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PREFACE

This report describes a study of retention of police
officers. conducted by the staff of the Law Enforcement Minority
Parsons Project 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 Assistance, 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 and states in the
nation. This study also represents an extension of the capabil-
ities of the Administration of Justice Division and the 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 parxticular, 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’

experiencas and perceptions during the initial five years of

ii



appointment which are critical to the making of a "good street

cop." 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 two 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, however, this atten-
tion and concern has centered on minority underrepresentation
among police officers. This reflects in part, we suspect, all
the underlying factors which have resulted in the police officer
beconing the general svmbol of the entire criminal justice
system-—~the frequency of contact for the average .citizen, the
high visibility of uniformed patrol officers, and their authoxr-
ity and legitimacy as the representative of society, communi-
cated by badge, revolver, and 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 minoiity
‘:”officers. Whether thie represents a cynical "public relations"”

Zepproach, a sincere effort to diffuse the racial as?ect of some

- police-community hostilities, or a technical decision based upon

" the officer's suitability for certain police functions, the
result is the same: 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, to a degree,

=
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the concern about minority representation in police departments
reflects this broader concern. Police departments as organiza-
tions have sxperienced 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 practices.

Finally, the minority community 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, cof 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 block to such
appointments in the past have increasingly come under scrutiny
and review. Some movement has occurred in removing traditional,
but nonrational, standards for selection. There has also been
some movement in the review and monitoring of standards which,
while raticnal, are subject to abuse and misuse in their appli-
cation to minority candidatés. Undoubtedly, these changes have
improved the selection process for majority officers as well.
Many of these gtandards 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.



To the extent that these affirmative action efforts at
raecruitment are successful, it becomes increasingly important
to examine the career experiences of appointed minority officers.
In particular, the continuation of their careers in law enforce-
ment is critical. I1If the newly appointed minority officers
leave police work, then two undesirable outcomes are inevitable.
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 community.
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 considerations, the National Urban

League's Law Enforcement Minority Persons Project undertook

this study of the retention of recently appointed minority

officers. We surveyed majority and minority officers who had

been appointed to seven different police departments during

the years 1973-1978. This sample should yield information on

their experiences and perceptions during tﬁeir early years as

police officers, years critical to retention. |
Our objectives were to provide initial answers to these

guestions:

1) What is the relationship between an officer's minority/
majority status and the officer's reports of their
experiences in the police department?

2) What is the relationship between an officer's reported

£i

i
experiences and the likelihood the officer will leave
the department?
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Do the relationships between an officer’'s reported
experiences and the officer's likelihood of leaving
the department depend upon the officer's ethnic status?




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 careexrs. 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, that 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 well as other organizatioms, havé been
faced with pressures, both legal and political, to provide equal
employment oéporﬁunities té minérity citizens.

As is all too frequently the case, police departments have
approved, in principle, the idea of egual opportunity, but have
found it difficult to implement it without, in their view, "low-
ering standards” or "practicing reverse discriminatiown." None-
theless, 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



‘representation in the department’s service area. For axample,

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 service 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 departments, 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 LEMPP
staff that successful recruitment and appointmen£ of minority
officers is just the first stage in bringing about eguitable
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 law enforcement--whether that
involves promotional opportunities, or simply staying in the

department. In particular, we are concerned that the (however



slightly) opening door to law enforcemént careers for minority
personnel does not simply turn into a revolving door, with a
larger number of minority citizens temporarily "passing through"
law enforcement careers. Recalcitrant organizations can be very
effective in developing pressures upon the unwanted entrant
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 oI
the unwanted entrant is accomplished.

All these considerations have played a role in the National
Urban League's Law Enforcement Minority Persons Project’s under-
taking this study designed to examine the retention of neyly-
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
LEMPP's experience 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 polica officers. We do not attempt to present an

all-encompassing literature review. We have rather sought to



illustrate the scattared reflections in the literature of our
experientially-based coﬁcérns”in4this area. In particular,

we attempt to reflect hers why we are concerned with certain
aspects of volice department Qrganization 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 the appointment of its
officers. These 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 selecﬁion process may result in
the needless elimination of gualified 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, style, or procedureé 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



in our nation's police departments. It is not our intention
to review 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 the entire selection
procedure constitute separate problems. Moreover, both of
these stages in the selection procedure'are important in the
appointment of minority personnel. Even sﬁccessful attempts to
geherate initial applications from minority persons may f£lounder
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 examination 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 investigatign 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," which was
reflected in the reporté on 13.2% of the black officers, and

2.2

oo

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-
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
characteristic" upon the summary réting 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 "family 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 quitea
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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béckground investigation will result in the rejection of a
minority candidate (Cohen and Chaiken, 1972, p. 156).

An earlief study of the same department discovered that
black officers felt there was an "unwritten ratio" of white to
black candidates who would reach the appointment 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 critical 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 feelkthat they have been so applied to other,
rejected, minority candidates. To the extent that they perceive
that these 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
discriminator? 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. Selectiwve 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 fesign. Groups and organizations
are very effective in pressuring unwante& 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 the outset that there will be
many majority officers who will resent the incresasing 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, 1968; Niederhoffer, 1967;

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

honest, if misplaced, concern about the quality and reliability
of minority officers. &till others will see in changing recruit-
ment and appointment patterns an implicit criticism of the system

which brought them into police work, much as Bititner (1970)




observes with regard to resistance %o changing educational
requirements. For some, the outside pressure resulting in such
;bpointments will be viewed as "unwarranted interference" with
the cherished autonomy of the department (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 departmené.

Police officers are a very tight-knit social group.
Observers have argued that there are positive and negative factors
which account for this pattern. Firsti there are the positive
feelings police generally feel for their colleagues, coupled
with the shared plight of dissatisfaction with pay, benefits, etc.
(National Aavisory 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 iskthe 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
Disorderé, 15968). In a very real sense, the police form an
"occupational community"~--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 ocfficer 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 becau§§'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 "doubleqmarginality" of the black police officer).
This suggests that for minérity police officers, their rela-
tionship with other departmental personnel will be even more
critical for retehtion than it is for majority officers.

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 selection cri-
teria above, that minority officers have been subjacted to more
punishments and fewer rewards than their majority colleagues.
_Alek (1969) reviews such practices in the assignments to
precincts, to special units, to general duties, and promotional
opportunities. Cohen and Chaiken (1972) find that qualified black
officers were more often made detectives than promoted, compared
to white officers. They also find that departmental charges were

more often levelled against black officers, although there were no

3
i
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differences for either criminal charges or civilian complaints.
It seems clear that if minority officers sese 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) lay out the general issues underlying the
debate, as well as highlighting the racial context in which it
currently typically occurs. Minority communities over the last
éO yvears have become increasingly vocal and assertive about what
they view as police abuses of authority--verbal abuse, harrass-
ment, unwarranted physical force, underenforcement of some laws,
overenforcement of other 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
puélic 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 £illing the role of minority citizen and police
officer, and doing it to the satisfaction of bhoth constituencies,
since Alex (1969 highlighted this situation. The increasing

number of minority police officer associations may suggest that
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a resolution of this "double marginality" is occurring. None-
theless, it is still the case that the minority officers' ability
to negotiate their dual roles is crictical to their surviwval,
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'“traitors" as opposed to simple
"enemies." 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-
tioﬁ. The fact that éhese minority officers are 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. I£
they see few, they are likely to remain police officers no matter

how stressful or unpleasant they may find the role. Perhaps
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this is one source df what Niederhoffer (1967) describes as a.
major police adaptation to the ptdblems of their role: cynicish.

We are unsure what the availabie 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 "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 tha£
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 than white officers.
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Hence, we are unsure what the differences in perceived
opportunities for alternative employment for majority and
minority police officers may be. We do feel, however, that it

merits at least exploratory consideration.

D. Summary

There are a number of factors which influence the reten-
tion of minority peclice officers. Many of these factors are
guite likely to have different impact for majority and minority
officers, either because the experiences are different, or
because the context of the experiences are different. The
critical factors probably include experiences of the depart-
mental selection procedures, relationships with fellow officers,
and relationships with the minority community.

Minority officers may well 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 departmental practices will be critical for this
same reason. t the same time, the feeling that they can serve
their ethnic community will be important, again because being

police officers makes these relationships more problematic.



IIT. RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

In order to answer guestions 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, urban 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 +o analyze the
impacts of these variations. We were more interested in simply
assuring that our results 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
discove£ whether any of the sites were involved in 1itig;£ion
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 seventh site to provide a higher

number of eligible minority respondents.) All nine sites agreed

19
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to cooperate with 4s in this research. One of the sites was
eliminated because the initial training and experiences of
newly-appointed oificers is structured gquite differently than
is the case in most departments. This would have resulted 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,

i

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 wefe hired. We
were interested in ethnic rates of application and appointment,‘
as well as the rates of succeés at whatever pfeappointment
stages the departments utilized. Similarly, we were interested
in gathering information on the rates of academy completion, as
well as such post—-appointment experiences as separation, termi-
nation, departmental changes, 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 éould
not be collected. Frequently the information was simply unavail-
able in any kind of summary fashion, and time and 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 collectéd onsite
from a number of organizations within the local government
structure of our selected cities. The information was entered
onto a series of summary sheets covering our major areas of
interest. These data have been checked for internal consistency,

and, where irresclvable inconsistencies have been found, the
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data has been deletad 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 siées. These sites do vary in service area
size, departmental size, and ethnic composition of both servics L
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 egual, we will f£ind
minority citizens represented on the police force to about the .
same degree that they are represented in the service pépulation.
We recognize that fhis 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
reflecééd 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 department's ethnic composition



TABLE 3.1

SERVICE AREA AND DEPARTMENT
ETHNIC COMPOSITION

Population Department | Minority
Percent Depart-~ Percent Underrepre-
Site | Papulation Minority ment Minority sentation
1 362,008 50.8 481 38.0 -12.8
2 1,290,000 57.4 4394 40.4 -17.0
3 516,000 18.7 1380 18.4 - 0.3
4 123,000 30.0 407 7.8 ~22.2
5 593,000 45.8 1244 12.8% ~32.7
6 173,000 40.6 509 20.4%% -20.2
7 74,000 97.0 94 60.6 ~36.4
*For Site 5 this figure was not available; we have taken the
estimate from another project's draft final report supplied
by OCRC.

