2 -N-120, DF-2 

• • • • 

Total 

31. 7% 
(38) 

68.3'1. 
(82) 

100.0% 
(120) 
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are more 11kely to be male than are black officers (X 2=4.55, 

0<.03). Recall that the officers in this sample are all rela­

tively recent recruits. We suspect that police depar"tl-nents, 

under pressure 'to recruit more female officers as well as more 

minority officers, find b~ack females useful appointments because 

they simultaneously improve the department's representation in 

both categories. We suspect that this practice is not in tlle 

• ' best interest of either the department or the society at large. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

From the department's point of view, it may intensify internal 

conflicts, and from society's point of v'iew, it still represents 

an exclusion of black males from positions of authority. 

We find no evidence that the officers' gender influences 

the likelihood that they will leave police work, as displayed 

in Table 27 (X 2 <l, £<.56). This may be of interest to some who 

have argued that the nature of police work is likely to lead 

female officers to resign, because of dsnger and discouragement. 

Table 4.12 displays the impact of the officers' gender 

u.pon likelihood of leaving the department separately for black 

and white officers. We note no real differences between the 

relationship of gender and likelihood of leaving depending upon 

the ethnicity of the officer. 

3. Summary of Individual Characteristics 

White officers are more likely than black officers to 

have held a law enforcement job at the time they first applied 

to the police depart-nent, while black officers are more likely 

to have held blue-collar jobs. lo..mong black officers, there may 
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TABLE 4.12 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S GENDER UPON LIKEI.IHOOD 
OF LEAVING, BY OFFICER'S ETIINICITY 

Black \~hite 

Gender Gender 

Male Female Total Male Female Total 

25.5% 33.3% 27.5% 27.9% 26.9% 27.8% 
(26) (12) (38) (38) (7) (1.5) 

74.5% 66.7% 72.5% 72. Ii. 73.1% 72.2% 

• 

(76) (24) (100) , (98) (19) (117) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% I 
(I02~ (36) (138) (136) (26) (162) 

X2 <1, e.<. 37, ~=.08, X2 <1, e.<.92, 4>=.01, 
N=lJ8. DF"'l N=162, a)p==l 

... 

• 

1.0 
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be a tendency for those who held blue-collar jobs to be less 

likely to leave the depar~~ent although this relationship is 

only marginally reliable. There is no impact of the type of 

job held at the time of application upon current likelihood 

of leaving for \.;hi te officers. 

Black officers are more likely to also be female than 

are white officers. Gender, however, does not impact upon 

likelihood of leaving the department for either black or white 

officers. 

E. §ummary of Survey Results 

We have now revi ewed the detailed results of the LE~..PP 

survey copcerning the ~etention of appointed minority and major­

ity officers. Three major problems \V'ere encountered in this 

survey. First, we were unable to obtain sufficient responses 

for analysis from officers who have already left the police 

force. Second, the concentration of non-black minority officers 

in one department, as well as their small number, required us 

to focus on black and white officers. Third, our sample 

of officers may well already reflect differential retention. 

These problems limit what analyse.s we can perform and ~.;hat 

conclusions we can draw, rather than limit the data analysis 

and/or conclusions we present in this report. 

Our results shed some interesting light, ~.;e feel, upon 

the experiences, perceptions, and likelihood of retention of 

black and ,\'lhi te officers. While black officers report higher 
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levels of feedback from the departments than do w'hi te officers 

at two selection stages, they report that they receive less 

supervisory support during their probationary period, and that 

they are less likely to receive fair treatment from the depart­

ment. In terms of reasons why they have remained police officers, 

black officers are more likely than white officers to respond 

with a· co~~unity service orientation, while white officers are 

more likely than black officers to select attributes of the job 

itself. In terms of retention, our results do not indicate that 

at the time the survey was administered, black and white 

officers were differentially likely to leave the department. 

(We must remember that black officers may have alre.ady exper­

ienced a r:igher attrition rate.) At the same time, the factors 

which predicted likelihood of leaving appear to be quite differ­

ent depending on whether we are speaking of black or white 

officers. Feedback on both oral interview and background inves­

tigation, reports of being treated fairly, as well as the first 

selected reasons which might result. in leaving the department 

all predicted likelihood of leaving for black officers but not 

for white officers. Reports of support during the probationary 

period, that their work is rewarded, or receiving answers from 

supervisors when asking about their performance, as \'i'ell as the 

occupation the officer held when first they applied to the 

department, all predict likelihood of leaving better for black 

officers than white officers. On the other hand, understanding -­

the department's goals and methods, the officer's perception of 

their own social class, and the first selected reason for 

'I 

• i 
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remaining a police officer all predict likelihood of leaving 

better for white officers than for black officers. 

We feel that these results, taken together, can be 

viewed as reflecting two basic points. First, white officers 

have more alternative opportunities for equivalently rewarding 

work than do black officers, and thus we find departmental 

experiences having less impact upon their likelihood of leaving, 

except for extrinsic benefits such as pay. Black officers have 

fewer alternative opportunities, and hence their departmental 

experiences have great impact upon the likelihood that they will 

leave. In a sensei the white officers may be drawn away by 

attractive alternatives, while the black officer may be pushed 

out because of negative experiences. Suc~inctly, the likelihood 

of leaving for black officers is more influenced by factors 

subject to the police department's control through policy, pro­

cedures, and practice. Second, these data suggest that the 

departments are doing a better job of implementing equal oppor­

tunity and experience in the more observable areas ~~an in other 

less observable, but critical; areas. Thus feedback on selec­

tion procedures, however differential the processes may be, is 

in fact higher for successful black candidates who have remained 

in the department than for similar white candidates. Although 

we did. not report them here, the results of the analysis of 

officers' reports of job assignments turned up no systa~atic 

differences for black and white officers. On the other hand, 

even for black officers who have successfully passed the various 
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departm.ental selection procedures, and have 'remained in police 

work from one to five years, there is clear evidence that their 

ethnicity influences how they are treated by their colleagues 

in the department . 
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v. SU~v~RY AND RECO~1ENDATrONS 

A. Summary 

The LEMPP study of the retention of minority police 

officers grew out of concern that affirmative action efforts to 

increase the appointment rates of minority candidates not be 

subverted by differential retention. We were particularly con-

cerned that the minority officers' experiences in the depart-

mental selection procedures and early in their police careers 

not result in them being forced out or pushed out of the depart-

mente Our focus upon their departmental experiences touched 

upon job assignments, relationships with their superiors and 

~~e department in general. We also examined the officers! ow~ 

accounts as to why they had, or might, change their interest in 

police work, as well as reasons why they remained in police 

work. Finally, we exaw~ned the influence of the officers' 

gender and prior occupation upon their likelihood of leaving. 

