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B,

CROUPS SURVEYED AND PROCEDURES
OF DATA COLLECTION

A major portion of the data used in the training evaluation constitutes
survey data. A number of groups have been surveyed and several procedures’
have been used to obtain the perceptions and opinions of these groups.

Chart Atl'contains information on groups surveyed and data collection
procedureé followed. One sees from this chart that much of the data has
been obtained from questiommnaires distributed in persom. The procedure

for obtaining perceptions and opinions from officers attending training
programs (BCA Basic, BCA In-Service, Minneapolis Basic) was to distribute
questionnaires to trainees during the training program. In this way the
purpose of the evaluation and i#structions could be explained to respondents

and errors from misunderstanding could be reduced.

Several groups were not as readily accessible as trainees and, hence,
personal distribution of questionnaires was not.feasible. The alternative
procedures were mailing questionnaires to respondents or conducting personal
interviews. The latter procedure has advantages in assuring high response '
rates, but it is very costly in térms of time and personnel. For large
samples in which respondents were distributed throughout the state, mailing
questionnaires was determined to be the only feasible alternative. This
procedure was employed for the two samples of BCA graduates with post-
training job experience, the two samples of supervisors of BCA gradutes,
and the control group of agencies with untrained personnel (Sec Chart A1),

The major disadvantage of mail surveys is the low response rate (50% returns
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CHART A.1

GROUPS SURVEYED AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES EMPLOYED

SECTTON OF EVALUATION

lrvaluation and evaluation
bof training delivery
{Chopter VII, XII, XV)

2CA in-service course
ovaluations (Chaptar VII
end peparate ineservice
reports)

tducational Institutions
{Chaptor III ard IV)

Training Academies
(Chapter II)

Yinneapolis training
ovaluation (Chapter VIIX,
¥1I, ard geparate
Mtnneapolis report)

INCA Basic Training Course .

PROCEDURE

FOUESTIONNAIRE
DISTRIBUTED MATL

GROUP_SURVEYED IN PERSON QUESTTIONNAIRE

PERSONAL
INTERVIEW

BCA 197677 trainees
1., pre-training survey X
2. post«training survey X
3, course evaluation X

BCA graduates ]
1. six-month follow-up of 1976-77
trainees . X
2. graduates with three years of
experience X

Supervisors of BCA graduates
1. supervisors of 1976-77 graduates
2. supervisors of graduates with
three years of experience X

. Control group

1, agencies with untrained personnel ’ X

Trainers .
i. BCA fulletime trainers X
2. training officer subsample of
supervisory samples X
Intermediate Command course evaluation
Crime Scene Processing course evaluation
Refresher Traihing course evaluation

Basic Investigation course evaluation

Mo R XM

Fdvanced Investigation course evaluation -

AMministrators of law enforcement
programs

Training directors of BCA, Minneapolis,
St. Paul, and State Patrol academies

Minneapolis 1976 recruit class evaluation
1. pre~training survey
2. postetraining survey
3. course evaluation
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i's considered acceptable). To minimize this problem, a cover letter (from
Carl Pearson, E#ecutive Director of the Training Board) encouraging returns
was included with the questionmaires and instructions.1 The name, phone
number, and address of a projéct employee was 1nc1uded‘in case respondents
had questions on the purpose or instuctions of the surveys. Also, a
follow-up letter from Don Peterson, Director of the BCA Training Sectiom,
was mailed a month later to the samples of recruit super?isors to encourage
returns from those who had not yet responded. All mail questionnaires trere
sent to the head of the agency (Chief or Sheriff) who was asked to distrib-
ute them to the appropriate persons and encourage prompt returns. It was
hoped that enlisting the aid of the agency head would increase returné.
Response rates and representativeness of responses are discussed in a sub=-

sequent section.

Personal ihterviews‘were employed for groups of manageable size. Proj-
ect persomnnel interviewed administrators of all vo-tech, college, and univer-
sity law enforcement programs to obtain information on students, instructors,
facilities and costs. In this way data were collected on the two vocationalw-
technical institute programs, ten state community college programs, seven

four-year state university programs, and four private college programs.

Data on certified training academies also have been collected in person

rather than by formal questionnaire. Project personnel have worked closely

with the BCA Training Section employees and continually have obtained infor-

mation on BCA programs.

1This letter was not included for the sample of agencies with untrained
personnel since it was assumed that the Training Board would not carry so
much influence with them.



Necessary information on the Minneapolis, St. Paul, and State Patrol aca=-
demies as well as on the special driving course at St. Cloud has been

obtained in personal or phone conversations.

In-addition, informal sessions were held with trainers to obtain their
perceptions of various aspects of peace officer training that were not

collected systematically by questionnaires.

All survey data are subject to some error, and each procedure minimizes
or maximizes certain types of errors. Problems‘with particular sets of ques-
tions aré mentioned in sections of the report in which the data are analyzed.
In general, some majér problems associated with data collection procedures
used in the training evaluation have been minimized. Distribution of ques~

tionmnaires during the training programs and support of the training staff

ensured virtually 100% response rates for these surveys. Procedures mentioned

above apparently contributed to’unusually high return rates for mail ques~
tionnaires. The types of data obtained from interviews, especially with law
enforcement program administrators, were mostly factual and not likely to be
biased by reactive errors or a desire to withhold or distort information,

although it is possible that.program enrollments may have been inflated.

It was expected that the most likely gemeral sources of bias in the

survey data would be two. TFirst, certain response sets might be likely if

respondents suspected that results were not anonymous and confidential.

For example, recruits would be likely to rate the training program highly
if they felt tréiners or agency supervisors might see their responses.

Supervisors might be less critical of programs if they felt the Training
Board or the Crime Commission (a major source of funding) might rgad re-

sponses. Second, biases in response rates particularly for mail

questionnaires (i.e., certain types of persons are more or less likely‘
to return questionnaires) could produce systematic error in the data. Th
. v ) e

latter problem would mean that data obtained on a group would not be rep

resentative of the opinions and perceptions of that group. The following

two sections address these two sources of error in more detail

CONFIDENTIALITY AND ANONYMITY

In order to maximize the accuracy of responses as well as to ensure
the lega}ity of the research, it was necessafy'to assure respondents that
all data obtained woﬁld remain anomymous and confidential. Recipients of
all questionnaires were assured that their answers would be both anonymous
and confidential. The following examples are,tyﬁical of the assuran;e

provided on questionnaires.

?1ease enter the last four digits on your Social Security numb
in the space marked "ID Number." This number is for uryos e?
ma?ching information on this form with that on other gueztisi-o
naires vhich we may ask you to complete in the future. No at~
tempt will be made by any agency to use this number to identif
you for any reason. This data will be used for statistical uz
poses ?nly, and your responses will remain completely anon gus-
(From instructions on BCA Basic Pre-Training Survey) ™ .

You need not identify yourself on this questionnaire; all re-
sponses will remain completely anonvmous. Below you’will see a
code for region and distance from the metropolitan area. This
code-tells us from which region and from how far away the re-
turning questionnaire is from. The purpose of this code is to
ensure equal representation between different regions of the
state and also to ensure that opinions are repre:entative of
outstate areas as well as the metro area. (From Supervisor
Questionnaires) g

Since no names were requested on questionnaires, responses were anony-

ous. Also with no means of identifying the repondent, all questionnaires,
were in pri?ciple, confidential. This is true of all in-service question-

naires, the sample of officers with three years of post-training job
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experience, and the sample of supervisors of BCA graduates with three years
of experience. These quéstionnaires contained no name nor any identifying
plece of information.

However; the problem of confidentiality did arise with survey data on
the 1976-77 BCA Basic trainees because of the need to match questionnaires
and coded data. The following information was collected on BGA 1976-77
recruits:

1." Pre-training questionnaire

2, Post-training questionnaire

3. End-of-course evaluation

4. Six-month follow-up questionnaire mailed to

- recruits in classes #54, #55, #56, and #57
(other classes did not finish in time for
recruits to have six months of job experience)

5. Supervisory evaluation of recruits with six
months job experience (the same agencies that
received the six-mouth follow-up as well as
those with Alexandria graduates from BCA
class #68)

6. GCoded data on background variables and test
scores

It was valuable to match this information on each recruit for research
purposes. TFor example, matched information enables one to see if recruit
opinions change after training or job experience, how background variables
relate to opinions and percéptions, how supervisors! evaluations of recruit
job performance relate to training performance (test scores), and to probe
many other questions that would remain unanswered if the six types of data
listed above remained separate and ummatched. Matching thus required an
identifying piece of information other than the name. Recruits were asked
to provide the last four digits of their social security number since this
would be a number they would remember from survey to survey. If a recruit

had a social security number ending in "1234", then he was asked to put this

number on all questionnaires completed, and his supervisor who was later

mailed a questionnaire was asked to evaluate the performance of his recent -

recruit with a social security number ending with "1234,% Dpata from all

these questionnaires would have the I.D. number of 11234 apd then could

be matched for statistical purposes without ever identifying a name.

Names were identifiable for one step. Therefore special Precautions

were followed. It was desirable to collect from the BCA training files

1nformat10n on training performance and some background characteristics

not obtained through Juestionnaires. To avoid identifying individuals and

potentially destroying promised anonymity, I.D. numbers rather than names

were recorded with test scores and baékground data. Project personnel

could then match the coded data to questionnaire data by a number without
knowing the name involved. Project employees do not know the 1dent11y of

individuals being analyzed and no agency has access to project data.

This process of identifying questionnaire data for purposes‘@f statis~

tical analysis while retaining anonymity and confidentiality did not ensure

that all data could be matched. Respondents retained the option of provid-

ing no I.D. number either on the questionnaires or for their personnel data

in the BCA files. TFor each. class there are some questionmaires that could

not be matched to others. Hence analyses requiring matched data are based

on a sample size smaller than the total number of reépondents. Figure A.1
depicts the matching process. 1In the first two cases, the recruit has
provided an I.D. number on all questionnaires (#1234 and #5678). In the

third case, the recruit gave no I.D. number on the pre~training survey and

hence those data cannot be matchHto any other.'1 In an analysis of

This means that this recruit's other questionnaires also cannot be
matched to each other s0 long as he continues to provide no I.D.

X
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pre~training data, one would have three cases in this example, but if one
were to assess change in recruit opinions between the pre-training survey

and follow-up,'there would be only two cases to analyze.

In one other instance, names of recruits were identified but confiden-
tiality was not threatenmed. For the follow-up, three-year experience, and
supervisory questionnaifes it wag necessary to obtain the names of BCA“
graduates and the agency from whicﬁ they were}trained in oxder to mail
quegtionnaires to respondents. BCA files contain a list of recruits with
their agency for each class which is kept separate from personal data con-
tained in the files. ifames and addreéses readily could be obtained without
seeing any confidential data. In;some cases it was mnecessary to 1oc§te a
graduate who obtained employhent after training (e.g., graduates in class
#68 for Alexandria students not yet employed) or who changed employment.
In these cases, project pérsonnel sent names to the Training Board, its

employees located the current address from their files, and they sent the

new address back to the project.