**por Site 6, this figure was not available; this is the

estimate

provideé for the municipal work force in toto.
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departs from the ethnic composition of the service area. Site
3, for example, shows a negligible underrepresentation, while
Sites 5 and 7 show extreme degrees of underrepresentation.

Table 3.2 displays the ethnic composition of the most
recently hired officers for these seven sites. Again 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 service area population reguires 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 imbalanced
composition of the department.

Nevertheless, we note that three of these departments
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
department and community. Site 4 is hiring at about the ethnic
composition of the service area, which may bring improvement,
although 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 minosities (compare these hires with the
current departmental composition in Table 3.1), but their
current practices will never result in these departments

reflecting the ethnic composition of the service area.



PTABLE 3.2

SERVICE ARER AND DEPARIMENTAL ETONIC
COMPOSITION: 1973-1978

Population] Departmental |Over and under

Percent flires Percent{representation

Site| Minority Minoxity in hires 73-~78
1 50.8 60.7 +9.9
2 57.4 63.2 +5.8
3 8.7 44.8 +26.1
4 30.0 28.0 -2.0
5 45.5 35.7 -9.8
6 40.6 30.4 ~10.2
7 97.0 61.5 ~35.5

S¢
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Tables 3.3 to 3.5 present the data we were able to collect on
the failure rates for majoritv and minority candidates on two
important pre-appointment selection stages, the oral interview
and the background investigation, as well as for the academy.
These data are important but are too freguentlv missing, or
based on verv small reported numbers, or inconsistentlvy reported
bv the majorityv of our sites.  We have chosen to present here
onlv those fiqures about which we feel relatively confident as
to their accuracy and cohsistency.

For all 5f these tables, we would expect the rate of
minority candidate failure to equal the rate of majoritvy candi-
date failure, evervthing being egqual. Again, we recognize 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 them to a specific cause.

These tables present both the difference in the failuré
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 failure.
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: 1.56 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.



TABLE 3.3

FAILURE RATES FOR MINORITY AND MAJORIWY
CANDIDATES IN THE ORAL INTERVIEW:

1973-1978
Ethnicity Excess Ratio of minor-
Minority | ity failure rate
Site | Minority|Majority|] Failures | to majority
1 .587 .618 -.031 .95
2 201 .163 +.128 1.79
3 .376 .219 +.157 1.72
4 .191 .143 +.048 "1.34
5-7 NA NA NA

8¢



TABLE 3.4

FAILURE RATES FOR MINORITY AND MAJORITY
CANDEDATES IN THE BACKGROUND
INVESTIGATION: 1973-1978

Bthnicity Excess Ratio of minor-
Minorxity Jity failure to
Site |Minority [Majority | Failure [(majority failure
1 .260 .183 +.9077 1.42
2 .087 . 146 ~.059 .60
3 064 . 041 +.023 1.56
47 NA wa | NA

6¢C



TABLE 3.5

FAILURE RATES OF MAJORITY AND MINORITY
CANDIDATES IN TIE ACADEMY:
1973-1978

Ethnicity Excess Ratio of minor-
Minoritylity failure rate to
Site{Minority | Majority Failure Jmajority failure rate

1 .281 .105 4+.176 2.68

5 . 167 . 046 +.121 3.63

2-4;
6-7 NA NA NA
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The data available from our sites, then, suggest thatv
the selzsction stages and academy completion rates for minority
and majority candidates are different. The departments providing
data on ﬁhe background investigation show a bit less of a differ-
ence than we might expect. This partially reflects the low
overall failure rates for the background investigation compared
to the oral interview and the academy stages.

We have no idea how "typical" 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-
ment 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 cn 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 LEMPP survey (see Appendix II for a copy of the actual
guestionnaire) is designed to provide information cconcerning the

differential retention of minority 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 eddress
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-appointment and appointment stages may well be sub~-
verted, as the newly-appointad minority officers leave through
the "revolving door" of differential retention.

In order to explore what factors might lead to differ-
ential retention, LEMPP designed a survey guestionnaire focus-
itg on the experiences and perceptions of sworn officees. We
were interested in a number of aspects of their experiences which
might influence the likelihood of retention: job assignments,
reactions to departmental 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 administer this questionnaire to currently
appointed officers, as well as individuals who had already
resigned their appointments. This would allow us to identify
differences in ﬁhe experiences of majority and minority officers
and explore the impact of these differences upon retention.

Unfortunately, the time and costs associated with locating



33

resigned ofificers 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

department.
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 recruitment 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 earlieflwould be
virtually impossible. Finally, the rapid changes in police
persohnel with regard to what we might loosely term "professional-
ization," would likely complicate our analysis and progressively
limit 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, we
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," 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, or dropped. We are interested in the current
state of these issues, not in an historical review.

) Our original assumption was that we would likesly have
to census minority officers to obtain sufficient cases for
analysis, but sample majority officers because of constraints of
time and 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 departments,
and qucta samples in othersl

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

4 .
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best estimate based upon data provided for the departments, is
that about 45% of the hires during 1973-1978 were white, and

55% were black. Our respondents, however, were 54% white and

46% black. This difference may be due to any one 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 guestionnaires were distributed to more white
officers than black officers. Finally, it may 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 cur respondents and the
repcrted hires, we cannot say.

In view of the iﬁitial stages of research in this area,
we will follow standard practices and report these data and the
accompanying statistical tests, even though, as with 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 guestionnaires to the department, with the
actual administration by department personnel. However, we

directly administered the questionnaire ourselves in some cities.
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In most cases, the selected respondents were given the instru-
ments and asked to complete and raturn them later. Occasionally,
they were asked to £ill them out at the time they were given
them. Of the 700 guestionnaires delivered to the departments

for distribution, 38l 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
thelr 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
inability to locats 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
yvear), and probably the odds of moving are increased when one
‘leaves a job. Another major road block was the limited time we
had to spend in our cooperating seven cities. Since the time
required to collect archival and demoyraphic data was go great,
the available time for locating resigned officers in each commu-
nity was severely constrained by our overall time and budget

figures.



H. Survey Data Preparation

A codebook was developed, based upon raview of a 10%
random sample within eacn city's set of responding officers.
Codes fbr 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 the other coder,
as well as 10 gquestionnaires coded by herself. These wezre
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 kev-punched, verified, and a MIDAS
(University of Michigan) data file constructed. All analyses
performed upon the survey data were conducted with 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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ethnic 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 thé
likelihood of retention of police officers, depending on whether
the officers are black or wﬁite? Clearly, since we lack data
from the officers who have already left the departments, 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 oﬁr 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 respcnse options were presented: "little interested,”
"fairly interested,” and "greatly interested.” We assume that, '
in general, an individual's 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 ﬁheir control.

It is also possible that other officers may have "little”
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 voluntary 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
£o remain than those who currently describe themselves as having
"little interest. To the extent that we 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~guarter of our currently employed officers
responded that they were currently "fairly? interested in being
police officers. For reasons of statistical efficiency we prefer
not to simply treat these respondents as & third category. But
that raises the tricky problem of whether to group them with
the more- or less-likely to leave categories. Rather 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 "greatly” for interest level at application, and
"fairly" for current interest level--that is, revealed a
decrease over time in their level of interest--we categorized
them with the "more likely to leave” groups who show "little®
current interest. On the other hand, it they responded "little"
or "fairly" for their initial interest, and "fairly” for their

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

interest level--we categorized them with the "less likely to

leave” group who show “great® current interest.



So our measure of likelihood of retention combines
information from both gquestions. A stable low level of interest
or 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
this area. The exact construction of the factors whose impact
upon 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 relationship between the various predic-
tive factorc 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 we 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 intsrpreted as strictly nominal

by those who so prefer.



Chi-square has one negative property rfor an analysis
such as this. 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 gslationships. Thus, if we wish to
compare the impact for black officers of their prior occupa-
tions upon the likelihood ﬁhat 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~-sgquares will reflect the
difference in the strength of the relationship for black and white
cofficers (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, depending
upon the officer's ethnicity. Consequently, we will need to
supplement Chi-square with a direct measure of the strength
of these associations. 0f those available, we have selected
Cramer's Phi. This measure corrects for the number of cases
available for different analyses. .At the same time, it is
standardized so that it varies from "0" to "1." That is, if
there is absolutely no relationship between the two variables,
Cramer's Phi will be "0." If there is a perfect relationship

between the variables, Cramer's Phi will be "1." We can thus
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make comparative'judgments about the relative strength of
intermediate relationships ranging from ¥.01" to ".39.% So,
Chi-square tells us whether we can redject the assertion that
there is no relationship, and Phi tells us the strength of

the relationships we observe.

X. Analytic Sample

Our full data set contains 381l 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) were 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), 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-emploved officers.