Our main findings can be summarized in two categories. 

First, there are the reports of differences in experiences and 
\ 

\ 

perceptions of black and white officers. Second, there are 

those experiences and perceptions which have different influ-

ences upon the officers' likelihood of retention, depending on 

whether the officer is white or black. 

98 
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Reports of Different Experiences 
and Perceptions 

Black officers report receiving higher levels of feed­
back on both the oral interview and background investi­
gation than white officers report. 

Black officers report receiving less supervisory support 
during their probation periods than white officers 
report. 

· Black officers are less likely to report that they 
receive fair treatment than are white officers. 

· Black officers are more likely to select community-based 
reasons for remaining a police officer; white officers 
were more likely to select aspects of the'job itself. 

2. Differential Influence Upon Retention 

· Predictive for black officers; not for white~. 

· Feedback on oral interview 
• Feedback on background investigation 
· Receiving fair treatment 
· Reasons why the officers might leave the depar~~ent. 

· More predictive for black- officers: 

· Support during probation 
· Work being rewarded 
· Feedback from supervisors 
· Prior occupation 

· More predictive for white officers: 

Understanding department goals 
• Self-perceived social class 
· Reason for remaining a police officer 
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B. Reco~~endations 

1. Criminal justice agencies must recognize the need to increase 
the level of appointment of minority and female officers. 

This is critical for two reasons. First, the evidence 

of this study shows that most departments! current practices 

will only very slowly, if ever, result in minority representation 

in police departments proportionate to the service community. 

Second, many of the continuing problems addressed in ou= other 

recommendations are more likely to be alleviated as input into 

the selection and appointment process of already appointed 

minority and female officers is increased. 

2. The entire selection process needs to be routinely monitored 
for disparate impact upon minority and female candidates. 

Departments should revise ~~e background investigation 

criteria to fairly and differentially evaluate minorities and 

women. Their life styles, cultures and "coping" skills by 

necessity do not fit the mold of the white male. A sensitized 

review plus inclusion of minority persons in the investigative 

staff should tend to lessen the disparate impact. While the 

criteria varied from site to site, in all but one the rejection 

rate for minorities was high and frequently based on reasons 

such as poor credit rating, employment history, ilrunaturity, and 

poor concept of police work--all liable to biased evaluation. 

Criminal records should be carefully weighed as to the 

nature of the violation, when it occurred, and evidence of 

conduct since the violation. Investigators must recognize ~~at 
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minority applicants are more likely to have minor violations on 

their record than majority applicants", This may be a result of 

the very policing practices which have made minority represen-

tation in police deparD~ents such a critical issue. An automatic 

review by a panel including minority and female persons would 

add cr8dibility to the process as well as balancing, yet effec-

tive community influence. 

Some of these stages have been examined while ot~ers 

have not. We strongly recommend that routine monitoring of all 

~~ese stages is necessary. Any of them may have disparate impact 

upon minority and female applicants. Departments need to be 

careful that disparate impact identified and eliminated in one 

stage does not shift into another stage. 

Probation, the final filter in the selection system, 

like the training has escaped the review of the earlier selec-

tion steps (written exam, physical agility, background and oral). 

This may \'1ell be due to the fact that so few of the minorities 

and women survive to reach them. This situation argues that 

there is all the more reason to have training and probation face 

the test of job relatedness or job.predictability. 

For community credibility as well as fiscal reasons, 

appointing agencies should take every reasonable step to insure 

that candidate rejection or failure at these last steps be 

justifiable first, and that retraining, hold-over, etc. have 

been tried. By the time a candidate has reached probation, 

there has been a sizeable monetary investment by the agency, 

i 
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usually in excess of ten thousand dollars. Re'tention techniques I 

both remedial and retraining, should not be ruled out. 

3. The component stages of the selection process need to be 
evaluated for job-relatedness~ 

Many of the selection procedures used by departments 

have questionable relatedness to performance of actual police 

work. At the same time they are likely to have disparate 

impact upon minority and female candidates. Physical agility 

tests frequently have no regular relevancy to job performance. 

Moreover, the average presently employed officer probably cannot 

pass them. Academy training and testing are frequently of ques-

tionable relationship to actual police ~.,ork. High level perfor-

mance on paper and pencil tests may not be particularly important 

if a family dispute leads to an arrest or violence because of 

bad judgment or reaction. 

Matters covered in oral interviews are frequently of 

questionable job-relatedness, and frequently disproportionately 

impact upon minority and female candidates. We did, however, 

note one department whose oral interview appears to be both 

job-related, and not disproportionate in minority failure rates. 

This oral interview was an important part of the depart-

mentIs selection procedure, and an integral part of their 

screening process. We were allowed to observe this part of the 

prvcess. The candidate was requested to respond to "situations" 

where their judgment rather than police-procedure knowledge 

was assessed. The questions were intended to determine the 
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candidate's knowledge of the city, ability to interface with a 

• " multi-ethnic population, and flexibility of reaction. 

• 

e 

• 

The oral board consisted of three persons--one a civiliam 

personnel expert, employed by the" city, and the other tTN'O (one a 

minority) sworn members of the police depar~~ent. 

We ~vould recommend a similar model and concept with 

one or two additions. That would be to include a female and a 

community person on the panel as scoring participants. This 

site was one of the two highest in hires of minorities and women 

over the period surveyed. 