In sum, procedures followed by the project have.assured the confiden-
tiality and anonymity of responses. Assurances of anonymity should help to
obtair less biased answers tﬁan if respondents feared that others might see
ﬁheir responses. The experience of those handing out questionnaires was
that many trainees expressed concern over anonymity and even desifed expla~
tions that their I.D. number would not be used to identify them. On the
other hand, many gréduates and supervisors signed their questionnaires and
apparently did not share such reservations. While anonymity and confiden-

tiality were kept, procedures maximized the data that could be analyzed by

enabliﬁg the matching of most of the data obtained on 1976-1977 recruits.




- e SURVEY DATA SAMPLES:
CRITERIA FOR SELECTION AND REPRESENTATIVENESS OF RETURNS

The previous section dealt with error introduced through inaccurate
response> to survey questions. This'section deals with errors introduced
through sampling. The purpose of this section is to discuss the compcsition
of each sample and to assess how representative each sample and each set
of returned questionnéires are of the population whose opinions are being
sought. As will be elaborated below, the relevant populations for the
survey data analyses are Minnesota law enforcement personnel and law enforce~-
ment agencies. Since thefe are too many individuals and agencies in thesew

populations to survey all of them, one must select samples to represent them.

The technical issue involved is the ability to make inferences from a
sample to a population. Unrepresentative samples can produce two types

- v of problems. First, in describing responses of law enforcement personnel

one wants to ensure that the sample described represents the population to
which one wants to make inferences. For example, if one wants to summarize
opinions of Minnesota Police Chiefs on where.training facilities should be
lscated and one samples only police chiefs in the metro area, conclusions
based on that sample might not accurately reflect opinions of chiefs through~

out the state even if each chief in the sample answered questions accurately.

Second, when one relates variables in statisiical analyses, one wants

to infer that relationships discovered in the sample can be generalized to
the population. If the distribution of a variable in a sample is different
from the distribution in the population, then infercnces from the sample
to the population could be inaccurate. Tor example, if one is xelating

* size of agency to recruits' perceptions of training topic importance, and

if the sample overrepresents large agencies (i.e., the proportion of large

10
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agencies in the sample is larger than in the population), then the statistic
summarizing the relationship between agency size and perception might not

accurately represent the relationship that holds in the population.

Readers should be aware that there is no procedure to assure sample
representativeness in all respects. One strategy is to employ.probability
sampling, the most common example being random sampling. ° Since inclusion

in many of the law enforcement samples was dictated by the time of recruit

| training, random sampling was not feasible for this study. A second

strategy is to select variables of importance on which population distribu-
tions are known and then to compare sample distributions to population
distributions. This second strategy is the one employed below. There is

no way of knowing representativeness on other variables, however.

Representat%veness is éiscussed in terms of éive variableéu-type of
agency (police/sheriff), region,'1 size of agency, size of population served,
and distance of the agency from the metro area. The latter four variables
are all broken down by agency type for reference. Since different types
of agencies or communities might argue that results ;f this evaluation are
not relevant to them, it is useful to be able to assess whether such agencies
are adequately represented in‘the samples on which results are based. Thus

these five variables were selected for the assessment of samples.

Two points should be stressed for interpreting the results of the

sample assessments. TFirst, conclusions that samples are unrepresentative

on certain variables should not lead one to presume that analyses of the

Sinc§ the writing of this report Region A has divided into Regions 1
and 2; Regions B,C and G are now called Regions 3, 4 and 11, respectively.

11



samples are not worthwhile. Instead, results can be used to suggest 1)

how best to analyze the data, and 2) how best to interpret results. For
example, results of this Appendix have been used to decide in which analyses
to include the two spring, 1976, BCA classes (54 and 55) with the annual
1976-77 sample. Moreover, knowledge of the samples can assist in interpre-
tatibn. An example can be found in Chapter VII where it appeared that
supervisors might hold different opinions on a training delivery issue.
Knowledge that opinion varied by whether one represented a metro or outstate
agency and knowledge that the supervisory sample contained relatively more’
outstate personnel than the others, led to the conclusion that the difference
found is probably a result of agency location rather than supervisory posi~-
tion. One could not arrive at such a conclusion without prior knowledge of

the sample compositions.

Second, a major pattern that emerges in analyses is the agreement

among law enforcement personnel on major training issues. In the majority

of cases consensus emerges. This strong consensus reduces the number of

situations in which unrepresentative samples could affect conclusions.

POPULATION DATA

One requires information on the relevant populations before sample
representativeness can be assessé@. Actually, two populations are relevant
for this study. One consists of law enforcement personnel and one consists
of law enforcement agencies. While one generally waﬁts to conclude that
results are representative of the states! personnel, representing agencies
is equally important. The majority of the states' law enforcement personnel

(and hence trainees) are located within or near the metro area. However,

the méjority of agencies are outstate. Tt is frequently personnel of these

R AN A g e, e

outstate agencies that are least satisfied with current training arrangements.
Since training needs might differ by agency type, adequate representation

of Minnesota law enforcement agencies in the evaluation is necessary.

Several-problems were enéountered in collecting population data on
these variables, which imposed limitations of feasible assessments of the
samples. First, accurate data on law gnforcement personnel do not exist.
The Training Board has received g?ants to.collect thorough information on
state law enforcement agencies and personnel but data are not yet complete.
Although project employees did tabulate some information on numbers of. »
personnel by the five variables mentioned above, it was decided that data
were too erroneous to include in analyses of samples, As a result, population
information contained in this section relates only to law enforcement
agencies, although for some samples personnel rather than agencies constitute
éhe relevant population. TFor example, tables indicate how many law enforce-
ment agencies there are in each region but not how many law enforcement

personnel.

Tabulation of the total number of police and sheriff departments in

the state was based on the Minnesota Law Enforcement Directorv,1 which lists

by county each sheriffts office and all police departments. Regional and

distance from metro area distributions were calculated from this list.

%ﬁinnesota Department of Public Safety, Bureau of Criminal Apprehension,
Police Training Section, Minnesota Law Enforcement Directory, May, 1977.

13




Data on population size were gathered by the Research Unit of the
Crime Commission and from 1974 Metro Council estimates. These data include
the size of the population of the town/city/county that each agency serves

and the size of the agency in terms of the number of full-time sworn officers.

Use of the latter data entails two problems. First, population and

size figures are three years old. The 1977 Law Enforcement Directory lists

‘123 more police departments than the 1974 Crime Commission»figures include.

Second, a number of agencies failed to report information so that data are
missing on 92 agencies for size and on 25 agencies for population served.
For these reasons, state-wide data on agency size and size of population
served are contained in»tagles foF reference only and are considered too

inaccurate for systematically assessing representativeness of samples.

The following sections discuss each of the major samples for which
- | 2
survey data have been collected and analyzed and assess representativeness

of the samples to the extent possible given data problems outlined above.

1Sample data on these two variables were coded from BCA files for the
1976-77 BCA trainee and six-month follow-up samples and are considered
relatively accurate. For other samples, however, size of agency and popu-
lation are based on questionnaire responses that could contain response
error. These expected errors in sample and return distributions strengthen
the argument for eliminating statistical assessments of sample representa-
tiveness on these variables. Type of agency, region, and distance were
precoded on all mail questionnaires so that sample and return distributions
are sufficiently accurate for analysis.

2 . . , . . .
Discussions exclude in-service samples and Minnecapolis recruit class
sample. ‘

14
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BCA BASIC TRAINEE SAMPLE"

Most of the survey data obtained during the training evaluation were
collected from recruits trained by the BCA from Spring 1976 through Spring
1977. The first questionnaires were distributed to trainees at the comple-
tion of BCA Basic clas;es #54 and #55 in May, 1976. Although questionnaires
used for remaining classes changed considérably, a few questions remainéd

comparable and the course evaluation questions remained identical to those

used in later trainee questionnaires. The BCA held a special shortened

class for Alexandria Vo-Tech graduates in the Spring 1976, and éome data
were obtained from these trainees as well. Questionnaires were distributed
to BCA trainees from Fall 1976 through Spring 1977 (classes #56 through #63)
at the beginning and end of the training session. Thus, the total trainee
sample consists of BCA clas§es #54 and #55 (Spring, 1976), class #68 Ffor
Alexandria graduates (Spring, 1?76), and 1976-77 school year classes #56
through #63. Thorough and comparable data exist for classes #56 through

#63, some background and attitudinal data as well as.comparable course

evaluation data exist for classes #54 and #55, and demographic data exist

for class #68.1

Tables A.1 through A.4 contain information on agency type, region, dis-

tance from metro area, agency size, and size of population served for the

Triinees in class #68 received the same attitudinal survey as classes
#54 and #55. Lack of variance in responses led to dropping of most of
t?ese questions and to the creation of a revised questionn:ire beginnin
with class 7#56. Alexandria students also completed a course evaluationg
but since class #68 was a shortened course, results are not comparable to
course evaluation data from other BCA classes. Thus, demographic data are
the only ones comparable to the other trainees. 7 )

15
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full trainee sample and its subsets (classes #5& and‘#SS; class #68; classes
#56 through #63). State~wide agency data on the same variables are included
for reference, but representativeness of the total sample is not a relevant
question here. TFirst, assessment of the representativeness of the trainece
sample would require population data on persomnel (rather than agencies)
which are not availablé.1 Second, since some agencies are exempt from
training, one would not expect that the sample of traineés should be repre-
sentative of the state. Given the small community exemption, one would ex-
pect smaller agencies, in smaller communities, probably in areas farther

from the metro area to be somewhat under-represented as appears to be the

case from Tables A.1 to A.4.

By obtaining data on a full year of trainees (1976-77), one could argue
that the 1976~77 sample constitutes a population of trainees since everyone
trained in that year has been surveyed. Chapter XV provides a through
description of 1976-77 recruits with comparisons to Alexandria graduates
(class #68) and to graduates of previous years (three-year experience sample)
to assess how typical this one year is. These poinfs need not be repeated
here. Of interest now is whether including available data from other classes,
especially #54 and #55, distorts the total trainee sample so that it is atypi~

cal of an annual class.2

Distributions on the five variables for classes #54 and #55 were compared

Since many trainees are from the same agency and since data are col-
lected by trainee, not by agency, it is not possible to tabulate how many
different agencies are represented in the traince sample and thus, whether
that sample would be representative of the state.

2A1exandria class #68 is excluded because no comparable data (to be
included in analyses) exists on these recruits.