Two respondents did not indicate their ethnic group
membership, and hence gould not be included in any of these
analyses. An additional 53 officers reported ethnic memberships
other than black and white. The majority (27 of 53) reported

"Hispanic." Similarly, the majority of these respondents
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(32 of the 53) were from one city. The confounding of a city
effect with ethnicity 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 respondents 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 similar to white respondents than to black respon-
dents in their answers to our gquestionnaire.)

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.



IV. RELATIONSHIPS OF PREDICTORS WITH
RETENTION, FOR BLACK AND
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
gquestions 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. PFirst, 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 iska differeﬁce between black and white officers
in the impact of perceptions and experience upon likelihocod of
leaving. These last analyses are the ones we will present and
discuss here. The tabular presentation of the results of the
first two stages of analysis are contained in Appendix IITI.

These analyses will be presented in a relatively stand;rd
format. Each table will contain two subtables, one for blacks
and another for whites. Each subtable will present the data for

the impact of the variable under consideration upon likelihood



ot lea#iﬁg. The entrees are percsants, with the actual number
of(éfficers in parentheses, below the percent.

Immediately under each subtable, we will present the
statistical information relevant to that subtable. We will pre-
sent the actual value of Chi-square, designated by its Greek
letter (x?). We also present the associated probability that
we would find a value of ¥?® this large or larger, under the
hypothesis that the two variables in the table are not related. .
This value is designated by p, followed by "<", the mathematical
symhol for "less than." The probability is expressed in decimals.
Hence, "p<.0l" 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
not 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 ke more comfort-
able with a different level of probability. Next, we present
Cramers' Phi, discussed earlier, designated by the Greek symbol
"¢." It is the difference between the ¢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 thé subtables will provide guidance.
After this we present the "N," the total number of respondents
for each guestion. Finally, we present the "degrees of freedom,"

a somewhat complex concept, but a necessary item of information



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

First, this is the result for our sample. The reader
will recall that our sample 1s 54% white, whereas the department
reports of "hires" for this groups was 45% white. One possible
explanation for the difference between our sample 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
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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 white officers will, over time, come to

have different probabilities of retention.

With this overall result in mind, as well as the cautions
as to what it may or 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 with the department; and fina}}y, we examine
the differential impact of certain individual characteristics of

the officers upon their likelihood of leaving.

B. Departmental Experiences and Perceptions

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 secona 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 current



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 oi
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
high 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.

Finaily, we will look at an aspect of the officers' self-

perception connectad with their departmental membership. This




is the report of their social class. 7This is an individual

perception, but is closely related to this departmental membership.

1. Early Organization Expexience

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

wag specified as an explanation of their interview rating by the
department. A final item offered the officers the opportunity

to indicate whether some.other topic aresa was used in explaining
their results to them. At this stage of analysis, we have simply
summed the number 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
(¢=.21), while an expectation that higher levels of feedback
would lead to higher likelihood of staying an officer is not
confirmed (x2=3.3l, p<.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
to similarly 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 they received
"some"” or "no" feedback, receiving a high level of feedback sub-
stantially reduces the percent who are highiy likely to leave.
The corresponding subtable for white officers reveals a much
weaker relationship (¢=.09), one in fact, quite likely to be
observed by chance alone when no relationship exists (x?=1.34,
£<.52).

Tha 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 f£find any statis-

tically reliable impact of feedback upon likelihood of leaving.
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TABLE 4.1
INFLUENCE OF REPORTED LEVEL Or' ORAL FEEDBACK UPON
LIKELINOOD OF LEAVING TIE DEPARTMENT,
BY OFFICER'S ETHNICITY
Black White
Level of Feedback Level of Feedback
None Some More Total Hone Some More Total
vl al 32.4% 37.0% 10.8% 27.5% § 29.6% 20.0% 33.3% 28.27%
,g‘g #21 @o | ao (&) | @8 | W (6) 6) | w6
ng g| 67.on | eaon w02z | z2.su | g0z | oso.on | 667w | 71.%
A0 (50) an”n (33 (100) (81) (24) (12) (117)
L‘; 100.0% }100,0% {100.0% | 100.0% 100.6‘2, 100.0% |100.0% { 100.0%
a1 ) @7 (37) (138) ,(115) (30) (18) (163)

x%=7.30, p<.03, ¢=.23,

x*=1.34, p<.52, ¢=.09,

N=138, DF=2 N=163, DF=2

TS
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b. Background investigation feedback. We also asked the

officers about the feedback they received on the background
check or investigation that police departments routinely conduct
on candidates for appointment. Question 11 of our survey
addresses this issue. We again asked the officers to indicate
which of nine topic areas typically included in such investiga-
tion; constituted bases of explanation of their rating in this
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 between the officer's ethnicity and the level of feed-
back reportedly received on the background investigation. Again
we find black officers reporting higher levels of feedback than
their white colleagues. Here the relationship (¢=.14) is not
quite as strong 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 IIT indicates that there is a moder-

ate relationship between feedback on the background investigation



33

and the likelihood an officer will leave the department (¢=.16).

Recall that we did not find a statistically reliable impact of

TR e iy e

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 liéelihood 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%?=2.52, p<.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 for black officers, with a possible

impact for white officers. That is, we are not so sure here that 3
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 analysis suggests that

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." Feelings of

being encouraged and supported at the initial stages can be



TABLE 4.2

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED LEVEL OF BACKGROUND
INVESTIGATION FEEDBACK UPON LIKELIHOOD
OF LEAVING, BY OFFICER'S ETHNICITY

Black Whilte
Level of Feedback Level of Feedback
None Some More Total None Some More Total
3 g’ 2 34.9% 1 32.7% 14.0% 27.5% 33.8% 26.8% 19.4%_« 28.2%
2ElE| asy | an (6) | (38) |} () | @as) (M | 46)
;f!:z“ g esu | eran | eson | vzsy | ee.en | 7s.2n | so.6| 71w
a6 (28) €35) (37) (1060) (47) 41) (29) (117)
W | 100.0% | 100.0% |100.0% | 100.0% § 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%! 100.0% o
S (43) (52) (43) (138) (rL) (56) (36) (163)
x2=5.83, p<.06, ¢=.21, X =2.52, p<.30, ¢=.12,

N=138, DF=2 N=163, DF=2
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critical in determining an_individual‘s‘initial attitudes and
expectations, and thus influence ong'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 involves facing many uncertainties,
bot; in terms of possible dangers and in terms of confronting -
unuéual situations whose resolution requires the experience or
the specific training the new officer may lack. Second, the
police are an "occupational community"--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 théir initial
(probationary) appointment phase will influence their subseguent
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 éxpect fewer black officers to repoft suf=
ficient support, partially because of the increased hiring of
black officers the last few vears. 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 criticism 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 these factors would, of course, make
for a less comfortable relationship.

Tables 6 and 7 in Appendix III présent the relevant data.
Table 6 reveals that black officers are less likely to give an
unqualified "yéé" to this gquestion 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" (¢=.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
prdbationary period has a slightly stronger impact upon likeli-
hood of leaving (¢=.17) than it does for white officers (¢=.11).
So while fewer black officers repbrt sufficient support, and
feelings of sufficient support are related to likelihood of leaving,

the difference in its impact upon black and white officers’

|l

likelihood of léaving is less than we observed for feedback on
the two pre-appointment selection processes. 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.



TABLE 4.3

INFLUENCE OF RECEIVING SUFFICIENT SUPPORT

DURING THE PROBATIONARY PERIOD UPON THE

LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING, BY
OFFICER'S ETHNICITY

Black

White

Sufficlent Support?

Sufficlent Support?

Yes No Total Yes No Total
'8 b {% 22.6% 38.6% 27.7% 26.0% 38.2% 28.6%
f?;.‘é e (21) an (38) (33) (13) (46)
;u‘&’ 5 77.6% | 61.4% | 72.3%0 74.07 | 61.8% | 71.4%
HepAlo (72) (27) (99) (94) (21) | (115
ﬁ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.,0% 100.07% 100.0%
33
g' (93) (44) (137) (127 (34) {161)
x*=3.84, p<.05, ¢=.17, x2=1.97, p<.12, ¢=.11,

N<4137, DF=1

N=181, DF=1
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d. Summary of early organizational experiences. For two

of the three early experiences, then, we find statistically
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 feedbaék and feelings of sufficient support during the
probationary period were stronger for black officers than for
white officers.

In sum, then, wé 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 ﬁave already
resigned, and it is possible that more blacks have left than
whites. Our sample may reflect the impacts of these factors on
6fficers who have already "survived" their initial impacts and

have remained with the department.



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.

They differ from the set of questions just discussed because

they are not so specifically anchored in time.

a. Treatment. The first question (Queétion 20) addresses
the issue of whether the officers are satisfied with their treat-
ment compared to other officers--specifically, whether they are
treated in a "fair and ethical manner." We anticipate, as with
most of these factors, an impact of the officer's ethnicity upon
these feelings, as well as an impact of these feelings 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 generzl problems
of race and racism prevalent in our society were not reflected
in police departments. We might realistically expect racism
to be more prevalent in police work than many other occupations
for a£ 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 minorityv citizens as well -as dif-

ferential policing, but the officers are less likely to ask why

S
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a situation exists than to simply observe that it does exist.
Second, there has been appropriate and .egitimate concérn with
increasing minority participation in police work, for improving-’
the gquality of policing as well as ensuring equal opportunity.
But, we suspect many majority officers are resentful and defensive
about these efforts. Again, as we argued with 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 questicns. Table 8 indicates that there is a strong
impact of the officer's ethnicity upon their feelings of being
treated fairly (¢=.24). Whereas 78% of white officers answer
this question "yes,” 55% of black officers do. Table 9 indicates
that these feelings are related to likelihood of leaving (¢=.14):
24% of officers who answer "ves" are likely to leave, but 37%
of those who do not answer "yes" are likely to leave.