4. The component stages of the selection process need to be 
standardized as to con tent and procedures, both ~vi thin 
and across departments. 

It is a truism that discretionary ,decisions are fertile 

breeding grounds of discriminatory outcomes. To the extent 

that content, procedures, and evaluation are all vague and left 

to the determination of individuals, disparate failure of 

minority and female candidates can be expected. 

The use of the polygraph by many departments has been a 

significant factor in eliminating both minority and majority 

candidates. The use varies from questions to clear up factors 

where there is a conflict in information, to the extreme of 

"have you ever committed an act for which you could have been 

arrested." There should be guidelines developed to insure all 

candidates are asked the same basic pertinent questions. The 

questions should be given to the candidates prior to the examina-

tion, and opportunity provided to amplify unclear or misunder-

stood answers . 
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Some agencies have training models that are state directed, 

conducted by area colleges/universities or cooperatively on an 

area basis. It has been our observation that training is fre-

quently conducted by agencies separated from the recruiting 

agency. This practice is a risky one. The recruiting agency 

must monitor, and suggest curriculum content that is valid firstf 

job related, and critically scrutinize items or events that have 

disparate impact on women and minorities. 

Training models, and other procedures in the selection 

process, which are effective and eliminate disproportionate 

failure rates of minority and female candidates should be shared 

across criminal justice agencies. There should be an exchange of 

ideas and results .. Each department should not have to reinvent 

the wheel. Change or innovation seems to be accomplished in a 

closet with results, no Inatter how positive, shrouded in secrecy. 

Clinics, seminars, forums on a ·regional basis would be a produc-

tive alternative to myste~J, litigation and community polariza-

tion that comes from failure or non-action in affirmative action 

hiring. 

5. Deparbnents need to be sensitive to the 'situation of 
appointed minority and female of~icers, or they risk loss 
of these officers through resignation. 

Two issues are of primary concern in this area. First, 

departments must recognize that department actions may well put 

minority officers in conflict with their ethnic community. These 

conflicts hopefully can be eventually eliminated. But until they 

are, the department needs to be sensitive to the conflict these 
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occurrences may produce for the minority officer. Second, we 

note that relationships 'IIi th fellow officers and supervisors 

are important for minority officer's retention. The entire 

department needs to be sensitized to equal employment opportun-

ity issues and concerns, so that these relationships within 

the department become a source of support rather than tension 

for newly-appointed minority officers. 

We highly recommend that depart..ments be mindful of the 

impact of feedback on oral and background investigations upon 

the likelihood of retention of minority officers. We would 

suggest that these results show that departmental actions can 

be positive rather than negative forces in influencing minority 

.officer retention. 

I 
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NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, INC. 

LAW ENFORCEr1ENT r~INORITY PERSOHS PRUJECT 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

INTRODUCTION AND INSTRUCTIONS 

The Department of Justice is interested in determining which factors 
affect the retention of pol.ice offioers in municipal. poZioe 
depar~ents arour~ the country. This questionnaire is designed to 
he~p provide needed information. The questionr.aire is di'vided into 
two major sections: the first asks about your experience with the 
poZice recruitment process and within the department itseZf; the 
second asks about you. 

An information wi~Z be kept confidential,. To ensure t]1.at you 
cannot be identified from any other person answering this questionnaire~ 
we ask that you do not place your Y'.ame on any form. 

The information we seek is very important. vlhen all data are coZZected" 
concZusions wilZ be dr~~ which could heZp improve the policies of 
departments aP~ of the Administration of Justice System. 

Por each question~ pZease pZace the number which corresponds to your 
answer in the box to the right of the page. We especiaZZy want your 
comments where indicated. 

ResuUs from this sU:r>Vey wiZZ be avaiZabZe to you -chrough your 
depar~ent. 

Thank you! 
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DDDOi 
SECTION I FOR .;jEADQUARTERS USE ONLY .: 

Ex.perience 

1. Are you presently employed by the police department? 

2. 

3. 

1) Yes 
2) No 

a) Were you employed when you first filed an application form 
with the department? 

1) Yes 
2) No (If no~ skip to Question #3) 
3) Can't remember 

b) If yes~ please give the following information concerning that 
employment: 

Occupation 

c) The job was: 

1) Full-time 
2) Part-time 

d) Are you currently 

1) Yes 
2) No 

Employer 
Years 

Employed 

employed at the same job? 

Weekly 
Salary 

Were you given an oral intervie"T when you were recruited for the 
department? 

1) Yes 
2) No (If no~ skip to Question #8) 

D 

I 
o 

o 
o 

o 
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4. How many persons were interviewed in the 5 arne meeting '.'Ii th 
you? (Include yourself) 

1) 1 
2) 2 
3) 3 
4) More 

5. How many interviewers ''lere there? 

1) 1 
2) 2 
3) :; 
4) More 

6. Do you think you were rated favorably or unfavorably by the 
interviewers? 

1) Favorably 
2} Unfavorably 
3) Don't know 

Please Comment: 

7. Wnich of the following explanations was given by the department 
for your interview rating? 

a) Communication skills 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Dontt Know 

b) Problem-solving ability 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don't Know 

c) Learning ability 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don f t Know 

0 

D 

0 

o 

o 
D 
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r 
d) Judgment under pressure 

• 1) Yes 
2) No D 3) Don't KnO\'1 

e) Observational skills ( , 

• 1) Yes 
2) No D 3) Don't Know 

£) Willingness to confront problems -- [ 

1) Yes 
2) No 0 3) Don't Know-

g) Interest in people 

1) Yes 
2) No 0 3) Don't Know 

h) Interpersonal sensitivity 
® 

1) Yes 
2) No D 3) Don't Know 

I, 

i) Desire for self-improvement 

1) Yes 
2) No D 3) Don't Know 

j) Appearance and presence 

1) Yes 
2) No D 3) Don't Know 

k) Dependability 

1) Yes 
2) No D 3) Don:t Know 

• 1) Credibility as a ''Ii tness in a Court of Law 

1) Yes 
2) No D 3) Don't KnO\'1 

• 
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m) Other, please specify -----------------
8. Were you given a background investigation \-Then you were recruited? 