16
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TABLE A.l
BCA BASIC TRAINEE SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY REGION AND AGENCY TYPE

NGEINCIES IN TOTAL TRAINEE
FOPULATION SAMPLE

SPRING 1976
CLASSES. #/54-55

ALEXANDRIA CLASS

#68 (EMPLOYED)

197677 SCHOOL YEAR
CLASSES f56-63

CHI SQUARE TEST®

CLASSES #54+55/ AMMUAL SAMPLE

REGION . AGENCY TYPE ‘FREQUSNCY PERCENI FREQUENCY PERCENT TREQUENCGY PLRCENIT FREQUENCY PERCEND 'FREQUENCY PERCENT - AGEMGY TYPE REGION
A Police 46 07% 5 019 2 05% 0 . N 3 01%
Sheriff 12 © 02 19 05 4 02 1 04% 14 05
Total 58 09 24 06 8 07 1 04 17 05 . .88 (+)
B Police 47 07 40 o ' 11 13 7 26 22 07
Sheriff Vi 01 11 03 2 02 1 04 8 03
Total 54 09 51 12 13 16 30 30 10 2.65 (+)
] Police 48 08 22 05 9 11 2 07 11 04
Sheriff . 9 01 4 01 0 - 0 - 4 01 .
Total 57 09 26 06 11 2 07 15 05 5.85 (+)
D Police 85 13 28 ' 07 2 02 2 07 24 08
Sheriff 14 02 21 05 ©3 04 0 - .18 06
Total 99 16 49 12 08 2" 07 42 13 3.10 (=)
E Police 99 16 28 07 6 07 2 07 20 - 06
_ Sheriff 18 03 5 01 1 01 0 - 4 01
Total 117 19 33 08 7 08 07 24 08 02 (+)
g Police 59 09 21 05 0 - 3 11 18 06
Sheriff 9 01 6 01 2 02 0 - 4 01
Total 68 11 27 . 06 o2 02 3 11 22 07 2.48 («)
10 Police 67 11 20 - 05 4 05 6 22 10 03
Sheriff 11 02 14 03 5 08 2 07 7 02
Total 78 12 34 08 9 11 8 30 17 05 5.85 {+)
e Police 94 15 123 29 19° 23 1 04 1054 33
Sheriff 7 01 57 13 13 16 0 - 44 14
' Total 101 16 180 43 32 39 1 04 147 47
TOTAL  Police 545 86 287° - 68 53° 64 23 85 2114 68 L9291 (=)
Sheriff 87 14 137 33 - 30 36 4 15 103 33 W15 (+)
TOTAL 632 424 83 27 314
x2: .36 22.09
Degrees of Freedom: 1 7
Significance: .70 01

B} 2
a, Chi Square equals(g—b:—'-)- , vhere C=obgerved value and E=expected value, ™7

and "~" indicateg that the observed value was lower than expected.
b, Includés eix recrults from state, county, or park agencles,

¢. Includes one recruit from state, ,county, or park agency,

d. Includes Ffive recruits from state, county, or park agencies,

indicates that the obscr‘ved value was higher than expeoted
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TABLE A.2

BCA BASIC TRAINEE SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY DISTANCE AND AGENCY TYPE

AGENCIES IN

DISTANCE FROM POPULATTION SAMPLE

TOTAL TRAINEE

SPRING 1976
CLASSES #54-55

ALEXANDRIA CLASS 1976-77 SCHOOL YEAR CHI SQUARE TEST

#68 (EMPLOYED) CLASSES #5663

METRO AREA

AGENCY TYPE FREQUENCY PERCENT 'FREQUEMCY PERCENT ‘'FREQUENCY PERCENI 'FREQUENCY

PERCENT ‘TREQUENCY PERCENT  ANNUAL SAMPLE™|

CLASSES #5455/

Within Motro Area Police 94 15% 123P 20% 19° 23% 1 04% 1032 33%,
Sheriff 7 01 57 14 13 16 0 - 44 14
Total 101 16 180 43 32 39 04 147 47 1,26 (=)
Within 75 Miles of Police 173 27 55 13 3 07 5 19 44 14
Metro Area Sheriff ©o81 05§ 34 08 9 11 1 04 24 08
Total . 204 32 89 21 15 18 6 22 68 22 .58 ()
75 to 150 Miles Police 140 22 44 10 - & 07, 7 26 31 10 °
From Metro Area Sheriff 22 03 11 03 0 - 1 04 10 03
Total 162 26 55 T 13 07 8 30 11 13 2,13 ()
Yore than 150 Miles Police’ 138 22 4 ‘15 22 27 10 37 32 10
From Matro Area Sherl 68 27 04 35 08 8 10 2 07 25 08
Total 16$ .26 . 99 23 30 36 12 44 57 18 15.18 (+)
TOTAL Police 545 86 286> 87 53° 64 23 85 2108 68
Sheriff 87 14 137 32 30 36 4 15 103 33
TOTAL 632 423 83 27 313
: X%: 19,15 ~
Degrees of Freedom: 3
Sigrndificance: .001
(0-E)

2, Chi Bquare equals
and 7~7 indicates that tEc observed value was lower than expected,
b. Includes six recrults from state, county, or park agenciles.

¢, Includes one reerult from state, county, or park adency.

d., Includes finve recruits from state, county, or park agencies.

» where O=obgerved value ard E=expected value.

"7 indicates that the observed value was higher than expected
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BCA BASIC TRATNEE SAMPLE:

TABLE A.3

DISTRIBUTIONS BY SIZE OF POPULATION SERVED AND AGENCY TYPE

AGENCIES IN TOTAL TRAINEE SPRING 1976 ALEXANDRIA CLASS 197677 SCiDOL YEAR CHI SQUARE TEST]
FOPULATION . SEMPLE CLASSES #54-55 #68 (EMPLOYED) CLASSES #56-63 CLASSES #54-55/
POPULATION SIZE AGENCY TYPE  TFREQUENCY PERCENT' FREQUENCY PERCEND 'FREQUENCY PERCEN? 'FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENDT  ANWNUAL SAMPLE
less than 1,000 Police 160 33% 21 05% 0 3 11% 18 06%
. Sheriff 0 - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -
Total 160 33 21 05 0 - 11% 18 06 4,62 (=)
1,000 to 2,500 Police 91 19 38 10 8 19 6 22 24 08
Sheriff 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -
Total 91 19 38 10 11 22 24 08 55 (+)
2,500 to 10,000 Police 93 19 82 21 18 ‘23 14 52 50 17
: Sheriff 12 02 7 02 2 03 1 04 4 01
Total 105 22 89 23 20 26 15 56 54 19 1.97 (+)
¥ore than 10,000 Police 53 11 116° - 29 21 27 0 - . 95 33
Sheriff 75 15 131 33 28 36 3 11 100 34
Total 128 26 247 65 49 64 3 11 195 67 W13 (=)
TOTAL Police 397 82 257 65 47 61 23 85 187 64
Sheriff 87 18 138 35 30 39 4 15 104 - 36
No Data 25 32 6 0 26
TOTAL 509 427 83 27 317
X2 7.27
Degrees of Freedom: 3
Significance: .10
(0-£)2 ' '
*~ , where O=observed value and E=expected value. ™7 indicates that the observed value was higher than expected,

a, Chl Square ecquals {0-E).
and "=7 indicates that @he obsexved value was lower than expected.
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TABLE A.4

BCA BASIC TRAINEE SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONG BY AGENCY SIZE AND NGENCY TYPE

AGENCIES TOTAL TRALINEE SPRING 1976 ALEYXANDRIA CLASS  1976-77 SCHOOL YERR CHL SQUARE TEST
FOPULATION SNPLE CLASSES #5455 #68 (EMPLOYED) CLASSES # 56-63  CLASSES #54-55/
AGEMCY STZE® ASEICY TYPE FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY DERCENT FREQUENCY DERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENE FREQUENCY PEHCENT — ANNUAL SAMPLE
1-4 Police 206 497 52 12% 5 06% 10 37% a7 12%
Sheriff 25 06 12 03 3 ' 04 2 07 L7 02 -
Total 231 55 64 15 10 12 - 44 44 14 1.13 (=)
5-9 Police 53 13 47 11 10 12. 10 37 27 09
Sheriff 27 06 23 05 4 05 0 - 19 . 06
Total 80 19 70 16 14 17 10 37 46 15 (19 ()
10-24 Police 42 10 57 16 12 15 3 11 52 16
Sheriff 25 06 41 10 9 11 2 07 30 10
Total . 87 16 108 25 21 25 5 19 82 26 .06 (<)
25-49 Police 23 06 61 14 14 17 0 - 47 15
Sheriff 5 01 17 04 6 07 . 0 - 11 04
Total 28 07 78 18 20 24 0 - 58 18 1,71 )
50+ Police 7 02 62° 15 124; 14 0 - 50° 16
Sheriff 4 01 45 11 8 10 0 - 37 13
Total 11 83 107 - 25 20 24 0 - 87 27 026 (=)
TOTAL Police 331 80 289° 68 53 64 23 85 213° 67
Sheriff 86 . 20 138 32 30 36 4 15 104 33
Mo Data 92 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 509 427 83 27 317
' X2 3,35
Degrees of Frecdom: 4
Significance: . 50

a. Numer of full-time, sworn officers.

b, Chi Square equals (O-F) 2 , where O=cbserved value and E=expected value,
and "-" indicates that Ehe observed value was lower than expected.
¢, Includes eight recruits from state, county, or park agencles.
d. Includes one recrult from ctate, county, or park agency.

a. Inzludes seven recrults from state, county, or park agencles.

747 indlcates that the observed value was higher than expected,
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to those for the 1976-77 annual sample and chi-squares were calculated to
test wﬁether thé distributions for the two samples were significantly dif-
ferent.1 Chi-square information is contained in the right hand column.

The contribution of each category to thé total chi square is included--the
larger the number, the more that category is contributing to an unrepresent-
ative distribution. Also, the sign ié included (+ or ~) to indicéte whether'
the category contains more or less cases than one would éxpect based on the
annual sample. On two variables, agency type (Table A.1) and agency size
(Table A.%4), the two samples appear similar, but the distributions on region,
distance from the metro area, and size of population served differ signifi-
cantly. 1In other words, inclusion of classes #54 and #55 in the trainee
sample would distort the larger sample so thaﬁ it would not be represent-
ative of an annual sample éf trainees on region, distance, and size of
population served. Inspection of the last column-of the tables indicates
that the subsample of classes #54 and #55, in comparison to the annual trainee
sample, overrepresents Regions B, C, and 10 (Table A.1) underrepresents
Regions D and 9 (Table A.1), overrepresents persons in agencies more than
150 miles from the metro area (Table A.2), and underrepresents persons from

[y

communities less than 1,000.(Table A.3).

Since classes #54 and #55 do not appear representative of the annual

1The 1976-77 annual sample (#56~#63) could not be compared to the larger

‘sample of classes #54 through #63 since the two samples would mnot be inde~.

pendent, an assumption of the chi square test. A chi squar? éignifica?ce of
.10 or smaller is taken to mean that distributions arc significantly differ-
ent. GChi squares are calculated on each variable separately. One can con-
trol for other variables (e.g., region, controlling for agency typ?), but
jntroduction of control variables reduces cell frequencies to a point too
emall for chi square calculations. ALL Tables include breékdowns by ag??cy
type for interested readers, but mo control variables are included in chi

square calculations.
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sample on several state characteristics, discussions of recruit character~
istics (Chapter XV) rely solely on data from the annual sample. When the
variables on which classes #54 and #55 differ are likely to affect statis-
tical results (e.g., in Chapter VII,‘region and distance from the metro
area are likely to influence opinions on training delivery), the annual
sample will be used but when the-variables have little expected impact
(e.g,, most course evaluation results in Chapter XII) classes #54 and #55

will be included.
BCA BASIC TRAINEE SIX-MONTH FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE

A suBset of the recent trainee sample was chosen to constitute the six;
month follow-up sample. It was desirable to select individuals from the
trainee sample so that opinions and ratings from the follow-up could be
compared to data on opinioné and training performance from recruits during
the basic program. Four classes (#54, #55, #56, #57) were completed in
time for recruits to have six months of post-training job experience, and
for the questionnaires to be completed and processed for analysis. All
recruits Qho graduated from these four élasses and who still were employed

six months later were included in the sample.