There is still the gquestion of whether these feslings
about being treated fairly influence likelihood of leaving differ-
ently for black and white officers. We would expect them ﬁo be
for a number 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. The
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nigher likelihood of black officers feeling unfairly +treated
suggests this is likely to occur. That is, the black officer is
likely to experience unfair treatment based upon his race, and Q
is likely to resent it. This is more likely to influence like-
lihood of leaving than a white officer’s feelings about unfair n
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 depa?tment which
verifies and intensifies the posited incompatibility of being a
"real"” black and a "real" police officer at the same time. i
Since this kind of conflict is Qainful, and since leaving the
department is 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 leaving 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 ($=.23), while 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 they 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 4.4

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED FAIRNESS OF TREATMENT
UPON LIKELINOOD OF LEAVING, BY

OFFICER'S ETHNICITY

.

“Black

White

Treatment Fair?

Treatment Fair?

Yes No Total Yes No Total
vwlal 18.4% 38.7% 27.5% 27.0% 33.3% 28.4%
%% g1 @) (24) (38) (34) (12) (46)
-
'&:3 5| 81.67 | 61.3% | 72.5% § 73.0% | 66.7% | 71.6%
qel” | (62) (38) (100) (92) 24) (116)
':‘«g 100.0% .} 100.0% |100,0% []100.0% [100.0% | 100.0%
St (76) (62) (138) (126) (36) (162)
x*= 7.04, p<. 01, §=.23, X<, p<. 30, ¢=.06,
N=138, DF=1 N=162, DF=1

4
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relationship with their supervisors, and our general expectations
afe similar to the ones we discussed for earlier questions. That
is, we anticipate that fewer black officers than white officers
will report this direct feedback; that this kind of feadback
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 £ind 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
of feedback of leaving separately for black and white officers,
we again find a difference. TPable 4.5 indicates that, for black
officers, those who report receiving this feedback from their
supervisors, may be a bit less likely to leave (¢=.1l1l). We say
"may be," because the chances 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 (¢=.01). The consistency of this difference



TABLE 4.5

INFLUENCE OF RECEIVING ANSWERS FROM SUPERVISORS
uUPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING, BY
OFFICER'S ETIINICITY

Black White
Receive Answers? Receive Answers?
Yes No Total Yes No Total
'gg" &1 23.8% 33.3% 27.7% 28.0% 29, 0% 28.4%
SEIE|] a9 | an | @ | @ | @0 | @6
-l Q
.3.4 g 76.3% 66.7% 72.3% 72.0% 71.0% 71.6%
KXl Rl B D) (38) (99) (67) 49y | qi6)
E 100.07% | 100.0% |[100.0%Z 8§ 100.0% | 100.0% 100.02
S (80) 57) (137) 93) (69) (162)
x%=1.53, p<.15, ¢=.11, ¥*<l, p<.52, ¢=,01,
N=137, DF=1 N=162, DF=1
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between black and white officers with previous differences we
have observed makes us some what more 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 féedback 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 "yas" 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 13 in Appendix III display the data bearing
on the first two questions. Perhaps the most noteworthy 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 (¢=.15) than exists for white officers (¢=.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 aﬁd 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 other findings at this point. i

We will, however, come back to them for further discussion. i
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 efhnicity, and whether this

understanding in turn, influences their likelihood of leaving.

First, there 1is 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 methods upon their likelihood of

leaving (x2=3.07, p<.08). As one would expect, officers who

report understanding their department's goals and methods may

be somewhat less likely to leave the department.
Again, however; we must qualify these initial results

when we examine black aéd white officers separately. Table 4.7

suggests that understanding of departmental goals and methods



TABLE 4.6

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

ETHNICITY OF OFFICER

Blacik

White

Woxk Rewarded?

Work Rewnrded?

Yes No Total Yes Ho Total
9 %’ | 21.4% | 35.4% | 28.9% § 24.7% | 32.9% | 28.8%
%'% g1 a2) (23) (35) (19) (25) (44)
E.ﬂ g | 78.67% | 64.6% | 7L.1% | 75.3% | 67.1% | 71.2%
qAuial 44) (42) (86) (58) ¢51) (109)
E 100.0% | 100.0% }100.0% §§ 100.0% | 100.0%7 | 100.0%
al 66 65) (121) an (76) (153)

x*=2.85, p<.07, ¢=.15,
N=121, DF=1

N=153, DF=1

x2=1.26, p<.18, ¢$=.09,
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TABLE 4.7

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED UNDERSTANDING OF DEPARTMENTAL
GOALS AND METHODS UPON LIKELINOOD OF
LEAVING, BY OFFICER'S ETHNICITY

Black ) White
Undexrstand Goals? Understand Goals?
: Yes No Total Yes No Total
gwlal  26.6% 30.2% 27.7% 23.0% 37.1% 28.4%
,§g g2l @5 (13) (38) (23) (23) (46)
93 ls| 73.4% | eo.8% | 72.3n | 77.0% | e2.9% | 71.6%
del7] (69 (30) (99) an (39) | (116)
;”g 100.0% }100.0% }100.0% §100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
8 (94) (43) (137) (100). (62) (162)
x?<l, p<.66, ¢=.04, x¥=3.74, p<.05, ¢=.15,
N=137, Dr=1 N=162, DF=1
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decreases the likelihood of leaving more for white officers
(¢=.15) than it does for black officers (¢=.04). This is some-
what puzzling, as we did not really expect a difference by
ethnicity for this factor. Hovaver, we shall discuss it later

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
leaving the department, but the exact nature of ﬁhat 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
pérformance 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 are
rewarded by their supervisors for the gquality 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 éfficerS' feported understand-
ing of the goals and methods of the department decreases the
likelihood that they will leave for white officers, ard has no
such discernable relationship for black officers.

The reader should note, then, that the dyvnamics 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 individﬁals' 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 variety of factors,
encapsulates its members in a relatively close-knit group or
dccupational community. At the same time, many 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 collai" 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 thé social class category to which they
feel they belong (quastion 32 in the survey). For purposes of
analysis, we collapsed the responses into three categories:

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

R



that this self-perception to a degree reflects the officers’
overall satisféction 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 relate 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. Becaﬁse of this
situation, we expected black officers to report 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-
vant to the first parts of our analysis. Although ethnicity is
not reliably related to the officers' report of class (x?=3.81,
p<.1l5) 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



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 than 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?=3.74, p<.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
foliow 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 (¢=.15) than
it is for black officers (¢=.06). We should note that the ¥x2
of 3.89 (p<.1l5) for white 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 summary, 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 SELF-PERCELVED SOCIAL CLASS UPON
LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING, BY
OFFICER'S ETHNICITY

N=137,

DF=2

N=163, DF=2

Black White
Self-Perceived Soclal Class Self-Perceived Soclal Class
Lower | Middle vUpper Total Lower | Middle Upper Total
SRS 31.0% 25.0% 30.0% 27.7% 37.8% 22.3% 34.4% 28.2%
AE1EL o [ an | an | @ fawn | @) | an | e
E-g 21 69.0% 75.0% 70.0% 72.3% 62.2% 77.7% 65.6% 71.8%
A5 |7 o (51) (28) (99) (23) (73) (21) | 17
E 100.07% {100.0% J100.0% §100.0% }100.07% } 100.0% | 100.0% } 100.0%
gl @9 (68) 40y @37 (37) (94) (32) | (163)
x¥<l, p<.78, ¢=.06, x?=3.89, p<.15, ¢=.15,
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is probably a more important influence upon likelihood of

leaving for white officers than it is for black officers.

C. Officers Reasons for Remaining or Leaving
.the Department

We now turn our attention to the officers' own accounts
of why they might leave or stay with the police department.
Three guestions 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,K to leave the department, and
question 31 asks them to indicate factors which would influence
them to stay. Both of these later two quéstions asked the
officers to select as many as three responses. For ouxr analysis,
we only focus upon the officers' first choices. Constraints of
time prevented us from analyzing more complicated but useful
combinations of choices, as well as the relationships between

responses to these two questions.

l. Interest Change

The readgr'should note that many officers selected
category 9, "my interest has not changed," for qdestion 29.
However, 156 officers did give reasons for some change, even
though their responses toc our measure of likelihood of leaving
did not 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 "little," "fairly," and "greatly"” disﬁinctions in
those gquestions.

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 havipg 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, we expect black officers to be more
likely than white officers to select reasons in category two,
relatiom§hips with other departmental personnel. We would also
expect‘biack\officers to be more likely than white officers to
select the category of community 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

Yo
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acceptable standards of reliability (x?=6.17, 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 cautiocusly not
reject our hvpothesis. We note from Table 18 that a higher
percentage of black (l9.4%f 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 (x2=12.68, 0<.02). As we anti-
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 department is rules
- and regulations. 72.21% of the officers who selected rules
and regulations as the reasbn 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 pérmit 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 Leaving

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 conditions, as in
the first three responses to the question presented, which focus
on pay, fringe benefits, and job securit&. The second category
has to do with the officers' attitudes about the nature of

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

"personal disappointments" associated with being a police officer,
as in responses 4 and 7. The fourth category involves the com-
munity focus as expressed in response 8. Many resﬁonses were
volunteered to this question, and we sorted them into the cate-
gories which they best fit.