1) Yes 
2) No (If no~ skip to Question #12) 
3) Don J t Know' 

9. Was your investigator black Clr white? 

1) Black 
2) White 
3) Other 
4) Don't Know 

10. Was your background rated favorably or unfavorably? 

1) Favorably 
2) Unfavorably 
3) Don! t Know 

11. Which of the following explanations was given by the department for 
your background rating? 

a) Credit rating 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don't Know 

b) Personal--medical j,:,ecords 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don't Know 

c) References--re1atives, friends, acquaintances 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don't Know 

d) Education 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don't Know 

D 

D 

o 

o 

D 

o 
o 

o 
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12. 

• 
13. 

• 

• 

e) Residence (interview with spouse or mother) 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don I t Know 

f) Employment experience 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don't Know 

g) Criminal recora search 

1) Yes 
2) No 
.3) Don't Know 

h) Motor vehicle operation 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don't Know 

i) Neighborhood survey 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Don't Know 

Other, please specify __________________ __ 

When, if ever, were you first separated from the department? 

1) I have never separated from the department 
2) After the oral interview 
3) After the background interview 
4) During the Academy 
5) During the period of one year after the Academy 
6) 1-2 years af~er the Academy 
7) More than 2 yeaTs after the Academy 

If you had Academy training, how long did your training last? 

1) 1-3 months 
2) 4-6 months 
3) 7-9 months 

4) 10-12 months 
5) ~iore than 12 months 
6) I had no Academy training (skip to 

Question #17) 

D 

D 

o 
D 

D 
D 

o 

o 

" I 
" 
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Was your Academy training continual or in~ermittent? 

1) Continual (one special period) . 
2) Intermittent {several periods with breaks in between) 

Why did you leave the Academy? 

1) Completed program 
2) Re3igned (voluntary) 
3) Tel~inated (fired) 
4) A<>ked to re.s;1;.jpl 
5) Threatened with termination, so resigned 
6) Others please specify ___ -----------

What prim~"ry explanation was given for your leaving the 
Academy? (Select one) 

1) Program completion 
2) Attendance 
3) Tardiness (lateness) 
4) Inappropriate attitude 
5) Loss of interest 
6) Could not cope with academic work 
7) Could not "get along" with instructors 
8) Other --------------------------------------

How long were you employed by the department? 

1) 
2) 
3) 

Less than 6 months 4) 
6-11 months S) 
1-2 years 6) 

3-4 years 
5-6 years 
More than 6 years 

Do you feel you were given sufficient support by your 
supervisors during your probationary period? 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Not sure 

Do you clearly understand the specific goals of your 
department and the method used to accomplish them? 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Not sure 

o 

o 

D 

o 

D 
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Are you satisfied , .... ith the treatment you receive in relation 
to your peers in your depar~men~ (are you ~reated in a fair 
and ethical manner)? 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Not sure 

Does your department constantly seek different methods for 
solving some of its major problems? 

1) 
2) 
3) 

Yes 
No 
Not sure 

Do you get satisfactory answers from your super/isor when 
you ask "How am I performing my job?" 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) I don't ask 

What would you estimate to be the turnover rate in your 
department? 

1) Less ~han 10 percent 
2) 10-20 percent 
3) More than 20 percent 
4) Can't estimate my department's turnover rate 

Is the quality of your work rewarded by your supervisor? 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Please comment 

In what categories were most of your assignments? (Please 
indicate the top three catego~ies by seZecting the app~op~iate 
number for the first oategory~ the second catego~y~ ar~ the 
third category.) 

D 

o 

D 

o 

1) Patrol a designated area of the city by foot FIRST CATEGORY 
2) Patrol designated area by motorcycle 
3) Patrol designated area by patrol car D 
4) Investigate narcotic violations 
5) Investigate homicides 
6) Investigate gambling violations 
7) Investigate subversive groups 

SECOND CATEGORY 

D 8) Other, please specify ______________________ __ 
THIRD CATEGORY 

D 

, . 
. ;i 
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Did your spouse, or soreeone ·:lose to you, feel strongly that being 
a police officer is ~ good job or not a good job? 

1) That it is a good j ~)b 
2) That it is not 3. goed JOo 
3) No strong feelings either \'lay 
4) Other, please speci=y -------------------------

How interested were you in oecoming a pOlice officer when you 
first applied to the department? 

1) Little interested 
2) Fairly interested 
3) Greatly interested 

How interested are you in being a police officer now? 

1) Little interested 
2) Fairly interested 
3) Greatly interested 

If your interest has changed, what is the primary reason? 
(Select one) 

1) Rules and regulations 
2) The way rules and regulations are implemented 
3) Relationship with fellow officers 
4) Relationship with supervisor/officers 
5) My personal outlook on life 
6) Opportunities available to help the community 
7) Conflicts within myself in dealing with the 

community I serve 
8) Conflicts with the community r serve 
9) My interest has not changed 

10) Other, please specify ____________ _ 

Which of the following reasons was or could be responsible for 
your leaving the police force? (PZease indicate the top th~ee 
choices by seZecting the appropriate number for your first 
ahoice~ your secor4 cr~ice~ and your third choice.) 

1) Low pay 
2) Reduced job security 
3) Reduced fringe benefits 
4) Less prestige and respect for being a policeman 

than I expected 
5) Little chance to make my Ohl1 decisions 

o 

D 

D 

o 
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6) Lack of variety in the work 
7) Lack of opportunity to help maintain 

1 aw and order 
8) Limited choices in ways I can serve 

my community 
9) Other, ~lease specify ________ _ 

If you are stiU a membe:!' of the department, indicate 

• 

FIRST CHOICE - 0 
SECOND CHOICE 

D 
THIRD CHOICE 

D 
which of the following influenced you to stay .. (Please 
indioate your top three ohoices by selecting the app~op~iate 
nwnbe~ fo~ your fi~st ohoioe~ your seoond ofJ.oioe;, and yo7.l,T' 
thi~d ohoioe.) 