Tables A.5 through A.8 contain distributions for the follow~up sample
on the five agency and community characteristics. Since the sample is based

on personnel, the population data on agencies are included for reference only.

1The number of agencies in the sample could be calculated from mailing
lists. As with the trainee sample, however, since there is no agency I.D.
coded for each trainee, it is mnot possible to calculate number of agencies
represented in the returns. Project personnel collected agency tabulations
for the supervisory sample (next section), but follow-up data were processcd
before the value of agency tabulation was recognized.
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Since the sample of classes #54 through #57 was dictated by the date of the
class to enable six months of job experience, there is no assurance that the

sample or returns are representative of recruits trained annually by BCA.

The distributions of the sample are similar to those of the 1976-77
school year, although the distfibutions of the returns generally appear some-
.what less representative. Chi-sqgare tésts were calculated to assess if the
distfibutions of follow-up returns were significantly different from those of

a year of trainees on the five variables.1

Returns appéar to be representative of the annual sample on size of
agency (Table A.8), type of agency (Table A.5), and distance from the metro
area (Table A.6). Return distribtuions are significantly different from the
annual sample on Region (Téble A.5) and size of population served (Table A.7).
Inspection of the last column of these tables indicates that Regions E and 10
are overrepresented, Reéions D and 9 are underrepresented and middle~size
communities (sized 1,000-2,500 and 2,500-10,000) are overrepresented to the

detriment of the smallest and largest ones.

Two explanations exist for the differences.in return distributions from
those of the annual sample. TFirst, the follow-up sample might not have been
. 2 ‘
representative of the annual sample. Percentages reported in the Tables

indicate where sample distributiohs differ. For example, 07% of the annual

1Since the follow-up sample overlaps with the annual sample (classes
#56 and #57 are included in both), the samples are not independent and, there~
fore, the chi~square test should not be used to compare these two distributions.
Rgturns, however, could be considered to be independent and hence, distribu-
tions of returns can be compared to those of (either) sample.

5 ,
The sample was not randomly selected but instead determined by the
date of the class. ' )
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‘ TABLE A.5 \
BCA DASIC TRAINEE SIX-MONTH FOLUOW-UP SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONI BY RECION AND AGENCY TYPE
IGEICIES IN " ANNUAL 1976-77 FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE : CilT SQUARS TEsT?
POPULATION TRALMEE SAMPLE CLISOES £54+57 FOLLOW-UP RETURNS FOLLOW.UP RETURNS/ ANIVAL SAVPLE
REGION AGEICY TYPE  FREQUANIY PREKCENT FREQUENCY PERCENI 'FREQUENCY PERCENT "FREQUENIY PEWCENT RESPONGE RATE  © AGSNCY TYP: REGION ’
A Police 46 07% 3 01% 2 01% 2 02% 100%
Sheriff 12 02 c 14 0s 6 04 04 67
Total 58 . 09 17 05 05 06 75 ) Al ()
B Police 47 07 22 07 17 11 13 - 12 76
Sheriff 7 01 8 03 _ 2 01 2 02 100
Total 54 09 30 10" 19 12 15 14 79 1,93 (+)
o] Police , 48 o8 11 04 14 09 8 08 57
Sherlff 9 01 4 01 0 - 0 - -
Total 57 09 15 05 14 09 8 - 08 57 1,44 (+)
D Police 85 13 - 24 - 08 10 06 7 07 70
Sheriff 14 02 18 06 8 05 1 01 14
Total 99 16 42 13 18 11 8 08 44 2.34 (=)
o : ’
- E Police 99 16, 20 06 15 09 11 11 73
Sheriff 18 03 4 01 § 03 3 - 03 60
Total 117 19 24 08 20 12 14 13 70 3.73 (+)
9 Police 59 09 18 06 1 01 1 01 100
Sheriff 9 01 4, 01 2 o1 2 02 100
Total 68 11 22 07 3 02 3 03 100 2.57 ()
10 Police 67 11 10 03 6 ' 04 6 06 100
Sheriff 11 02 7 |02 7 04 4 04 57
Total . 78 12 17 05 13 08 10 10 77 4,30 (+)
G Police 94 15 108b 33 47c 30 30 29 64
. Shexriff 7 01 44 14 19 12 11 11 58
Total 01 | 16 147 47 66 41 41 39 62 1.41 (=)
10TAL Police 543 86 ?.llb 68 1120 70 78 74 70 61 (+)
Sheriff 87 14 103 33 49 30 27 26 8§ - 1.69 ()
TOTAL 632 314 161 105 65
‘ ‘ X% 2.30 17.83
Degrees of Freedom: 1 7
Significance: «20 02
) . EYé
. . a.Chi Square equals (O-F ¢ where O=obgerved value and E~expected value, ™7 indicates that the observed value was higher than expected,
and "-7 indicates that the observed valus was lower than expected.
b. Includes five recruite from stete, county, or park agencles,
: c. Includes one recruit from state, county, or park agency.
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TABLE A.6
BCA BASIC TRAINEE SIX-MONTH FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY DISTANCE FROM METRO AREA AND AGENCY TYPE

AGENCIES IN ANNUAL 1976-77 FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE : CHI SQUARE TEST®
DISTANCE FROM POPULATION TRALNEE SAMPLE CLASSES #54-57 FOLLOW-UP RETIRNS FOLLOW-UP RETURNS/
VMETRO _MREA EGENCY TYPE  FREQUENCY PERCENI TFREQUENCY PERCENF 'FREQUENCY PERCENI' 'FREQUENCY PERCENT RESPONSE RATE ANNUAL SEMPLE
Within Metro fArea Police 94 15% 105’ 33% 4F 30% 30 29% 64%
Sheriff 7 01 44 14 19 12 11 11 58
Total 101 16 147 47 66 41 41 39 62 1.41 (=)
Within 75 Miles of Police 173 27 44 14 16 10 13 12 81
Metro Area Sheriff 31 05 24 08 16 10 8 08 50
Total 204 32 68 22 32 20 .21 20 66 .19 (=)
N ) .
o 75 to 150 Miles Police 140 22 31 10 18 11 13 12 72
from Metro Area Sheriff 22 03 10 03 4 03 .2 02 S0
Total 162 26 41 13 22 14 15 14 68 18 (+)
More than 150 Miles Police 138 .22, 32 - 10 31 19 22 21 71
from Metro Area Sheriff 27 04 - ad 08 10 06 6 06 60
Total 165 26 57 18 41 26 28 27 68 4,38 (+)
TOTAL Police 545 86 210P . 68 115° 70 78 74 70
Sheriff 87 14 103" 33 49 30 27 26 55
TOTAL . 632 - 313 161 105 65
X2 6.11
Degrees of Freedom: 3
Significance: .20
(0-E)? ' .
~—~— , wherc C=obgerved value and E=expected value, ™" indicates that the observed value was higher than expected,

a, Chi Equare equals

and "=" indicates that fho observed value was lower than expected,
b, Includes five recruits from state, county, or park agencies,
¢. Includes ona recruit from state, county, or park agency
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TABLE A.7 )
BCA BASIC TRAINEE SIX-MONTH FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY SIZE OF POPULATION SERVED AND AGENCY TVPE
’ AGENCIES IN ANNUAL 1976-77 FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE CHI SQUARE TEST®
POPULATION TRAINEE SAMPLE CLESSES #54-57 FOLLOW-UP RETURNS FOLLOW-UP RET®R NS/
POPULATION SIZE AGEMCY TYPE FREQUENCY DPERCENT TFREQUEMCY PERCENI" 'FREQUENCY PERCENT' FREQUENCY PERCENT' RESPONSE RATE ANNUAL SAMPLE
Less than 1,000 Police 160 339, 18 06% 3 02% 1 01% 33%
Sheriff 0 - ’ o] - 0 - 0 - -
Total 160 33 18 06 3 02 -1 o0l 33 4,16 ()
1,000 to 2,500 Police 91 19 24 08 - 17 11 . 13 13 76
= Sheriff .0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - . ‘
Total 91 19 24 08 17 11 13 13 76 3.13 (+)
2,500 to 10,000 Police 93 19 50 17 32 21 30 30 93
Sheriff 12 02 4 01 -2 01 1 01 50
Total 105 22 54 19 - 84 © 22 31 31 91 7.57 (+)
¥ore than 10,000 Police 53 11 95 33 52 34 29 29 56
Sheriff 75 15 100 34 47 31 26 26 55
Total 128 26 195 67 . 99 65 55 55 56 2,15 (=)
TOTAL ) Police 397 82 187 64 104 68 73 73
Sheriff 87 18 104 36 49 32 27 27
Mo Data 25 22 8 5 65
TOTAL 509 313 161 ' 105
o
X 17,01
Degreaes of Frecdom: N]
Significance: .001
- L (C~E)4 R
a. Chi Sguare equals ~—%*- , where O=cbserved value and E=expected value, "7 indicates that the observed valus was higher than expected,
f and "=" indicates that Che observed value was lower than expected,
P i 4 a "
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TABLE A.8

ECA BASIC TRAINEE SIX~MONTH FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY SIZE OF AGENCY AND AGENCY TYPE

AGENCIES IN ANNUAL 197677

FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE

* CHI SQUARE TEST®

POPULATION TRAINRE SAMPLE CLISSES #54=57 FOLLOW.UP RETURNS FOLLOW-UP RETURNS/
AGENCY SIZE® AGEMCY TYPE  'FREQUENCY PHRCENE FREQUENCY PLNCENTC FREQUENCY PERCENT' 'FREQUENCY PERCENT RESPONSE RATE  AKNUAL SAPLE
14 Police 206 49% 37 12% 18 11% 13 12% 72%
Sheriff 25 . 06 7 02 8 04 3 03 50
Total 231 55 44 14 24 15 16 15 67 - A1 ()
59 Police 53 13 27 09 16 10 15 14 94
Sheriff 27 06 19 06 ‘11 07 5 05 45
Total 80 19 46 15 27 17 20 19 74 1.15 (+)
10-24 Police 42 10 52 16 24 15 19 18 79
Sheriff 25 06 30 10 12 08 7 07 58
Total 67 16 82 26 36 22 28 25 74 .06 {a)
25449 Police 23 06 47 15 31 19 13 12 42
Sheriff 5 01 11 - D4 6 04 6 06 100
Total 28 07 58 18 37 23 19 18 51 .00
50+ Police 7 02 50° 16 934 15 18" 17 78
Sheriff 4 01" 37 12 14 09 6 6 43
Total 11 .03 87 27 37 23 24 28 65 67 («)
TOTAL Police 331 80 213° 67 1122 70 78 74 70
Sheriff 86 20 104 33 49 30 27 26 55
Mo Data 92 317 161 105 85
%2 1.99
Degrees of Freedom: 4

a, Runber of fullatime swo§n officers.