The responses to question 30 which indicates a community-
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 categorized.
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 ﬁy community."”
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 by 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 éervice
to the community orientation is strong.

Here we expec£ the officers’' ethnicityv to influehce 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 cfficers will select depart-
mental reasons. On the other hand, since we have argued that
black officers have fewer alternative opportunities due to
discriminatory practiceé in other occupatipns 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 terms
of what you may be payed slsewhere. 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 "departmental"” reasons for black
officers than white officers wi%l make it less of an influence
upon their likelihood of leaving for black officers., The higher
emphasis we expect to f£find upon the "community" 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 fof leaving officers select will
tell us more about the likelihood of leaving for black officers

than it will for white officers.
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Table 20 in Appendix IIT presents the data on the impact
of the officers' ethnicity upon the reasons they might leave
theé department. Although the overall resﬁlts are not statis-
tically significant (x?=5.32, p<.16), there are slight differ-
ences in the categories in which we éxpected them. 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 catedgwury of reasons which might lead officers to
leave the departiment influences the likelihood that they will
lesave. Again, our expectations receive weak support (x*=6.12,
p<.11l), 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, Téble 4.9 presents the impact of possible
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

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

»

tion of the community-oriented reason indicates high likelihood of

leaving, while selection of departmental indicates low {p=.26) .
We should note, although we do not have a clear explanation for
this pattern, that for black officers, attitude reasons have the

same kind of impact as departmental, while personal reasons have

the same kind of impact as community. For white officers, 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 FIRST-SELECTED POSSIBLE REASONS FOR
LEAVING POLICE WORK UPON LIKELIHOOD CQF
LEAVING, BY OFFICER'S ETHNICITY
Black . White
Possible Reasons for Leaving Possible Reasons for Leaving
Depart-} Atti- Pers-~ Comm- Depart-| Atti- Pers- Comm-
mental tude onal unicy Total {Jmental tude onal unity Total
"9 wf.g 21.9% 15.4% 45, 8% 46.27% 28.5% 28.0% 23.1% 30.0% 40.0% 28.47%
,S'E g1 (16) (2) (11) (6) (35) (26) (3) 9) (2) 40)
'
T 78.1% £4.6% 54.27% | 53.8% 71.5% 72.0% 76.97% 70.0% 60.0% 71.6%
Ad 0
aelty 6N (1iy () €)) (88) (67) (10) (21) (3) | @ou)
o} 100.0% | 100.0% { 100.07% {100,0% }100.0% }100.0% | 100.07% | 100.0% | 100.0% 1} 100.0%
§ (73) (13) (24) (13) (123) (93) (13) (30) (5) (141)
x?=8.18, p<.05, ¢=.26, x%<l, p<.91, ¢=.06,

N=123, DF=]} N=141, DF=3

08



81

3. Reasons for Staving

The final question in this series is question 31. Here
we look at the same basic issue--what.might influence the
officers' retention--from 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 récognize that this question
is less hypothetical than a question asking what reasons might
influence the officers o leave. Nevertheless, we feel it does
offer an interesting comparison with the question on leaving.
The reader should note that the responses are meant to be the
same as those for the question on leaving, although rewording
for proper emphasis in the context of the gquestion was necessary
for a few options.

We expect to £ind that the officers' ethnicity will
influence this first choice among possible reasons for having
remained. We again expect that black officers will more likely
select community reasons than will white officers. We expect
some tendency for black officers to select the departmental
category more than whites here, reflecting their lack of oppor-
tunity, compared to white 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 avaiiable opportunities. For that
reason, we would also expect white officers to more often
select the attitudes category 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 will influence the future likeli~-
hood of staving. bur clearest expectation is that those who
select departmental or job benefits are more likely to leave by
our measure. These are extrinsic rewards, and may be met 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 remaining. 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 éxpect that the depantf
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
extrinsic benefits, the fewer options for leaving will be

reflected in their lower rate of low or declining interest in

police work, compared to their white colleagues-
Here, we 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 leave the department. We do not, however, expect there
to be so much a difference 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 legs likely to select personal reactions
to the work. On the othar hand, there was not much of a differ-
ence between black and white officers in selecting departmental
reasons.

Table 23 in Appendix III presents the data on the influ-
ences of these reasons upon likelihood of leaving police work.
Although these results just miss significance at standard
levels (x*=7.40, p<.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 iikeliLood of leaving for white officers (¢=.33) than they are
for black officers (¢=.114. White officers who select the
extrinsic benefits of ﬁﬁéojob-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



TABLE 4.10

INFLUERCE OF FIRST-SELECTED REASONS FOR REMAINING
A POLICE OFFICER UPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING,
BY OFFICER'S ETHNICITY

Black White
Reason for Remaining Reason for Remaining
Depart- Attl- Pers-~ Comm-~ Depart- Acti~ Pers- Comm-~
mental tude onal unitcy Total {mental tude onal unity Total
g 25.9% 20.0% 23.17% 36.7% 27.6% 40.5% 14.0% 12.5% 0% 28.1%
2 g g1 @) 2 | ® (11) (37 (34) (6) (1) (0) (41)
ol <
93 lg| 7407 | s0.0% | 76.9% | 63.3% | 72.4% | 59.5% | 86.0% | 87.5% [100.0% | 71.9%
WAl (60) 8) .| 1o (19) (97) (50) (37) (N aan (105)
o1 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% |100.0% }{100.0% [100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% |100.0% ]100.0%
é (81) (10) (13) (30) (134) (84) (43) -~ (B) (11) (146)
x2=1.77, p<. 63, ¢=.11, x?=15.90, p<.01, $=.33,

N=134, DF=3 N=146, DF=3




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 two
categories. These patterns are in line with our expectations,
although the difference in the strength of their iméact on
likelihood of leaving for black and white officers was not
anticipated. (The reader should keep in mind that t@esé ;ample
findings for black officers are not even close to statistically
religble.) |

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 few analyses we have presented. We might,
for example, 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—qriented reasons for having remained police officers.
No doubt this would be statistically reliable, and it would
certainly reinforce guestions 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.



4. Summary of Officers' Reasons for Remaining
or Leaving the Department

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.offiéers’ 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 liKely to select personal
reasons. Those officers who selegted 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 work 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 okserved 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 f£ind «
strong impact: those selecting extrinsic benefits are most likely
to leave, while those 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 Qccupation

We have already discussed at some length the probabil-~
ity that black and white officers have, and perceive themselves
to have, gquite different "opportunity structures.”" That is,
depending on 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
words, how locked 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 more likely to feel free to move out
of police work than those who have entered from occupations
which are not as attractive. At the same time, the relative
"rewards" of police work are higher for those moving up the
so¢cial ladder than those moving more laterally, or perhaps

down.
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Consequently, we asked the officers to indicats 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 category covering those who were involved in police work
of some sort.

* In terms of ethnicity, we expected white officers to be
more likely than black officers to have been employed in a
policé or law 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-
collar” 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 léw enforcement would be less likely to leave.
This is because theilr prior occupation should have given them
a better idea of what 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 otherxr hand,.should
be most likely to leave because thev have neither the prior
knowledge of the nature of the WOrk, nor the extra rewards éf

upward mobility.
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& . ) .
We expect that for white officers, those with prior

police experience will have the lowest likelihood of leaving
because of prior 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?=8.32, p<.02). The
relatively large proportion of both groups recruited from white
collar type of jobs probably reflects the expansion bf sales,
clefical 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 oppartunity for prior informa-
tion afforded those with law enforcement jobs in the past does
not produce a lower likelihood of leaving for them ﬁhan 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 theré may
be a stronger impact of prior occupation upon likelihoéd of
leaving (¢=.19) than'for white officers (¢=.04). Howewver, the
relationship for black officers is not statistically reliable
by usual standards (x%=3.76, 0<.16). Black officers whose prior
occupation was "blue-collar" tend to be the least likely to leave
the department. Somewhat puézling is that the likelihqod of -
leaving is highest for black officers with prior law eﬁforceméﬁt
experience. This lends credence to our assumption that depart-
mental and community factors are critical for black officers.
There is virtually no relationship for white officers between

the occupation they held when they first applied to the depart-

ment and their current likelihood of leaving.

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 thé 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

between the officers' ethnicity and gender. White officers



TABLE 4.11

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S JOB AT TIME OF APPLICATION
UPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING, BY
OFFICER'S ETHNICITY

Black White
Job Job
Blue | Law BEn- | White Blue | Law En- White

Collar | forcement Collar Total Collar | forcenent | Collar Total
gwlel| 17.5% 39.1% 30.4% 27.5% §F 33.3% 29.5% 32.6% 31.7%
.2;‘; o )] (9) (14) (30) (10) (13) (15) (38)
Ed:.g 5| 82.5n| 60.9n| e69.6%| 72.5n | e6.7u| 70.5%| 67.4%| 68.3%
- 33 (14) (32) (79) (20) (31) (31) (82)
E 100.0% | 100,0%| 100.0% |} 100.0% § 100.0%| 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%
Q 40) (23) (46) (109) (30) 44) hs6) (120)

x?=3.76, p<.16, ¢=.19, x*<l, p<.93, ¢=.04,

N=109, DF=2 N=120, DF=2

T6
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are more likely to be male than are black officers (X2=4.55,
0<.03). Recall that the officers in this sample are all rela-
tively recent recruits. We suspect that policé departments,
under pressure to recruit more female officers as well as more
minority officers, find black females useful appointments because
they simultaneously improve the‘ﬁepartmené‘s representation in
both categories. We suspect that this practice is not in the
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 view,kit 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%*<l, p<.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 danger and discouragement.