1) Adequate pay 
2) Jab security 
3) Fringe benefits 
4) Prestige and respect that comes from 

being a policeman 
5) The chance to make my own decisions 
6) The variety of the work 
7) The opportunity to help maintain 

law and order 
8) The feeling that comes from helping 

community people 
9) Other, please specify _~ ...... _...,...-___ _ 

10) I am not still a member of the department 

In which of the following social class categories do you 
place yourself in regard to your present lifestyle? 

1) Upper class 
2) Lower-upper class 
3) Upper-middle class 
4) Middle Class 
5) Lower-middle class 
6) Upp,~r-lower class 
7) Lower class 

Do you have a relative in the department? 

1) Yes 
2) No 

FIRST CHOICE 

D 
SECOND CHOICE o 
THIRD CEOICE 

D 

D 

D 

'I 
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In which of the following SOCJ.al 01ass categories 
do you place most of your colleagues? 

l) Upper class 
2) Lower-upper class 
3) Upper-middle class 
4) Middle class 
5) Lower-middle class 
6) Upper-lower class 
7) Lower class 

What do you feel are the three major differences between 
you and your supervisors? (Please indioate your top 
three ohoices by p7Aoing the appropriate number in 
most important~ seoond importanoe and third importanoe.) 

1) Social class 
2) Ethnic backgroWld MOST IMPORTANT 
3) View of life 
4) View of people different from 

themselves 

o 

o 
5) Age 
6) Money SECOND IMPORTANCE 
7) Fower 
8) Education o 
9) Other, please specify _________ _ 

THIRD Ii'4PORT.4NCE o 
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SECTION II 

Demo~raphics 

36. How old are you? 

1) Under 35 years· 
2) 35-54 years 
3) 55-64 years 
4) 65 years and over 

37. To which of the following groups do you belong? 

1) White 5) 
2) Black 6) 
3) Hispanic or1g1n 7) 
4) Asian origin 

Filipino 
American 
Other--Non-White 

38. You are: 

39. 

40. 

1) Male 
2) Female 

Marital status? 

a) When you applied tQ the department: 

1) Single 4) Divorced 
2) Married 5) Widowed 
3) Separated 

b) Now or when you left the department: 

1) Single 4) Divorced 
2) Married 5) Widowed 
3) Separated 

How many years of school completed? 

a) High School: 

1) 1 
2) 2 
3) :5 

4) 4 
5) Graduated 
6) Did not complete any 

years of high school 

WEEN YOU 
FIRST 
APPLIED 
TO THE 
DEPARTMENT 

D 

D 

D 

o 

D 

D 

NOW OR rillE!.· 
YOU LEFT T]1 
DEP ARTiWNT : 

.J 
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WHEN YOII 
FIRCT 

b) College: APPLIED 
TO THE 

1) 1 4) 4 DEP.4RTMENT 
2) 2 5) Gra.duated 
3) 3 6) Did not complete any D years of college 

c) Post-Graduate: 

1) 1 4) Graduated with Master's 
2) 2" Degree 
3) 3 5) Graduated with 

Doctoratefs Degree 

D 6) Did no~ co~plete any 
years of post-graduate 

If you are a high school graduate~ please indicate the type 
of diploma you received: 

1) Academic 5) Vocational 
2) Commercial 6) High School Equival~ncv (GED) 
3) General 7) Does not apply, I am Hot a 
4) Technical high school graduate 

NOW OR WHEN 
YOU LEFT THE 
DEPARTMENT 

D 

0 

0 
Please comment on any other schoQ~ing or special skills yo~ have: 

a) Have you had act7.:ve d:.J.ty experiences in the armed forces? 

1) Yes 
2) No D 

b) Type of discharge? 

1) Was never in armed forces? 
2) Honorable 
3) Dishonorable 
4) Other, please specify D 
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c) Have you served in: • 1) Reserve 

1) Yes 0 2) No 

• 
2) National Guard 

1) Yes 0 2) No 

e 
3) R.O.T.C. 

1) Yes 0 2) No 

• 
Thank you! 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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TAUl.E 1 

INFLUENC~ OI~ OFFICER'S ETlINICI'l'Y UPON LIKELIlIOOD 
OF LEAVING TilE DEPARTMENT 

Etlmicity 

Black White Total 

'tlbO ~ 27.5% 23.2% 27.9% 
g.~ ;1 (38) (46) (84) :Sill 

... 1 Q) 
Q).-:I ~ 72.5% 71.8% 72.1% 

;l1J.1 a 
.-:10 

.-:I (100) (117) (217) 
r-l 

100.0% 100.0% nl 100.0% 
lJ 
a (138) (163) (301) H 

h 

• • • • 

I-' 
w 
I-' 
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I~I~ 
00 

111 
r-l.a 
111'0 
po 011 
I1IClJ 
HIi< 

• 

'fABJ.E 2 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S El'llNICITY UPON 
REPORTED LEVEL OF onAL 

INTERVIEW FEEDBACK 

Ethnicity 

Black '-Illite Total 

41 26.6% 11.0% 18.2% 
14 

~ (37) (18) (55) 
41 19./1% 18.3% 1B.8% a 
0 
[I) (27) (30) (57) 

41 5'1.0% 70.7% 63.0% g 
z (75) (116) (191) 

I~ 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(139) (16'.) (303) 

• • • • 



'. • • 

'ObD fa a r:1 
O·r! 'M .c:> p:! 