. I
b, Chi Square equals -(9:—‘—)- , where O=observed value and F~expected value,
and “~" indicates that the observed value was lower than expected.
¢, Includes seven recruits from state, county, or park agenciles.
d. Includes one recruit from state, county, or park agency.

Significance: .80

47 indicates that the obscrved value was higher than expected,
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sample was from Region 9 but only 02% of the follow-up sample was from

Region 9. Thus, assuming equal response rates, one would expect Region 9

to be underrepresented in the follow-up returns.

The other source of bias in the returns is differential response rates.
Tables A.5 through A.8 include response rates in the next to last columm.
Response rates by Region vary from 447 (Region D) to 100% (Region 9). The

other tables also demonstrate considerable variation in response rates.

Tﬁe overall response rate of 65% is quitevacceptable. The response
rate for the first mailing (classes #54& and #55) was close to 80% but fell
to just over 50% for classes #56 and #57. The agencies for the latter
classes had received (a month before) a supervisory questionnaire in which to
evaluate the recruit and had recently receivea a follow-up letter encouraging
the return of that questionnaire. Receipt of the follow-up questionnaire so
soon after the other perhaps appeared a burden or perhaps incorrectly was
presumed to be a duplicate of the other questionnaire. In either case, re-
turns did fall off for classes #56 and #57 reducing the overall response rate

to a lower, but still acceptable, 65%.

In sum, the follow-up ¥eturns appear to be unrepresentative of the annual
sample of recruits on region and size of population served. Analyses in which
these variables are likely to have an impact need to considexr such biases.

The sources of bias are both an uﬁrepresentative sample and differential res-
ponse rates. The general response rate of 65% is sufficieﬁtly high for

analysis to be based on the returns.
SUPERVISORS OF 1976-77 BCA TRAINEES~~SUPERVISORY 1 SAMPLE

The sample of supervisors of 1976-77 BCA trainees was derived from the

28

larger trainee sample because it was decided to obtain supervisory evalua-
tions on recruits that could be matched to data on trainee opinions and
training performance. As with the follow-up sample, it was necessary to
select those classes that were compléted in time to enable at least six~
months of post-training performance on which to base evaluations. Thus,
recruits in classes #54, #55, #56, and #57-also were selected to be the basis
of the supervisory sample. In addition, Alexandria gradﬁates who atténded
the BCA class #68 and later obtained law enforcement employment were in-
cluded so that some evidence could be gathered on the relative job prepara-

tion and performance of BCA versus vo-tech graduates.

Questionnaires were mailed to the head of agencies employing graduates
of BCA classes #54, #55, #56, #5%, and #68 with instructions to distribute
the questionnaire to the individual who most dirqctly had supervised the
graduate. The supervisor receiving the questionnaire was asked to complete
a set of questions relating to training delivery and the BCA Basic training
program. In addition, the supervisor ratéd the job preparation and perform-~
ance of each graduate from classes #54, #55, #56, #57, and #68 in his agency.
Thus, one set of survey questions was collected from each agency in the sample

while job performance ratings were collected for each recruit in the sample.

Supervisory sample data in Tables A.9 through A.12 contain information on
both the recruits on whom evaluations were made and the agencies represented.
Assessments of the samples will differ for the reczuits and agency distribu-
tions. Representation of recruits in the sample and returns are compared to
the school year sample to assess if recruits evaluated are representative of
1976~77 trainees; distributions of the agencies in the sample are compared to

population data to see if the sample is representative of the state's agencies.
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TABLE A.9
BCA BASIC TRAINEE SUPERVISORY SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY REGTION AND AGENCY TYPE

INFORMATION BASED ON RECRUITS IN SAMPLE THFORMATION RASED 0N ACEUCTRS 1M SMPLY
¥ = r 1
CHI SQUARE TEST® AGENCTES IN ‘ oHp woepz vzizt b
AGENCY ANMIAL SAMPLE SUPERVISORY SAMPLE SUPERVISORY RETURNS RESPONSE REIURNS/ANN.SAMPLE POMILATION SUPERVISORY SAMPLE SUPERVIGORY PEM'VUS PELPONSE hi
EIION TYPE  FREWENCY PERCERT 'FREJVENCY FERCENT ‘FREGUENCY PERCENT ' RATE 7 TYPE REGION |'FREWERCY  PERCENY FREQUENCY PERCENT TRENUENGY PEFGELT | PLTE
A Police 3 017 2 01% 1 017 50% 46 o 2 02% 2 02y 1007,
Sheriif 14 05 7 04 5 04 71 12 02 5 05 4 05 80
Total 17 05 9 05 6 04 67 217 (=) 58 09 7 06 6 07 86 63 ()
3 Poltce 22 07 24 13 15 11 63 47 07 11 10 8 09 73
Shertff 3 03 3 02 3 02 100 . 7 0y - 2 02 2 02 100 :
Tetal 30 10 27 14 18 ° 13 67 1,02 (+) 54 09 13 12 10 12 77 ¢ .60 (+) !
¢ relice 1 04 16 09 11 08 69 4 B 05 4 05 67
Sheriff 4 01 o] - 0 . - - . 9 01 0 - 0 - - ;
Total 15 05 16 09 11 08 69 2,14 (+) 57 09 5 05 4 05 67 1.87 (=)
D Police 24 08 12 06 8 06 67 - 85 13 10 09 7 08 70
Shor{€f 18 06 8 04 ki 05 88 14 02 5 05 5 06 100 p
Tatal 42 13 20 1 15 11 75 " .65 (=) 99 16 15 1 12 14 8n .26 (o)
£ Poltce 20 06 17 09 14 10 82 - 99 16 14 13 10 122 o7t i
Sherilf 4 04 5 03 R 02 60 18 03 4 04 3 03 75 B
Total 24 08 22 12 17 12 77 2,80 (+) 117 19 18 16 1 15 72 W75 (=)
9 pelice 18 06 4 02 1 01 25 59 09 4 04 1 01 25 !r
Sher{ff 4 [} 2 01 1 01 50 - 9 01 2 02 1 01 50 ‘
Total 22 07 6 03 2 01 33 6,36 () 68 11 . 6 05 2 02 kk| 5.99 (=)
10 Police 10 03 i2 " 06 10 - 07 83 67 11 11 10 9 10 82 !
Sherd £f 7 02 9 05 5 04 56 11 02 5 05 4 05 en
Total 17 0s 21 11 15 11 71 9,00 (+) 78 12 16 14 13 15 81 W63 (+)
¢ Police 103° 33 43¢ 26 & 30 90 94 15 25 23 23 26 92
Sheriff L4 14 19 10 15 11 79 1 01 5 05 4 05 80
Total 147 47 67 36 58 41 87 1,14 (=) 101 16 30 27 27 31 90 12,29 (+)
TOTAL  Police 211° 68 135° 72 103 73 76 43 (+) ' 545 86 83 75 64 74 77 1.51 (=)
Sher{ff 103 33 53 28 39 28 74 1.32 (=) 87 14 28 25 23 26 82 9.26 (+) )
imissing ;
Tozal 34 184 142 76 632 111 ' 88 79
) t
¥ 175 23,26 x% 107 22,82 !
Degreces of Freedom: 1 7 . Degrees of Freedom 1 7 |
Significance: 20 W01 Stgntlicanca: 01 .01 g
a, Chi Square equals (O'F'n, vhere O=obscrved value and E=expected value. ' {ndicates that observed value was higher than expected, and M.t {ndicates that obscrved value was lover than expected.
"5, Tncludes £ive recrulls from state, county, or park agemeles. - :
c. Includes one recruit {rom state, county, or park agency. ‘
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TABLE A.10 .
BCA_BASIC TRAINEEZ_SUPERVISORY SAMPLE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY DISTANCE FROM METRO AREA AND AGEMCY TYPE

IN.PGR!'M'I'IOI-! BASED ON RECRUITS IN SAMFLE

r

AGENCIES IN

INFORIATION BASED ON AGENCIES I SAMFLE

CHI SQUARE TSST™ ! CHi 3
AGENC AnTIAL SAMPLE SUPSRVISORY SAMILE SUPERVISORY RETURMS RESPONSE  RETURNS/ FORJLATION SUFERVISORY SAMPLE SUFERVISORY RETUR!S RESROISE IR
TVFE FREZIELCY JRRCENT 'FREGIENCY PrRCERT TREQUENCY  PERCEHT ' RATE ANIUAL SRMPLE |TREQUENCY PERCENI 'FREQUENC? FERCEND TREQULNCY ISRCENT '  RATE POPLATION
within Yatro Aroa Police 103° 5% 8¢ 26 43 30% 90% 94 15% 25 23% 23 267 921
Sharlff 44 14 19 10 i5 11 79 7 01 S 05 4 05 80
Total 147 47 67 36 58 41 87 1,14 (=) 101 16 30 27 27 31 90 11,86 (+)
Polie 44 14 21 11 15 11 71 ' 173 27 19 17 14 16 74
Shariff 24 08 17 09 11 08 65 81 05 12 11 9 10 75
Tetel 68 22 38 20 26 18 68 «88 (=) 204 32 31 28 23 26 74 495 (a)
7% t9 152 Milee Policeo 31 10 25 13 19 13 76 140 22 19 17 13 15 69
v Metro Area Sheriff 10 03 5 03 4 03 80 22 03 3 03 2 02 66
Total 41 13 30 16 23 16 77 1.12 (4) 162 26 22 20 15 17 68 2.71 (<)
Pultea 32 ‘10 41 22 20 18 63 136 22 20 18 15 17 75
Shart £f 25 08 12 06 9 06 75 27 04 8 07 B 03 100
Total 57 18 53 28 35 25 66 3.49 (+) 165 26 28 25 23 26 82 .00
oML fulico 210° 68 135° 72 103 73 76 ‘ 545 86 :M] 75 65 74 70
Starlff 103 a1 53 20 39 28 74 87 14 28 25 23 26 82
Toral 213 108 142 76 632 111 88 79
x%; 6.3 x%: 15.52
Degrecs of Freodom: 3 Dogrees of Frocodon: 3
Significance: 210 Significance: .0

guare oguals
(3

.4.
O«

{C-Z)e

_ » wharo Ovobservod value and Emexpocted value,
roerito from state, county or park agencioes.
2w rocruit {rom stato, osunty, or park agoncy.