Table 4.12 displays the impact of the officers’' gender
upon 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 department, while black officers are more likely

to have held blue-collar jobs. 2Among black officers, there may



TABLE 4.12

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S GENDER UPON LIKELIHOOD

OF LEAVING, BY OFFICER'S ETIINICITY

Black White
Gendex Gender
Male Female Total Male Female Total
wwlal 25.5% | 33.9% | 27.5% | 27.9% | 26.9% | 27.8%
] .
gg g1 @ | an | @8 | @8 | e
dot o 7a.5% | 66.7% | 72.5% § 72.1% | 7307 | 72.2%
4 (o)
§~g Al (76) 4y | ooy . (98) (19) | (17
= 1100.0% {100.0% |100.0% §100.0% |100.0% | 100.0%
§ (102) (36) (138) (136) (26) (162
x¥<l, p<.37, ¢=.08, x2<l, p<.92, ¢=.01,
N=138, DF=1l N=162, DF=1

1)
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be a tendency for those who held blue-~collar jobs to be less
likely to leave the depértment although this relationship is
only marginally relisble. There is no impact of the type of
job held at the time of application upon current likelihood
of leaving for white officers.

Black officers are more likely to alsc be female than
are white officers. Gender, however, does not impact upon
likelihood of leaving the department for either black or white

officers.

E. Summary of Survey Results

We have now reviewed the detailed results of the LEMPP
survey concerning the retention of-éppointed minority and major-
ity officers. Three major problems were 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, reguired us
to focus on black and white officers. Third, our sample
of officers may well already reflect differential retentiocn.
These problems limit what analyses we can perform and what
conclusions we can draw, ratﬁer than limit the data analysis
and/or conclusions we present in this report.

Our results shed some interesting light, we feel, upon
the experiences, perceptions, and likelihood of retention of

black and white officers. While black officers report higher
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levels of feedback from the departments than do white 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. community service orientation, while white officers are
more likely than black officers to select attributes of the job
itself. 1In 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 already exper-
ienced a Qigher 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 well 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



96

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 officeré, 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 sense, the white officers may be drawn away by
attractive alternatives, while the black officer may be pushed
out because of negative experiences. Succinctly, 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 than 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 systematic
differences for black and white officers. On the other hand,

even for black officers who have successfully passed the various
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departmental 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.




V. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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-
ment. Our focus upon their departmental experiences touched
upon job assignments, relationships with their superiors and
the department in general. We also examined the officers’ own
accounts as to why they had, or might, change their interest in
police work, as well as reasons why they remained in poiice
work. Finally, we examined 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
\

N

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 Differsnt Experiences

and Perceptions

Black officers report receiving higher levels orf 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.

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 department.

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. Recommendations

1. Criminal justice agencies must recognize the need to increase
the level of appointment of minority and female oifficers.

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 our 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 the background investigation
criteria to fairly and differentially evaluate minorities and
women. Their life styles, cultures and "coping" skills by
necessity do not f£it 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, immaturity, 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 that
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minoxity 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 departments such a critical issue. An automatic
review by a panel including minority and female persons would

add credibility to the process as well as balancing, yvet effec~
tive community influence.

Some of these stages have been examined while others
have not. We strongly recommend that routine monitoring of all
these 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 intc another stage.

Probation, the final filter in the selection syséem,
like the training has escaped the review of the earlier selec-
tion steps (written exam, physical agility, background and oral).
This may well 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 fiscél reasons,
appointing agencies should takes 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,
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usually in excess of ten thousand dollars. Retention techniques,

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 fto 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 work. High level perfor-
mance on paper and pencil tests may not be particularly iﬁportant
if a family dispute leads to an arrest or vioience because oé
bad judgment or reaction.

Matters covered in oral interviews are frequently of
guestionable 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-
ment's selection procedure, and an integral part of their
screening process. We were allowed to observe this part of the
prucess. 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




candidate's knowledge of the city, ability to interface with a

. multi-ethnic population, and flexibility of reaction.

The oral board consisted of three persons--one & civiliam
peréonnel expert, employed by the city, and the other two (one a
minority) sworn members of the police department.

We would 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 content and procedures, both within
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 qepartments 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.

o
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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-
guently 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 first,
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 candidatés should be shared
across criminal justice agencies. There should be an exchange of i
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 matter how positive, shrouded in secrecy.
Clinics, seminars, forums on a regional basis would be a produc-
tive alternative to mystery, litigation and community polariza-
tion that comes from failure or non-action in affirmative action

hiring. .

5. Departments need to be sensitive to the -situation of
appointed minority and female officers, or they risk loss
of these officers through resignation.

Two issues are of primary concern in this aiea. 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 with 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 relaﬁionships within
the department become a source of support rather than tension
for newly-appointed minority officers. ‘

We highly recommend that departments 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 minoxzity

.officer retention.
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decisions
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NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, INC.

LAW ENFORCEMENT MINORITY PERSCHS PROUJECT

QUESTIONNAIRE

INTRODUCTION AND INSTRUCTIONS

The Department of Justice is interested in determining which factors
affect the retention of police officers in mmicipal police
departments arvourd the country. This questionnaire is designed to
help provide needed information. The questionnaire is divided into
two major sections: the first asks about your experience with the
police recruitment process and within the department iiself; the
second asks about you.

ALl information will be kept confidemtial. To ensure that you
cannot be identified from any other person answering this questionnaire,
we ask that you do not place your name on any form.

The information we seek is very important. When all data are collected,
eonclusions will be drawn which could help improve the polictes of
departments and of the Administration of Justice System.

For each questiion, please place the number which corresponds to youx
answer in the box to the right of the page. We especially want your
comments where tndicated.

Results from this swrvey will be available to you through your
department.

Thank you!




Experience

(V2]
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SECTION I , FOR AEADQUARTERS USE ONLY |

Are you presently employed by the police department?

b)

1) Yes
2) No

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

If yes, please give the following information concerning that
employment:

Years Weekly

Occupation Employer Employed Salary

d)

The job was:

1) Full-time
2) Part-time

Are you currently employed at the same jeb?

1) Yes
2) No

Were you given an oral interview when you were recruited for the
department?

1) Yes
2) No (If no, skip to Question #8)
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4, How many persons were interviewed in the same meeting with
you? (Include yourself)

1
2) 2
3) 3
4) More
5. How many interviewers were there?
1) 1
2) 2
3 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. Which of the following explanations was given by the department
for your interview rating?

a)  Communication skills
1) Yes
2} No
3} Don't Xnow
b) Problem-solving ability
1) Yes
2) No
3) Don't Know
¢) Learning ability
1) Yes

2} No
3) Don't Know




d)

£)

g)

h)

3)

0

1
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P

Judgment undexr pressure 4
1) Yes ;

2) Mo ]

3) Don't Know

Observational skills

1} Yes
2) No
3) Don't Know

Willingness to confront problems

1) Yes
2) No
3) Don't Know

Interest in people

1) Yes
2) No
3} Don't Know

Interpersonal sensitivity

1) Yes
2) No
3) Don't Know

Desire for self-improvement

1) Yes
2) No
3) Don't Know

Appearance and presence i

1) Yes

2} No

3) Don't Xnow
Dependability

1) Yes

2) No

3) Don't Know

Credibility as a witness in a Court of Law

1) Yes
2) No
3) Don't Know
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m) Other, please specify

3. Were you given a background investigation when you were recruited?

1) Yes ‘
2) WNo (If no, skip to Question #12)
3) Don't Know

9. Was your investigator black or white?
1) Black
2) VWhite
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 Xnow

b) Personal--medical records

1} VYes
2) No
3) Don't Know

¢) References--relatives, friends, acquaintances
1) Yes
2) No
3) Don't Know
d) Education
1) Yes

2) No
3) Don't Know
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e) Residence (interview with spouse or mother)
1) Yes
2) No
3) Don't Know
£f) Employment experience
1) VYes
2} No
3) Don't Know
g} Criminal record 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
j) Other, please specify
12, 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 after the Academy
7} More than 2 years after the Academy
13. If you had Academy training, how long did your training last?
1) 1-3 months 4) 10-12 months
2} 4-6 months 5) More than 12 months
3) 7-9 months 6) I had no Academy training (skip to

Question #17)
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14, Was your Academy training continual or intermittent?

1) Continual (one special period)
2) Intermittent {several periods with breaks in between)

15. Why did you leave the Academy?

1) Completed program

2) Resigned (voluntary)
3) Terminated (fired)
4) Asked to resigm

5) Threatened witli termination, so resigned
6) Other, please specify

16, What primary 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
17. How long were you employed by the department?
1) Less than 6 months 4) 3-4 years
2) 6-11 months S) 5-6 years
3) 1-2 years 6) More than 6 years
18, Do you feel you were given sufficient support by your

supervisors during your probationary period?

1)} Yes
2) Nao

-

3) Not sure

19, Do you clearly understand the specific goals of your
department and the method used to accomplish them?

1) Yes
2) No
3) Not sure
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25,
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Are you satisfied with the treatment you receive in relation
to your peers in your department {(are you treated 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) Yes

2) No
3) Not sure

Do you get satisfactory answers from your supervisor 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 than 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 categories by selecting the appropriate
nunber for the first category, the second category, and the
third category.)