'M Qj 
r-IQI 
gJ.H ~ 

0 
'M 4-1 H 
HO 

r-I 
"I u 
a 

E-t 

" 

• • • 

TABLE 3 

INFLUENCE O~' REPOR'fED LEVEl .. OF ORAL 
INTEIW:n:W FEEDBACK UPON 

LIKELlIIOOD OF' I .. EAVING 

Level of Feedback 

None Some More Total 

30.7% 28.1% 18.2% 27.9% 

(58) (16) (10) (84) 

69.3% 71.9% 81. 8% 72.1% 
(131) (41) (45) (217) 

100.0% 100.:J1. 100.0% 100.0% 
(189) (57) (55) (301) 

X2=3.31. ~<.20. ~=.10. 
N=301, DF=2 

• • • • 

I ..... 
t..J 
uJ 
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'HU o l 
11.1 

.-1.0 

~-g 
QlQl 

...If.<. 
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TABLE 4 

INli'LUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETIINICITY UPON 
REPORTED LEVEL OF BACKGROUND 

INVESTIGATION FEEDBACK 

QI 
1-1 
0 
~ 

~ 
0 
rJl 

Ql 
g 
z 

.-I 
1\1 
u 
g 

Ethn:l.city 

Black White Total 

31. 7% 22.0% 26.4% 
('.4 ) (36) (80) 

37.4% 34.1% 35.6% 
(52) (56) (108) 

30.9% '13.9% 38.07. 
(43) (72) (US) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(139) (164) (303) 

X1 =6.24. ~<.05. ~~.14, 
N==303. DF=2 

• • • • 
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'CABLE 5 

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED BACKGROUND INVESTIGATION 
FEEDBACK lIPON TilE LIKELIIIOOD OF LEAVING 

Level of Feedback on 
Background InvesClgation 

None Some Hore Total 

'db/) 'Iib 34.2% 29.6% 16.5% 27.9% 
g.~ 
.c:l> 
.r! III 

ilt (39) (32) (13) (84) 
r-llll 65.8% 70./,% 83.5% 72.1% QJ...t ~ 

:;JIJ-l 0 
...t (75) (76) (66) (217) ...to 
r-l 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1\1 
w 

(114) (79) (301) 0 (108) 
f-l 

X2=7.56, ~<.03, ~=.16. 
N=301, DF=2 

.... . -
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'rABLE 6 

INFLUENCE 01" OFFICER'S ETIlNICl'l"{ UPON 
SUFFICIENCY OF SUPERVISOR'S 
SUPPORT DURING PROBATIONARY 

PERIOD 

Ethnicity 

Black Hhit;e Total 

I-l (/I 68.1% 79.0% 7/~. 0% 

m~ (U 
(9 /,) (128) (222) po. 

• .-1 J.I 
UO 

• .-1 P, 31.9% 21.0% 26.0% 1Hp, 0 
IH~ ~~ (4/, ) (34) (78) ~CI) 
CI) 

,-/ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% oJ 
p 
0 (13B) (162) (300) H 

X2=4.60, ~<.03. ~=.12. 
N=300, DF",l 

• • • • 
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TABLE 7 

INFLUENCE OF SUFFICIENCY OF SUPPORT 
DURING PROBA'l'IONARY PERIOD UPON 

LIKELIIIOOD OF LEAVING 

Sufficient 
Support? 

Yes No 'fota1 

'OM -fa 2/1.5% 38.5% 28.2% g.a 
,op ~ (54) (30) (84) 
• ..1 III 
r-IQI 

tit QJH 75.5% 61.5% 71.8% 
~II-l 0 

HO 
H (166) (48) (2111) 

r;;; 100.0% 100. 0°/. 100.0% u 
0 (220) (78) (298) E-< 

• • • • 
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TABLE 8 

INFLUENCE 0[0' OFFICER'S ETIINICI'fY UPON 
REPORT OF RECEIVING FAIR TREATMENT 

Et.hnicity 

Black White 'J'otal 

". 1/1 55.4% 77.9% 67.5% 
u ~ J: (77) (127) (204) Q) fl I> 

'r! 44.6% 22.1% 32.5% Q) I-t 1\1 
(j.r! Q) a 

(62) (36) (98) CIlI\lH Z 
~r ... ~ 

Qj 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
u 

(139) (i63) (302) a 
H 

• • • • 
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'!'Alll.E 9 

INFLUENCE Ol~ REPOR'rED FAIRNESS OF 
TREA'rMENT UPON LIKELlJIOOD 

OF LEAVING 

Heceive Fair 
'freatment1 

Yes No 'f/Jtal .--- ,_I ____ l-____ I-___ -I 

>(j bO ~ 23.8% 36.7% 28.0% 
o~ bO 

&.~ iE (/!8) (36) (8 /,) 
r-l C1l 1--1-----1-----1-----1 
111..:1 ~ 76.2% 63.3% 72.0% 
~ 0 
.,.jtH ..:I (15/,) (62) (216) 

I

HO 

1~f-t~O l-____ -L ____ -L _____ ~ : 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(202) (98) (300) 

• • • • 
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'l'ABLB 1.0 

INFLUENCr~ OF OFFIClm' S ETIINIClTY UPON 
REPORT O~' RECEIVING ANSl-IEnS 

FROH SUPERVISOnS 

Ethnicity 

Black Hhlte Total 

I/) 58.7% 57.1% 57.8% .... ~ 41 I/) (81) (93) (1.7 /1) 
:> ~I 
'r' 41 
QJ~ 
01/) 0 41.3% L,2.9% 112.2% 

t!~ z (57) (70) (127) 

C1l 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% u 
0 (138) (163) (301) H 

• • • • 
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'rABLE 11 

INFLUENCE 01.0' RECEIVING ANSWlmS FROt-! 

'0 bO .r:: 
g.~ bO 

:S~ iE 
Hal 

~ alH 
:;ilj.J 0 

H 
HO 

'ii1 
u 
0 

E-I 

SUPERVISOnS UPON LIKELIIIOOD 
OF LEAVING 

Receive 
Answers? 