*4* {indicates that obsorved value was higher than expected, and "=” ind{cates that observed valuo was lowor than expected,
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TAELE A.12
BCA BASYC TRAINEE SUPERVISORY SAMFLE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY AGENCY SIZE AND AGENCY TYPE
INFORMATION BASED ON RECRUITS IN SAMPLE . INFOZ/ATION BASED O AGINCISS In Sav
f CHL SQUARE TEST ! AGENCIES 1IN ¥ SUPERVISORY
a ANUAL SAVILE SUPERVISORY SAMPLE SUTERVISORY RETURNS RESPONGE RETURNS/ FORULATION SAMPLE SUFERVISORY PETP'stRSIS
AISNTY 5ieE LATYCY TYPE  FREJENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENY 'FREQUENCY PRRCENT' RATE ANNUAL SAMPLE 4 FREQUENCY TERCENT' ' FREQUENCY ' 'FREQUENCY Pimozar |
1-4 ' Tolice 37 12% 28 15% 18 13% 649, 206 499, 20 23%
Sheriff 7 02 8 04 6 04 75 . 25 06 2 02
Total 44 14 36 .19 . 24 17 67 <85 (+) 231 55 22 25
5.9 Police 27 09 26 14 18 13 . 69 53 13 15 17
Shariff ° 19 05 11 06 10 07 91 27 06 4 05
Total 46 15 0 a7 20 28 20 7% . 2,11 () 80 19 19 22
10-24 Police 52 16 27 14 24 17 - 89 42 10 16 18
Shariff 30 10 14 07 8 06 57 25 06 . 12 14
Total 22 26 41 22 32 23 78 .66 (=) 67 16 g 28 a2
25-43 Polico Y 15 31 17 25 18 81 , 23 06 g 9 10
Charlff 11 04 6 03 3 02 50 . 5 01 . 2 c2
Tetal 58 18 a7 20 28 20 76 .28 (+) 28 07 2 11 13
S0+ Police 509 16 23° 13 16 13 ‘78, ' 7 02 3 5 06
Staritf a7 12 14 07 12 09 86 4 01 & 3 03
Toral 27 27 37 20 30 21 81 1.81 (=) 1 08 8 8 08
TCTAL follca 2159 67 135° 72 103 73 76 331 80 E.i 65 74
Dhnriff 104 33 53 28 39 28 74 86 20 23 26
lin Data g2
Total 317 186 142 76 509 111 88
X4y 5.66
! Degrees of Froedom: 4
Significance: .30
A, Wmnar of fullatise sonn officera. Coded from BCA files for rocruits; coded from questionnairo rosponses for agencies,
b, G B3uare eqpals (0'.:'] , whore O=obsorved value and E=expocted valuo. "+ indicates that observed valuo was highor than expected, and *«" indicates that observed value was

lower than eupectad,

e, where more ajancloo aro roportod in & category than rocruits, data on agoncles which wore gathsred frem suporvisory quostionnaires are probably inaccurate. )

d, Ineludnn poven rocrulits from gtaten, county or park agonclos,
0. Includen ona rocrult frem atate, county or park agency,

ok
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The sample of recruits evaluated by supervisors is not representative
of a yearly saméle of BCA graduates. Results are similar to the follow-up
returns as one would expect given thg similar samples. Chi square informa-
tion suggests that recruits evaluated are representative of the énnual
sample in terms of agency type (Table A.9) and size (Table A.12). Officers
more than 150 miles from the metro area are somewhat overrepresented on
the sﬁpervisory returns (Table A.10), and those from the smallest and
largest communities are underrepresented (Table A.11). Regional distribu-
tions also are dissimilar in that Region 10 and to a lesser extent Region

E are overrepresented while those from Region 9 are underrepresented.

Inspection of the original supervisory sample distributions (column 2) and

of differential response rates (column &) suggests that the major sources
of bias in the returns is the composition of the sample itself although
differential response rates occasionally magnify the bias (e.g., low re-

sponse rates for Region 9).

Results are quite different when one assesses the representativeness
of the agencies included in supervisory returns. In this case, more sheriffs?
offices are included in returns than would be expected from state distribu-
tions. Regional distributions differ from statewide agency distributions
but in this'case overrepresentation of Region G agencies is the major basis
of the difference (Table A.9) Although Region G agencies are overrepresented

in the original sample, a response rate of 90% contributes to_their dispropor

tionate share of returns. Similarly, more metro area agencies are in
returns than one would expect for the same reasons (Table A.10). In-
accuracies in population data on agency and community size preclude a
systematic assessment of returns but smallest communities and smallest

agencles appear to be poﬁsiderably underrepresented (Table A.11 and AL12).
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‘In analyses of recruit performance, the failure of returns to reflect
accurately the distribution of an annual sample of recruits on region,
distance and population served should be considered, although analyses for'
Chapters XII and XVT iﬁdicate that these variables do not affect ratings.
Similarly, when supervisory opinions are analyzed, the expected impact of
the different distributions on all five variables from statewide distribu-
tions needs to be assessed, althoﬁgh séme of fhe difference can be ex-
plainea by the small'community exemption (i.e., small agencies from small
communities outside the metro area should be uﬁderrepresented). In spite
of some bias in thé returns, thé genéral response rate by both recruit and
agency was unusually high. Evaluations of 76% of the recruits in thé sample
were represented in returns. These response rates demonstrate exceptional
cooperation on the part of the supervisory respondents.

BCA BASIC GRADUATE SAMPLE w= THREE YEARS
POST-TRAINING JOB EXPERIENCE

The previous three samples were determined by attendance in recent
BCA basic classes and sufficient post-training job éxperience on which to
assess job performance. On éhe other hand, the next three samples were
selected independently of the recent trainee sample. Since six-months of
post~training job experience (the criterion to be included in the follow-up
sample or supervisory sgmple> is a relatively short period over which to
assess job performance, it was decided to select a second sample of BCA
graduates with more job experience than was possible selecting only Ffrom
the recent trainee sample. The criteria for selecting this sample were to

maximize the extent of job experience while obtaining respondents who
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received training similar to the current program. . The eight-week course
was adopted in 1971 and to allow the program a couple years to take shape,
recruits in the 1973-74 school year were chosen for the sample. This proce-

dure thus provided three years of post-basic training job experience.

All recruits trained by‘BGA in 1973-74, including Alexandria students
later employed, were included ini;ially in the sample. Names were organized
by agency and all agencies included in the recent trainee follow~up or super-
visory samples were excluded. It was felt that inclusion of an agency in
more than one questionnaire mailing would constitute a burden and signifi-

cantly would reduce return rates.

The three year experience questionnaire was mailed with the second
supervisory questionnaire (discussed in the next section) to heads of the
remaining agencies in the sample with instructions to distribute one ques-
tionnaire to the BCA graduate of 1973-74 and the other to a supervisor of
recent BCA graduates.1 This coordination of the graduate and supervisory
mailings necessitated the exclusion of an additiona; set of agencies from
the sample. One-person agencies in which the Chief was the BCA trainee
were omitted since the gradﬁate and supervisor %ere not separate individuals.

The original sample comsisted of 204 agencies and was reduced to 140 by

eliminating the duplicates with the other samples and the one-person agencies. .

This sample of 140 agencies was used for both the three~year ewperience

survey and the second supervisory survey discussed in the following section.

Sampling was based on agencies. Therefore, it is appropriate to asscss

1If an agency had more than one officer trained in 1973-74, the head
was asked to distribute the questionnaire to ome of them.
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how represéntative the sample and questionnaire returns are of law enforce-
ment agencies across the state. Tables A.13 through A.16 contain popula~-
tion, sample, and return distributions on agency type, region, distance

from metro area, agency size and size of population served for thé three-
year experience sample. Questionnaires were precoded on agency type,

region and distance; sample distributions were calculated before the mailing.
Agency size and population served ‘were not precoded. Gi&en the error in

the population data that precludes systematic assessment of the samples, it
was decided that tabulation of the sample data on these two variablés did

not merit the time and effort (also, see footnote #1, on page 14).

As was argued in the discussion of the recent trainee sample, one would
not expect a trainee sample to be entirely rebresentative of the state given
the small community exemption. Tables A.13 and A.14 suggest that the sample
does underrepresent agencies outside the metro area (and, hence, probably
smaller agencies in smalier communities) glthough the bias appears less
strong than in the recent trainee sample. Of most importance, however, is

the representativeness of the returns since these provide the data to analyze.

A chi-square test was used to determine if‘the distribution of the re~
turns was significantly different from the distribution of the population
on each of the variables. Chi square information is reported in the last
column of Table A.13 and A.14 for the variables in which relatively accurate
population data exist. In all three cases, the distribution of the returns
isvsignificantly different from the population. Sheriffs?' officers arc
overrepresented as are agencies from the metro area (Region G). A compay i
son in Tables A.13 and A.14 of the proportion in the sample>to the propor~
tions in the population (column 1 and 2) as well as response rates (column

4) indicates that distortions in the sample and differential response rates

)
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TABLE A.13

BCA BRGIC (RADUATE SAMPLE WITH TIREE YEARS OF POST-TRAIMING JOB EXPERIEMNCE: DISTRIBUTTONS BY REGION AND AGEITY TYPE

AGEICIES IN

CHI SQUARE TE&H‘b

POPULATION GRADUATE SAYPLE®  GRADUATE RETURNS RETURIMS/FOPULATION
REGION RCENCY TYPE 'FREQUSNCY PURCEND FREQUENCY PERCENP' FREQUENCY PeRCENT RESPONSE RATE  AGEXY TIPE REGLION
A Police 45 07% 6 04% 3 04% 50%
Sheriff 12 02 2 01 ] - -
Total 58 09 8 06 3 04 38 ‘ ' 2,60 {=)
B Police 47 07 9 06 4 05 44
Sheriff 7 01 4 03 4 05 100 .
Total 54 a9 13 09 8 10 62 .05 (+)
c Police 48 08 9 06 4 05 44
Sheriff 9 01 4 03 3 04 75
Total 57 09 13 09 . 7 09 54 .02
D Police 85 13 17 12 8 10 47
Sheriff 14 . 02 3 02 3 04 100 ,
Total 99 35 20 14 . 11 13 55 . .34 ()
£ Police 99 16 6 04 3 ‘04 50
Sheriff 18 03 12 09 6 07 50 )
Total 117 19 18 13 9 11 50 ) 2,78 {a)
9 Police 59 09 10 - 07 4 05 40
Sheriff 9 01 7 05 6 07 85
Total. ~ 68 11 17 12 10 .12 59 A1 ()
10 Police 67 11 11 08 - 6 07 55
Sheriff 11 02 5 04 ‘3 04 60 ,
Total . 78 . 12 16 11 .1 56 .07 (~)
G Police 04 15 34° 24 24¢ .29 71
Sheriff 7 01 1 01 1 o1 . 100 )
Total 101 16 35 25 25 31 71 . 10,76 (+)
TOTAL Police . 545 86 103° 74+ - 569 87 54 T 38.87 (a)
Sheriff 87 14 37 26 26 32 70 18,37 (=)
TOTAL 532 140 82 61
. 3migsing
x%: 22,24 16,73
Degrees of Freedom: 1 7
Significance: .001 .02

a, Excludes all agencies with recruits in BCA basio trainee sample; includes agencies that hired Alexandria graduates

efter their training.
b. Chi Square equals

(0-£)?