1) Patrol a designated area of the city by foot FIRST CATEGORY

2) Patrol designated area by motorcycle
3) Patrol designated area by patrel car

4) Investigate narcotic violations
S) Investigate homicides SECOND CATEGORY

6) Investigate gambling viclations
7) Investigate subversive groups

8) Other, please specify

THIRD CATEGORY
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30.
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Did your spouse, or somecne close to you, feel strongly that being

a police officer is a gcod job or not a good job?

1) That it is a good job
2) That it is not a gocd job

3) No strong feeiings either way
4) Other, please speciZly

How interested were you in becoming a police officer when you
first applied to the department?

1) Little interested
2} Fairly interested
3) Greatly interested

How interested are you in deing 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 I 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? (Please indicate the top three
chotees by selectirg the appropriate number jor your First
choice, your second choice, 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 own decisions

ml




6) Lack of variety in the work
7) Lack of opportunity to help maintain
law and order -
8) Limited choices in ways I can serve SECOND CHOICE
my community
9) Other, please specify
THIRD CHOICE
31, If you are 9¢ill a member of the department, indicate

which of the following influenced you to stay. K (Please
indicate your top three choices by selecting the appropriate
number for your first choice, your second choice, and your
third choice.) i
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FIRST CHOICE

1) Adequate pay
2} Jcb security FIRST CHOICE
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 SECOND CHOICE
7) The opportunity to help maintain
, law and order
8) The feeling that comes from helping
community people THIRD CEQICE
9} Other, please specify ’
10) I am not still a member of the department
32, 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
35) Upper-middle class
4) Middle Class
5) Lower-middle class
6) Upp#r-lower class
7) Lower class
33. Do you have a relative in the department?
1) Yes
2) No




34.

35.
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In which of the following sociai GiLass categories
do you place most of your colleagues?

Upper class
Lower-upper class
Upper-middle class
Middle class
Lower-middle class

Upper-lower class
Lower class

What do you feel are the threz major differences between

you and your supervisors? (Please indicate your top
three choices by placing the appropriate number in

most important, second importance and third importance.)

1)
2)
3)
4)

Social class
Ethnic background MOST IMPORTANT

View of life
View of people different from

themselves
Age
Money SECOND IMPORTANCE

Fower
Education

Other, please specify

THIRD IMPORTANCE
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38.

40,

127

SECTION II

How o0ld are you?

Under 35 years’
35-54 years

55-64 years

65 years and over

To which of the following groups do you belong?

1)  White 5) Filipino
2) Black 6) American
3) Hispanic origin 7) Other--Non-White
4) Asian origin
You are:
1) Male
2) Female
Marital status?
a) When you applied t¢ 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? WHEN YoU
FIRST
a) High School: APPLIED
TO THE
1) 1 4) 4 - DEPARTMENT
2) 2 5) Graduated
3) 3 6) Did not complete any

years of high school

L]

NOW OR WHER
YOU LEFT Th
DEPARTMENT
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WHEN 01

FIRST
b) College: APPLIED NOW OR WHEN
TO THE YoU LEFT THE
1y 1 43 4 DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT
2) 2 5) Graduated
3 3 6) Did not complete any )

years of college

¢) Post-Graduate:

1) 1 4) Graduated with Master's
2) 2° Degree ;
3 3 5) Graduated with

Doctorate's Degree
6) Did not complete any
- years of post-graduate

41. If you are a high school graduate, please indicate the type
of diploma you received:

1)} Academic 5) Vocational

2) Commercial 6) High School Equivalencv (GED)
3) General 7) Does not apply, I am 1ot a

4) Technical high school graduate

Please comment on any other schogling or special skills you have:

42. a) Have you had active duty experiences in the armed forces?
1) Yes
2) No

b) Type of discharge?

1)  Was never in armed forces?
2} Honorable

3)  Dishonoratle

4) Other, please specify
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c) Have you served in:
1) Reserve

1) Yes

2) No

2) National Guard

1} Yes
2} No
3) R.O.T.C.
1) Yes
2} No

Thank you!
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TABLE 1

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICITY UPON LIKELINOOD

OF LEAVING THE DEPARTMENT

Eechnicity

Black Vhite Total

Likelihood
of Leaving

27.5% 28.2% 27.9%
(38) (46) (84)

72.5% 71.8% 72.1%
(100) (117) (217)

Totall Low ! High

100.6% | 100.0% | 100.0%
(138) (163) (301)

x*<l, p<.90, ¢=.01,
H=301, Dr=1

€T



TABLE 2

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICITY UPON
REPORTED LEVEL OF ORAL
INTERVIEW FEEDBACK

T

Level ¢
Feedback

T

Ethnicity

Black White 'TOCal
o | 26.6% 11.0% 18.2%
21 3N (18) (55)
% 19.4% 18.3% 18.8%
a2 (30) 57)
§ 54.0% 70.7% 63.0%
Z | (75) (116) (191)
= 1100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
§ (139) (164) (303)

x3=13.55, p<.01, ¢=.21,
N=303, DF=2

AN



TABLE 3

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED LEVEL OF ORAL
INTERVIEW FEEDBACK UPON
LIKELINOOD OF LEAVING

Level of Feedback

Likelihood
of Leaving

None Some More Total
{5 30.7% 28.1% 18.2% 27.9%
o (58) (16) (10) (84)
g 69.3% 71.9% 81.8% 72.1%
3 (131) (41) (45) (217)
w1 100.0% [100.5% | 100.0% | 100.0%
I}
g (189) 57) {55) (301)

x*=3.31, p<.20, ¢=.10,
N=301, bDF=2 v



TABLE 4

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICITY UPON
REPORTED LEVEL OF BACKGROUND
INVESTIGATION FEEDBACK

Ethnicity
Black White Total
a | 31.7% 22.0% | 26.4%
S| ) (36) (80)

Bk

° & a | 37-4% 34.1% | 35.6%

BBI8] 6 (56) | (108)

v @

HEP O 30.9% | 43.9% | 38.0%
= | (43) (72) (115)
~+1100.07% | 100.0% | 100.0%
§ (139) (164) (303)

X%=6.24, p<.05, ¢=.14,
N=303, DF=2

w
[



TABLE 5

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED BACKGROUND INVESTIGATION
FEEDBACK UPON THE LIKELINOOD OF LEAVING

Likelihood

of Leaving

Level of Feedback on

Background Investigation

None Some More Total
5 34.2% 29.6% 16.5% 27.9%
gl @9 (32) (13) (84)
% 65.8% 70. 4% 83.5% 72.1%
e (75) {(76) (66) (217)
341 100.0% 100. 0% 100.0% 100.0%
o ,
S (114) (108) (79) (301)

x?*=7.56, p<.03, ¢=.16,
N=301, DF=2



TABLE 6

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICITY UPON
SUFFICIENCY OF SUPERVISOR'S
SUPPORT DURING PROBATIONARY

PERIOD
Ethnlcity
Black White Total
o 1wl 68.12 | 79.021 74.0%
§‘Id A1 (94) (128) (222)
[4 0o} T
del o 31.9% | 21.0% | 26.0%
“‘055’) S B 34) (78)
'§ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
al aas (162) (300)

x1=4.60, p<.03, ¢=.12,
N=300, DF=1

9¢T



TABLE 7

INFLUENCE OF SUFFICIENCY OF SUPPORT
DURING PROBATIONARY PERIOD UPON
LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING

Sufficient
Support?
Yes No Total
'§§” 1 24.5% 38.5% 28.2%
2% 21 4) (30) (84)
~ a -
g | B 75,5% 61.5% 71.8%
B |8
3o (166) (48) 214)
E 100.0% } 100.9% | 100.0%
&1 20) (78) (298)

x?=5.51, p<.02, ¢=.14,
N=298, DF=1

LET



INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICITY UPON
REPORT OF RECEIVING FAIR TREATMENT

TABLE 8

Ethnicity

Black White lotal
& | m 55.4% 77.9% 67.5%

° g > 77) (127) (204)

g g
'§§1$ 44, 6% 22.1% 32.5%
. o

Juk e (62) (36) (98)
41 100.0% |100.0% | 100.0%

§ (139) (163) (302)

X2=17.35, p<.01, ¢=.24,

N=302,

DF=1

C



TABLE 9

IRFLUENCE OF REPORTEb FAIRNESS OF
TREATMENT UPON LIKELIHOOD

OF LEAVING
Receive Falr
Treatment?
Yes No Tntal
§?=° g,, 23.8% | 36.7% 28.0%
ﬁ'g =1 8 (36) (84)
El‘a’ sl 76.2% | 63.3% | 72.0%
e lr | ase (62) | (216)
E 100,0% {100.0% {100.0%
2| (202) (98) (300)

x?=5.51, p<.02, ¢=.14,
N=300, DF=1
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TABLE 10

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHINICYTY UPON
REPORT OF RECEIVING ANSWERS
FROM SUPERVISORS

Receive

Answers?