Yes No Total 

26.0% 31.0% 28.1% 

(45) (39) (84) 

74.0% 69.07. 71.9% 
(128) (87) (215) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(173) (126) (299) 

• • • • 

,. 
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TABLE 12 

INFLUENCE OF TilE OFF'ICER • S El'IINICU'Y UPON 
REPORTS OF HORK BEING REUARDED 

r Ethnicity 

Black Hhite Total 

~T 
'd 1/1 

',6.7% 50.3% 48.7% 
Ol Ol (57) (77) (13/1) 'U ;>-I 
I-l 

Mill 
53.5% 49.7% 51. 3% I-l~ 

&~ 0 :z: (65) (76) (11.1) 

.-l 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 111 
~J 
0 (134) (153) (275) (-I 

• • • • 
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TAB!.E 13 

IHFLUENCE OF REPORTS OF WOHK BEING REWAltDED 
UPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING 

Hork 
Rewarded? 

Yes No 'fotal 

'Ow ~ 23.3% 34.0% 28.8% 
g.~ ill (31) (liB) (79) "c: ? 
'r! II! 
r4el1 
CIl....1 ~ 76.7% 66.0% 71.2% 
~'I-I 0 

HO H (102) (93) (195) 

';d 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% u 
0 (133) (151) (27 /1) f-I 

• • • • 
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'fABLE 1lI 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER IS E'l'UNICUY ON 
R~POR'rED UNDERSTANDING OF 

DEPAR'l'HENl'AL GOALS 
AND HE'l'1l0nS 

Ethnicity 

Black Hhite Total 

"d 68.1% 61.3% 6ft. 5% ij .-. III 
<IJ 

(94) (100) (194) ~III ~ 
111.-1 
Hrd 
~g 

~ 
31.9% 38.7% 35.5% 

S (t,l, ) (63) (107) 

f1I 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% ..., 
0 (138) (163) (301) H 

• • • • 



• • • • • • • 

TABLE 15 

INFLUENCE 0[<" REPORTED UNDERSTANDING OF 
DEPARTMENTAL GOALS AND I1ETIIODS UPON 

LIKELiliOOD OF LEAVING 

Understand 
Goals? 

'len No Total 
-"OM .~ 2'1.7% 3'1.3% 28.1% o ~ 

o.~ iH ('18) (36) (84) .c.l 
'M 111 
.-1 <II 

~ IIIH ,'5.3% 65.7% 71.9% 
~II-I 0 

H tV,6) (69) (215) HO 

oJ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% IJ 
0 

(19'1 ) (105) (299) E4 

• • • • 
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'l'ABLE 16 

INFLUENCE OI~ OFFICER'S E'fIINICIl''{ UPON 
SELF-PERCEIVED SOCIAL CLASS 

~ 
p, 

III p, 
III p 
nI 
.... ;j 

'-' 'tl 
r-I ~ n.I 
• .-1 
U 
0 ~ 
til 0 

t-1 

r-I 
nI .w 
0 
H 

Ethnicity 

Black White 'fota1 

21.2% 22.7% 22.0% 
(29) (37) (66) 

49.6% 57.7% 54.0% 
(68) (94) (62) 

29.2% 19.6% 24.0% 
(/10) (32) (72) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(137) (163) (300) 

X2=3.8l, R<.15, ~=. 11, 
N=300, DF=2 

• • • • 
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'UbO 
g.~ 
;l~ 
.-141 
41...:1 

~Ii-t 
.~ 0 

• • • 

'fAnLE 17 

INFLUENCE OF SI!:LF-PERClnVED SOCIAl. CLASS 
UPON LIKELII!OOJ) OF LEAVING 

Soc1.al Class 

Lower Hiddle Upper Total 

.C: 31.9% 23.5% 34.8% 28.0% 
bO 

il1 (23) (38) (23) (8 /1 ) 

~ 68.1% 76.5% 65.2i. 72.0% 
0 
.~ (49) (12 /• ) (/13 ) (216) 
rl 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% III 
j.l 

~ (72) (162) (66) (300) 

X2 =3.75, Q<.16, ~=.11. 
N=300, DF=:2 

• • • • 



• • .. 

w 
III 
QI 
H 
QI 
w 
;j 
'd 
QI 
bO 

~ 
..d u 
... 
0 
'H 

1:1 
0 
CIl 
111 

~ 

• • • • 

'fABLE 18 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S E'fIlNICITY UPON 
REASON GIVEN FOR CI~NGED INTEREST 

Ethnicity 

Blaclt t.JIlite Total 

Rul.es and 29.9% 25.8% 27.6% 
Regulations (20) (23) (43) 

Relationship 19./{% 9.0% 13.5% 
with other (13) (8) (21) Personnel 

Personal 17.9% 31.5% 25,6% 

(12) (28) (40) 

Relationship 13.4% 10.1% 11.5% 
with 
Comlllunity (9) (9) (18) 

Role of 19./.% 23.6% 21.8% 
Police (13) (21) (3 /• ) Officer 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(67) (89) (156) 

• • • 



'1:IbO 

g.~ ·tb 
.d? ttl 'rl III 
.-JQJ 
dlH 

~ .!<: 
-..I 'I-! 0 
HO H 

.-J 
III 
jJ 

.~ 

TABLE 19 

INFLUENCE OF illASON FOR CHANGED J.N'l'EIllST 
UPON LIKELJ.llOOD OF LEAVING 

Reason fo r Changed Interes t 

RlIlen lind nolntion" 

lIeguln- nhlp w1th 
Other 

tlolls 
Personnel 

l'ersonal 

72.1% ',2.9% ,,5.0% 
(31) (9) (18) 

"'-

27.9% 57.1% 55.0% 
(12) (12) (22) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(',3) (H) (40) 

X~~12.68, ~<.02, ~=_29, 
N=1~6, OF=4 

UellltIon-
shIp w1Lh 
Couununity 

27.8% 
(5) 

72.2% 
(13) 

100.0% 
(18) 

Role of 
PoUee 
Offleer Total 

50.0% 51.3% 
(17) (80) 

50.0% 48.7% 
(17) (76) 

100.0% 100.0% 
(3',) (156) 
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III 
I:l a 
III 
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TABLE 20 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ET1i\NICrn UPON 
FIRST-SELECTED POSSIBLE REASONS FOR 