o

, where O=observed value and E=expected value, ™" iﬁdicafes that observed value was higher

than expected, and ”-” Indicates that observed value was lowor than expected,

¢, Includes four rccruiats from state, county or park agencies.
d. Includes two recruits from state, e~nly or park agencies.
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TABLE A.14

BCA BASIC GRADUATE SMMPLE WLTH THREE YEARS OF POST-TRAINING JOB EXPERIENCE: DISTRIBUTIONS BY DISTANCE FROM METRO AREA AND AGENCY TYPE

RGENCIES IN

DISTANCE POPULATION GRADUATE SAMPLE®  GRADUATE RETURNS ' CHI SQUARE TEST®
FROM METRO AREA  AGENCY TYPE  FREOUENOY DPERCENC FREOUENCY DPERCENF FREQUENCY FPERCENT RESPONSE RATE  RETURNS/POPULATION
Within Metro Area Police 94 159, 34% 249 234 27% 627
Sheriff 7 o1 1 01 1 01 - 100
Total 101 16 35 25 24 29 69 8,65 (+)
Within 75 Miles )
from Metro Area Police 173 , 27 29 21 . 12 15 41
Sheriff 31 05 15 11 12 15 80
Total 204 32 44 ! 24 29 55 25 (=)
75 to 150 Miles . ’
from Metro Area  Police 140 22 23 * 16 12 15 52
Sheriff 22 03 10 07 6 07 . 60
Total 162 26 33 24 18 22 55 - 59 (=)
More than 150 Miles
from Matro Arca  Polico 138 22 17 12 9 11 53
Sheriff 27 04 11 08 8 o 10 ) 72
Total 165 . 26 28 20 Co17 21 61 . 97 (=)
TOTAL Police 545 86 103° 74 56 67 52
Sheriff 87 14 . a7 26 a7 32 73
TOTAL 632 140. ' 83 61
2missing
' X2 10446
Degrees of Freedom: 3
Significance: 02

a. Excludes all agenciles with recrulits in BCA basic trainec sample; includes agencies that hired Alexandria graduates
fter thelr training.

’

2
b, Chi Square equals _{_Q%E)__ , where O=observed value and E=expected value, "7 indicates that observed valve was higher
than expected, and ”=” indicates that observed value was lower than expected.
c., Includee four recruits from state, county, or park agencies.
d. Includes two recruits from state, county or park agencies.
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TABLE A,15

BCA BASIC GRADUATE SAMPLE WITH THRSE YEARS OF POST-TRALNING JOB EXPERIZICE:
DISTRIBUITOIS BY SIZZ OF POPULATTON SZRVED AID AGENCY TYPE
AGEICIES IN GRADUATE?
POPULATION SRMPLE GRADUATE RE:
FOPULATION SIZT  AGEICY TYPE 'FREQUEICY PERCEIT  FREQUIIGY  TREQUIILY RESPOISE RATE
less than 1,000 Police 160 33% 3 04%
 Sheriff 0 - 0 -
. Total 160 33 3 04
1,000 to 2,500 Police . 91 19 9 11 -
Sheriff 0 - 1 01
Total 91 19 E 10 12
2
2,500 to 10,000 Police 93 19 20 24
» Sheriff 12 . 02 - B 2 02
0
Total - 105 22 : 22 26
. More than 10,000 Police 53 11 | 250 29
Sheri ££ 75 15 g 24 29
Total 128 26 E 43 . 58 )
TOTAL Police 397 82 57P 68
Sheriff 87 18 97 32
No Data 25 1

TOTAL 509 140 85 ) 61%

a. Excludes all egencies with recruits in BCA basic trainee sample; includes agencies that hired
Rlexandria graduates after their training.
b, Includes two recruits from state, county or park agencies.

- TABLE A.16

BCA BASIC GRADUATE SAMPLE WITH THREE YEARS OF POST-TRAINING JOB EXPERIENCE
DISTRIBUITONS BY SIZE OF AGEICY AND AGENCY TYPE
AGENCIES IN GRADUATE®
FOPULATION SRPLE GRADUATE RITURNS
AGENCY SIZE AGEMCY TYPE  'FREQUENCY PoUCoND | FREQULILY © ‘FREQUELCY PLEoZi® RISPONSE RATS
1a4 Police . 206 49% 17 209,
Sherl ff 25 06 4 05
Total 231 55 ' 21 25
5«9 Police 53 13 : 12 14
Sheriff 27 06 . 10 12
Total 80 19 ; 22 26
3
1024 Police . 42 S10 = 15 18
Sherilff 25 , 06 3]. 8 10
Total 67 16 a 23 27
{
25-49 - Police 23 06 ,5 9 11
. Sheriff 5 01 :3 3 04
Tot al 28 07 ? iz 14
{
SO+ Police 7 02 2 e 05
Sheriff 4 01 2 02
Tot:al 11 03 ’ o7
TOTAL Police 331 80 ‘ s7P 68
Sheriff 86 20 .2 32
No Data 92 1
‘ TOTAL . S09 140 85 - 61%

a, Excludes all agencies with recruits in ECA basic truinee sanple; includes agencies that hired
Alexandlria graduates after their tradning.
b, Includes two redruits from gtate, county or park agencies
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TABLE A.15

. BCA BASIC GRADUATE SAMPLE WITH THREE YEARS OF POST-TRAINING JOB EXPERIEICE:
DISTRIBUITO:’3 BY SIZE OF FOPULATION SERVED AD ACEMCY TYPE -

" AGEMCIES IN GRADUATE?
‘ POPULATION SRMPLE GRADULTE RETURIS
FOPULATION SIZe  AGEILY TYPE 'FREOURICY PERCEIT FREOUSICY TRIOUSIY PLROSUD RESPONSET RATE
Less than 1,000 Police 160 33% 3 04%
| Sheriff 0 - 0 -
. Total 160 33 3 04
1,000 to 2,500 Police . 91 19 9 1 -
Sheriff 0 - 1 01
Total 91 19 g 10 12
w©w
[=4
2,500 to 10,000 Police 93 19 20 24
Sheriff 12 . 02 - & 2 02
(=]
Total - 105 22 g 22 26
More than 10,000 Police 53 11 5| 25° 29
Sheriff 75 15 8 24 29
Total 128 % § 43 . 58 )
TOTAL Police 397 82 s57P 68
Sheriff 87 18 , 27 32
No Data 25 1

TOTAL S09° 140 85 ’ 61%

a. Excludes all agencies with recruits in BCA basic trainee sample; includes agencies that hired
Mexandria graduates after their training,
b. Includes two recruits from state, county or park agencies.,

TABLE A.16

BCA BASIC GRADUATE SAMPLE WITH THREE YEARS OF POST.TRAINING JOB EXPERIENCE
DISTRIBUTIONS BY SIZE OF AGIICY AND ASEXCY TYPE

AGEMCIES IN GRADUATE®
POPULATION SERMPLE GRADUAT, RITURNS
AGENCY SIZE AGEMCY TYPE  'FREQUSICY PERCIMP " FRIOUEIGY © FREOUEICY DZECZ RISPOMSE RATS
1-4 Police . 208 49% 17 207,
Sheri £f 25 06 4 05
Total 231 55 : 21 25
5.9 Police 53 13 : 12 14
Sheriff 27 06 . 10 12
Total 80 19 ; 22 26
£
10-24 Police . 42 T 10 g 15 18
Sheriff 25 06 b 8 10
Total 67 16 a 23 27
{

25-49 - Police 23 06 §> 9 11
. Sheriff 5 01 4 3 04
Total 28 07 S 12 14
50+ Police 7 02 2 4P 05
Sheriff 4 01 2 02
Tot:al 11 03 . 6 o7
TOTAL Police 331 80 ' s7P 68
Sheriff 86 20 .o 32

Mo Data 92 1

. TOTAL | 509 140 85 61%

a, Excludes all agencies with recruits in ECA basic trainee sample; includes agencices that hired
Alexandria graduates after their tramning.
b, Includes two recruits from state, county or park ageucies
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are working in the same direction to magnify bias in the returns.

Althoﬁgh population data on size of population served and agency size
are of questionnable reliability, the differe-ces in the distribution of
returns from those of the population are so great that it is probably safe
to infer that the returns ﬁnderrepresent small agencies (Table A.16) and
small communities (Table A.15). One would expect such a bias for sever;l
reasons. Given the small communit§ exemption, small agencies and small
‘towns sﬁould be underrepresented in a sample derived from BCA graduates.
Second, since personnel turnover is thought to‘be higher in small towns
and small agencies, many questionnaires may never have been delivered to
the BCA graduate. 1In addition, the overrepresentation of metro area agen-
cies would contribute to the lower representation of smaller communities

and agencies.

The overall response rate 6f 61% is acceptable and is, in fact, prob-
ably considerably deflated. Technically, one should eliminate from the
sample all questionnaires that could not be delivered. TFour questionnaires
were returned with an indication that the 1973-74 gréduate was no’longer
employed in law enforcement, but there is no way'of knowing how many other
questionnaires were not returned because they were undelivered. Calculating
response rate on the total number in the original sample underestimates the

actual response rate.

Because some agencies are exempt from mandatory training the graduate
sample should not be entirely representative of the state's agencies. DNDifa-
ferences in return distributions from population distributions on all Ffive
agency and community variables are so great, however, that a biased sample

needs to be considered in analyses where these variables are expected to
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have some impact. A response rate of 61% produced 85 returns to analyze,

but these ‘returns are not entirely representative of Minnesota law enforce-

ment agencies.

SUPERVISORS IN AGENGIES WITH OFFICERS TRAINED IN 1973-74 =~
SUPERVISORY II SAMPLE

Although recruits can evaluate the basic course and relay their impres-
sions of their own job preparation and performance, the perspectives of
officers with considerably more job experience are important to obtain as
well. It was decided that it would be valuabie to survey more supervisors
than were included in the sample to evaluate 1976-77 BCA graduates. A second
sample of supervisors could be obtained easily by selecting the same agencies
that werelincluded in the three-year experience survey. The procedures for
selecting the three-year experience sample (see previous section) assured
that there would be no overlap with the other supervisory sample and that
there would be a supervisor in the agency other than the 1973~74 BCA graduate.
Using the same agencies for both the three-year experience and second super-~
visory surveys'helped to reduceﬂmailing time and costs since both question-

naries and instructions could be mailed together.