Ethnicity

Black White Total
a| 58.7% 57.1% | 57.8%
wlo(81) (93) (L74)
ol 41.3% | 42,92 | 42.2%
S G 0y | az2n
E 100.0% |100.0% | 100.0%
&1 @(38) (163) (301)

x2<l, p<.78, ¢=.02,
N=301, DF=1

0vT



TABLE 11

INFLUENCE OF RECEIVING ANSWERS FROM
SUPERVISORS UPON LIKELINOOD
OF LEAVING

Recelve

Answers?
Yes No Total
§§n Jgn 26.0% | 31.0%7 | 28.1%
- e (45) (39) (84)
g‘f § 74.0% | 69.0% | 71.9%
'Y (128) (87) (215)
4 | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
el am 1 a2 (299)

x2<1l, p<.35, ¢=.05,
N=299, DI=1

IvT
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TABLE 12

INFLUENGCE OF THE OFFICER'S ETHRICITY UPON
REPORTS OF WORK BEING REWARDED

Work

Ethnicity
Black White Total
5ol 46.7% 50.3% 48.7%
ﬁ Sl G an (134)
SN IEEE R R
m1Z 1 (65) (76) (141)
3‘; 100.0% |100.0% | 100.0%
S asw (153) (275)

x2<l, p<.56, ¢=.04,
N=275, DF=1



TABLE 13

INFLUENCE OF REPORTS OF WORK BEING REWARDED
UPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING

Work
Rewarded?
Yes No Total
gg’ 81 23.3% 34.0% 28.8%
g5 18] @ (48) (79)
i Q -
g B 76.7% 66.0% 71.2%
qe17 1 a0 (93) (195)
W | 100.0% |100.0% |100.0%
al @ (151) (274)

x*=3.84, p<.05, ¢4=.12,
N=274, DF=1

EVT



INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICITY ON

TABLE 14

REPOKRTED UNDERSTANDING OF
DEPARTMENTAL GOALS

AND METHODS

Ethnicity

Black White Total
° ol 68.1% 61.3% 64.5%
e = 94 100 194)

“{’J.':‘: (94) (100) (
38 2 31.9% | 38.7% | 35.5%
8 (h4) 63) | (ton
| 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
&l aas) (163) (301)

x2=1.49, p<.14, ¢=.07,

N=301,

DF=1

1N
s



TABLE 15

INFLUENCE OF REPORTED UNDERSTANDING OF
DEPARTMENTAL GOALS AND METIODS UPON
LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING

Likelinhood

Understand
Goals?
Yes No Total
B 24.7% 34.3% 28.1%
'g 21 s (36) (84)
o
Szl 75.3% 65.7% 71.9%
‘8171 w46) (69) (215)
"W | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
a1 a94) (105) (299)

x*=3.07, p<.06, ¢=.10,
N=299, DF=1
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TABLE 16

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETINICITY UPON
SELF-PERCEIVED SOCYAL CLASS

Echnicity

Black White Total

21.2% 22.7% 22.0%

(29) 37) (66)
49.6% | 57.7% | 54.0%
(68) (94) (62)
29.2% | 19.6% | 24.0%
(40) (32 (72)

100.0% |100.0% | 100.0%
(L37) (163) (300)

Social Ciass
Total| Low Middlg Upper

x*=3.81, p<.15, ¢=.11,
N=300, DF=2



TABLE 17

INFLUENCE OF SELF-PERCEIVED SOCIAL CLASS
UPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING

kelihood
of Leaving

Li

Soclal Class

Lower | Middle Upper Total
.ﬁ) 31.9% 23.5% 34.8% 28.0%
i (23) (38) (23) (84)
g 68.1% 76.5% 65.2% | 72.0%
- 49) {124) (43) (216)
E 100.0% | 100.0% §100.0% | 100.0%
8 (72) (162) (66) (300)

x*=3.75, p<.16, ¢=.11,
N=300, DF=2

LyT



TABLE 18

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICITY UPON
REASON GIVEN FOR CHANGED INTEREST

Ethnicity
Black White Total
o | Rules and 29.9% 25.8% 27.6%
§ Regulations (20) (23) (43)
g Relationship | 19.4% 9.0% | 13.5%
with other
o Personnel (13) (8) (21)
Q E o o o
g Personal 17.9% 31.5% 25.6%
& (12) (28) (40)
u ] Relationship ] 13.4% 10.1% 11.5%
B | with 9) (9) (18)
o Community
§ Role of 19.4% 23.5% 21.8%
Police
& Offlcer (13) (21) (34)
Total 100. 0% 100.0% 100. 0%
7) (89} (156)

x2=6.71, p<.16, ¢=.21,
N=156, DF=/

T



TABLE 19

INFLUENCE OF REASON FOR CHANGED IRTEREST
UPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING

Reagson for Changed Interest

guleu and gﬁi:tiitg Relation- Role of
epula- ocher ship with Police
tions Personnel Pargonal |Community Offtcer Total
3 g al 72.1% 42.9% 45.0% 27.8% 50.0% | 51.3%
o &h .
2% 1d] ov 9) (18) (5) (17) | (80)
-y o
gt 1 27.9% 57.1% 55.0% 72.2% 50.0% 48.7%
A |a] an | oan e 3 jan | a6
= | 100.0% [100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [100.0% | 100.0%
§ (43) %) (40) (18) (34) (156)

x2=12.68, p<.02, ¢=.29,
N=156, DF=4

67T
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TABLE 20

INFLUENCE OF OFFICEHR'S ETHNICITY UPON
FIRST~SELECTED POSSIBLE HEASONS TOR
WHY THEY MIGHT LEAVE POLICE WORK

Possible Reasons
for Staying

Ethnicity

Black White Total
Depart- | 59.7% 66.0% 63.0%
mental | (g, 3y | a6
Atti- 10.5% 9.2% 9.8%
tude (13) (13) (26)
Pers-~ 19.4% 21.3% 20.4%
onal (24) (30) (54)
Comm- 10,5% 3.5% 6.8%
unity (13) (5) (18)
toral |100.1% | 100.0% | 100.0%

(124) | (141) (265)

x%=5.32, p<.16, ¢=.14,
N=265, DF=3

06T



TABLE 21

INFLUENCE OF FIRST-SELECTED REASONS FOR
POSSIBLY LEAVING THE DEPARTHMENT UPON
THE LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING

Possible Reasons For Staying
Depaxt- Attl- Pers- Comm-
mental tude onal unity Total
wwlal 25.3% 19.2% 37.0% 44, 4% 28.4%
g'g #2162 (5) (20) (8) (75)
:3.3 gl 74.7% | 80.8% | 63.0% | ss.6% | 71.6%
Ae17 1 a24) 21) (34) (10) (189)
E 100.0% |100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
S 1 (166) 26) (&1 (18) (264)

X2=6.12, p<.11, ¢=.15,
N=264, =3
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TABLE 22

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICKTY UPON
FIRST-SELECTED REASONS FOR HAVING
REMAINED A TOLICE OFFIGER

Ethnicity
Black White Total
b0 Depar{- 60.0% 57.5% 58.7%
g menta (81) 84y | aes)
o A:gi- 8.1% | 29.5%2 | 19.2%
@ | tude (11) (43) (54)
H
& | pers- 9.6% 5.5% 7.5%
onal
g (13) (8) (21)
w0
y COTm~ 22.2% 7.5% | 14.6%
| unity (30) an (419
99.9% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Total 35y | @46) | (281)

x2=28.63, p<.01, ¢=.32,
N=281, DF=3

=
(921



TABLE 23

INFLUENCE OF FIRST-SELECTED REASONS ﬁOR
REMAINING A POLICE OFFICER
UPON LIKELIHCOD OF LEAVING

Reasons for Remaining

Depart- | Acti- Pers- Comm-~
mental tude onal unity Total
° g’ Sl 33.3% 18.6% | 19.0% 26.8% 27.97%
B ol
SR8 55) (3) w | an | o
~ 4
g2l 66.7% | 81.4% | 81.0% | 73.2% | 72.1%
o
A8l am (45) (17) 30). | (202)
W | 100.07 |100.0% [100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
a1 65) (53) (21) {41) (280)

x?=7.40, p<.07, ¢=.16,
N=280, DF=3




TABLE 24

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S ETHNICITY UPON
THEIR JOB AT TIME OF FIRST
APPLICATION TCO THE
DEPARTMENT

Ethnicity

Black White Total

Occupation at
Application

Blue 37.3% 24.8% 30.7%
Collar (41) (30) (71)
Law 20.9% 37.2% 29.4%
Enforce~

ment 23) (45) (68)
White 41.8% 38.0% 39.8%
Collar

(46) (46) (92)

100.0% }100.0% |]100.0%
(110) 1§ (121) (231)

Total

x2=8.32, p<.02, ¢=.19,
N=231, DF=2



TABLE 25

INFLUENCE OF OCCUPATION AT TIRST APPLICATION
TO DEPARTMENT UPON LIKELIHOOD OF LEAVING

Occupation at Application

Blue Law En-} White
Collar |forcement] Collar Total
gwl.al 26.3% 32, 8% 31.5% 29.7%
§'§ g1 an (22) (29) (68)
3‘.51' gf 75.7% | 67.22| e8.5% | 70.0%
S A (53) 45) (63) (161)
':'3 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
S (70) (67) (52) (229)

x*=1.44, p<.49, ¢=.08,
N=229, DPF=2 .

ST



TABLE 26

ASSOCIATION OF OFFICER'S ETIHNICITY
WITH OFFICER'S GENDER

Ethniclty

Black White Total

Gender
Totzl|FemaleiMale

74.1% | 84.0% | 79.5%
(103) (137) (240)

25.9% 16.0% 290.5%
(36) (26) (62)

106,074 | 100.0% | 10G.07%
(139) (163) (302)

X3=4.55, p<.03, ¢=.12,
N=302, DF=1

96T



TABLE 27

INFLUENCE OF OFFICER'S GENDER UPON
THE LIKELTIHOOD OF LEAVING

Likelihood
of Leaving

Gendetw

Male Female Total
4l 26.9% 30.6% 27.7%
<l (T (19) (83)
zl 73.1% 69.4% 72.3%
A (174) (43) (217)
7'3 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
o1 (238) (62) (300)

x¥<l, p<.56, ¢=.03,
N=300, DF=1

LST
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