WIlY TilEY HIGHT LEAVI~ POLICE WORK 

Ethnicity 

Black HhU:e 'l'\:) tal 

Depart- 59.7% 66. Oi~ 6:1.0% 
mental (74) (93) (lli 7) 

Atti- 10.5% 9.2i. 9.8% 
tude (13) (13) (2'.6 ) 

Pers- 19.4% 21. 3% 20.4% 
anal (24) (30) (5/1 ) 

-" -
Comm- 10.~% 3.5% 6.8% 
unity (l'J ) (5) (18) 

Total 100.1'Y. 100.0% 1001.0% 

(124) (141) (26,5) 

X2 =5.32. ~<.16. ~=.14. 
N=265. DF=3 

• • .. • 

I-' 
1Il 
o 
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'ObO 
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riQl 
~t-l 
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TAULE 21 

INFLUENCE OF FIRST-SELECTED UEASONS l?OR 
POSSIBLY LEAVING '!'liE DEPAR'nlENT lIPON 

TUE LIKE:LIIlOOD OF LEAVING 

.n 
bO 

ijj 

~ a 
t-l 

..... , 
III 
w 
~ 

Possible Ueasons for Staying 

Depart:- Atti- l)ers-
mental tude onal 

25.3% 19.2% 37.0% 
(42) (5) (20) 

74.7% 80.8% 63.0% 
(124) (21) (34) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

(166) (26) (5 tl) 

X2 =6.12, ~<.ll, 4~.15, 
N=264, l'~·=3 

Comlll-
unity 

',4.1.% 

(8) 

55.6% 
(10) 

100.0% 

(18) 

• • • • 

Total 

28.4% 
(75) 

71.6% 
(l89) 

100.0% 
(26 /,) 
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bO 
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TABLE 22 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETIlNICl'f'l UPON 
FIRST-SELECTED REASONS FOR HAVING 

REHAINED A I'OLICE OFFICER 

Depart-
mental 

Atti-
tude 

Pers-
onal 

Conun-
unity 

Total 

Ethnicity 

Black White Total 

60.0% 57.5% 58.7% 
(81) (84) (1.65 ) 

8.1% 29.5% 19.2% . 
(11) (43) (51~ ) 

9.6% 5.5% 7.5% 
(13) (8) (21) 

22.2% 7.5% 14.6% 
(30) (11) (41) 

99.9% 100.0% 100. Oi~ 

(U5) (l/j6) (281) 

X2Q28.63, ~<.Ol, ~~.32, 
N='28l. DF=3 

• • • • 

I-J 
Ul 
N 
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'tIbO ~ g.~ . .-/ 
~~ :x: 
.-lCII 

~ CIIt-1 

:;1'H 0 
t-1 

t-10 

111 
4.1 
0 

E-I 
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TABLE 23 • 
, 

INFLUENCE OF FIRST-SELECTED REASONS ~'OR 
REMAINING A POLICE OFFICER 
UPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING 

Reasons for Remaining 

Depart- Atti- Pers- Comm-
mental tude onal unity Total 

33.3% 18.6% 19.0% 26.8% 27.9% 
(55) (S) (ll) (ll) (78) 

66. 77" 81.4% 81.0% 73.2% 72.1% 
(110) (45) (17) (30). (202) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(165) (53) (21) (H) (280) 

~ 

X2~7.40, ~<.07, 4=.16. 
N=290, OF=3 

• • 
" 

• • 
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U1 
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l'ABLE 24 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S E'l'IINICIT'i UPON 
THEIR JOB AT TII1E OF FIRST 

APPLICATION TO THE 
DEPARTMENT 

Blue 
Collar 

Law 
Enforce-
ment 

~ 

'~hlte 
Collar 

Total 

I,. 

Ethnicity 

Black Hhite 'fo tal 

37.3% 2/t.8% 30.7% 
(41) (30) (71) 

20.9% 37.2% 29.4% 
(23) (45) (68) 

1,1.8% 38.0% 39.8% 
(/16) (/.6) (92) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(:1.10) (121) (231) 

X2~8.32, ft<.02, ~=.19, 
N .. 231 , DF=2 

• • • • 
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TABLE 25 

INFLUENCE Ol~ OCCUPATION AT FIRST APPLICATION 
'l'O DEPARTHENT UPON LIKELiliOOD OF LEAVING 

.0 
bO 

~ 

~ 
0 

..:I 

1--
r-I 
III u 
~ 

Occupation at Application 

Blue Law En- Whi.te 
Collar forcarent Collar 

24.3% 32.8% 31. 57. 
(17) (22) (29) 

75.7% 67.27. 68.57. 
(53) (45) (63) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(70) (67) (92) 

X2.1.44. 2<.49, .-.08, 
N=229, DF=2 

Total 

29.7% 
(68) 

70.3% 
(161) 

100.0% 
(229) 

I-' 
U1 
tn 
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TABLE 26 

ASSOCIATION OF OFFICER'S E'flINICrrY 
WITII OFFICER'S GENDER 

Ethnicity 

Black White Total 

<11 74.1% 84.0% 79.5% 
,-I 

;! (10:) (137) (240) 
<11 

25.9% 16.0% 20.5% .-I 

~ (36) (26) (62) QJ r", 

~ 100.0% 100.0% 10(;.0% 

e (139) (163) (302) 

• • • • 
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TABLE 27 

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S GEUDER UPON 
TilE LIKEL1I100D OF LEAVING 

.a 
bO 

ill 
~ 
0 
H 

r-l 
III 
~ 
a 
f-t 

Gendet' 

Male Female Total 

26.9% 30.6% 27.7% 
(6 /1 ) (19) (83) 

73.1% 69.4% 72.3% 
(17 i,) (43) (217) 

100.0% 100.0% 100,,0% 
(238) (62) (-300) 

X2<1. e.,<.56 , 4>=.03, 
N=300, DF=1 

• • • • 
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