Population and sample data reported in Tables A.17 through A.20 are the
same as for the tables on the three~year experience sample. Returns, rew~
sponse rates, and Chi square infofmation differ. Of 140 supervisors mailed
questionnaires, 104 (74%) completed and returned them. This response rate
is unusually high for a mail survey and considerably higher than the 61%

return rate for the 1973-74 graduates from the same agencies.
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. " TABLE A.17

SECOND CUPERVICORY SAMPLE (AGENCIES WITH OFFICERS TRAINED IN 1973.74): DISTRIBUTIONS BY REGION AUD ATZNTY TIPE

AGENCIES IN SUPERVISORY SUPERVISORY CII SQUARE TEST
POPULATION SRMPLE RETURNS RETUR N3/ POPULATION
REGION AGEMZY TYPE FREQUEMCY PERCENT TFREQUENCY PERCENT 'FREQUENCY PERCEND RESPONSE RATE © AGEMCY TiPE REGIOH
A Police 46 07% 6 04% 2 02% 339,
Sheriff 12 02 2 01 2 02 100
Total 58 09 3 06 4 04 50 6.48 (=)
B Police 47 07 g 06 5 05 56
Sheriff 7 01 4 03 4 04 100
Total 54 09 13 09 g 09 89 .00
o Police 48 08 g . 06 3 03 33
Sheriff 9 01 4 03 4 04 100
Total 57 09 13 09 7 07 54 48 (<)
) Police 85 13 17 12 gd 08 47
Sheriff 14 02 3 02 "8 03 100
Total 99 16 20 14 11 1 55 1.65 (=)
E Police L 16 6 04 5 05 83
Sheriff 18 03 .12 09 - 8 08 67
Total 117 19 18 13 13 13 .72 2,00 (=)
9 Police 59 09 10 07 : 7 07 70
Sheriff 9 01 7 - 05 6 06 86
Total ‘68 11 17 12 13 13 76 32 (+)
10 Police - 67 11 11 08 & 06 55
Sheriff 11 ©o02° 5 04 4 04 80
Total 78 12 16 - 11 10 10 63 .37 ()
G Police 94 15 3¢ o 33° 33 97
Sheriff 7 01 1 o1 1 o1 100
Total 101 16 35 25 34 34 97 19,69 [+)
TOTAL Police 545 86 103° 74 69° " 68 87 3.67 ()
Sheriff 87 14 37 26 32 32 86 22,56 (+)
3 missing .
Dtal 632 140 ; 104 74
x%: 26.23 30.99
Degrees of Freedom: 1 7
Significance: .001 .001'

a. Ercludes all agencles with reeruits in BCA basic traineco sample; Includes agencles that hired Alexandrla graduates

after their tralning.

2 N
b. Chi Square ecuals -(9:—1:-)— , where O=observed value and [=expected value, "+7 indlcates that observed value was higher

than expocted, and “-" Indicates that observed value waa lower than expexted,
¢, Includes four reerults from stata, county or park agenclea.
d. Includog ono reoruit from ctate, county or park agencles.

e, Includes three recrults from stato, county or park agencies,
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TABLE A.18

SECOND SUPERVISORY SAMPLE (AGENCIES WITH OFFICERS TRAINED IN 1973-74): DISTRIBUTIONS RY DISTANCFE FROM METRO ARRA AND AGEICY TYPE

. AGENCIES IN SUPERVISORY SUPERVISORY .
DISTANZE FROM POPULATION SAMPLE RETUR NS CHT SQUARE TEST®
METRO AREA AGENCY TYPE FREQUENCY PLRCEND FREQUEMCY PERCENI FREQUENCY DERCENT RESFONSE RATE RETURNS/POPULATION

Within Motro Area  Police 94 159, 34° 247, 33° 339, 979,

Sheriff 7 01 N} 01 1 o1 100

Total 101 16 35 25 34 34 97 19.69 (+)
Within 75 Miles Police 173 27 29 21 17 17 59
of Metro firea  Sheriff 31 .05 15 i - 12 12 80

Total 204 32 44 31 -+ 29 29 66 34 (<) .
75 to 150 Miles Police 140 22 23 © 16 12¢ 12 52
from Hetro Area Sheriff 22 03 10 .07 8 08 80 .

Total 162 26 33 24 20 20 61 1.49 (~) .
Yore than 150 Miles Police 138 22 : 17 12 7 07 41
from lMetro Area Sheriff 27 04 il 08 11 11 100

Total 165 26 28 20 18 18 64 2.60 (=)
TOTAL Police 545 86 103° 74 89° 68 67

Sheriff 87. .14 37 26 32 32, 86

Mo Data . -3

Total 632 ' 140 104 <74

x2: . 23.62
Degrees of Freedom: 3
Significance: .001

a, Excludes all agencies with recruits in BCA basle trainee sample; includes agencies that hired Alexandria graudates
after their training. 2 . .

Iy
b. Chi Squarec equals (0';“') . where O=obgerved value and E=expected value. "+” indicates that observed value was higher than
expected, and 7-" indicates that observed value was lower than expected.
c¢. Includes four recrults from state, county or park agencies.
d. Includes one recruit from state, county or park agency.
e, Includes three recruits from state, county or park agoncles.
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TABLE A.19

SECOND SUPERVISORY SAMPLE (AGEICIES WITH OFFICERS TRATNED IN 1973-74):
DISTRIBUTIONS BY SIZE OF POPULATICY SERVEID AMD AGEMNCY{ TYPE

AGEMNCIES IN SUPERVISQRY
POPULATION SAYPLE SUPZBYISORY RETUR'S
TOPULATION SIZE  AGENCY TYPE 'TREQUZ.LY PERCEND ' FRIQUECY ¢ 'FREQUZ:LY  PERCZuT | RESPONSE RATES
Less than 1,000 Police 160 331 2P 02%
Sheriff 0 - 0 -
Total 160 © 33 2 - 02
1,000 to 2,500 Police 91 - 19 13 13
Sheriff 0 - 2 02
Total 91 19 g 15 15
23]
2,500 to 10,000 Police 93 19 = 22 22
Sheriff 12 02 © 5 0s
Total 105 - 22 E 27 27
[£3
Yore than 10,000 Police 53 11 I3 32° 32
Sheriff 75 15 5 25 25
Total 128 26 8 57 ° 56
EH
TOTAL . Police 397 82 g 69 68 -
Sheriff 87 18 32 32
Mo Data 23 3
Total 509 140 104 74%

a, Excludes all agencies with recruits in BCA basic trainee sample; includes agencies that
hired Alexandria graduates after their training.

b. Includes one recruit from state, county or park agency.

¢. Includes three recruits from state, county or park agencies,

TABLE A.20

SECOND SUPERVISORY SAMPLE (AGENCIES WITH OFFICERS TRAINED IN 1973-74):
DISTRIBUTIOlNS BY AGENCY SIZZ AND E2SMCY TYPE

AGENCIES IN ' SUPERVISORY
, POPULATION SEvPLEY SUPEE/TSORY RETIRNS
. PGENCY siz=? AGENCY TYPE 'FREQUEICY PERCIiT  TFPRZGUZICY ' 'EREQUEILY PZRCEZET | RESTONST RaTs
1-4 Police 206 499, ’ 17¢ 179
Sheriff 25 06 4 04
Total 231 55 T 21 21
5.9 Police 53 13 16 16
Sheriff 27 06 11 11
Total 80 19 27 27
10-24 Police 42 10 B 209 20
Sheriff 25 06 g 10 10
Total 87 16 g 30 30
25249 Police 23 06 3 12 12
Sheriff 5 01 a 4 - D4
(5]
Total 28 07 E}J 16 16
50+ Police 7 02 5 4 04
Sheriff 4 o1 y 2 02
Total 11 03 2 6 . 06
TOTAL Police 331 86 68 - 69
Sheriff 86 20 31 31
Mo Data 92 4

Total 509 140 104 74%

a. Number of full-time sworn officers.
b, Excludes all agencies with recruits in ECA basic trainee sample; includes agencies that
hired Alexandria graduates after their training.

¢. Includes one recruit from state, county, or park agency.
d. Includes two recruits from state, county, or park agencie
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The response rate of supervisors was higher than for the graduates,
but the distribﬁtions of returns on the five agency and community variables
are.similar. Again, persons from sheriffs' offices are overrepresented
(Table A.17) as are officers from Reéion G (Table A.17) and hence the metro
area (Table A.18). - Agencies in communities less than 1,000 and those with
14 full-time officers are underrepresented (Table A.19 and A.ZO).1 As ex-
plained in the previous section, some of the differences in veturn distribu-
tions from state distributions are expected because of the small tommunity
exemption.' These expected differences are probably reflected in sample
distributions. Differential response rates, however, seem to magnify the
diffcrence; and create a sufficient bias in return distributions to warrant

caution in appropriate analyses.
CONTROL GROUP ~~ AGENCIES WITH UNTRAINED PERSONNEL

All of the samples discusséd thus far have been selected from lists of
BCA~trained personnel. For two reasons it was desirable to select a sample
of agencies with ﬁntrained personnel. First, the sample with untrained
officers would serve as a control group to compare to samples of trained
officers. Second, obtaining opinions on trainiﬁg from officers in these
agencies could help isolate their needs and desires should their training

ever be required or further encouraged.

A list of 240 communities exempt from mandatory training was compiied.
Communities that contracted with a sheriff's officer were eliminated and the

remaining list was sent to the Training Board to check for agencies that sent

1No statistical test is computed for these variables given the expected
error in population and return data explained in previous sections.
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officers to basic training although it was not required. The list was
reduced to 187 and questionnaires were mailed to all of these. Ten commu-
nities responded that they no longer have a law enforcement agency, result-

ing in a total sample of 177.1

Tables A.21 through A.24 contain information on the five agency and
community characteristics for the control_group sample. Population informa-.
tion is included for referemce, but this sample is not meant to be repre- .
sentative of ‘state agencies. On the other hénd, it is meant to represent
those agencies disproportionately equuded frém samples based on BCA grad-
uates. Moreover, it is not feasible to éssegs representativeness of the
returns in terms of the sample since cell frequencies are so low. The
general response rate of 23% is so low and résulting cell frequencies so

low that tests of statistical significance are not warranted.

One cannot make any claimé that the control group returns are repre.-
sentative of exempt agencies and the low N of 40 limits the analyses that
are possible with these data. However, it is apparent that the agencies
systematically excluded from previous'samples (recall conclusions from the
comparisons of three.-year and supervisory samplﬁs to population data on
agencies) are well represented in the control group. In particular, small
agencies (1-4) in small communities outside the metro area (Region G) con-

stitute close to 100% of the sample.

1Perusal of the 1977 Minnesota Law Enforcement Directory (Department of
Public Safety) indicates therc were 173 agencies rather than 177. The
Directory was not available when the sample was drawn.
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TABLE A, 21
CONTROL GPOUP SAYPLE (EGE)CIES WITH UNTRAINSD PEROOMMEL):  DISTRIBUTIONS BY RIGron &
AGENCIES IN
POPULATION COTROL SAMPLE COMTROL RETIRIS
REGION  'FREQUELGY PERCENT FREUUSMCY DPERCEAR FREQUEMIT Pizocul  RESTONSE RATE
A . 45 08% 26 159, 3 08% 12%
B 47 09 12 o7 4 10 33
c 48 09 21 12 8 20 38
D 85 16 29 16 9 23 31
E 93 18 36 20 10 25 28
9 59 11 23 13 4 T 10 17
10 67 12 22 12 1 03 05
G 94 17 8 05 1 03 13
TOTAL
Police : 38
Constable 2
Total 545 177 40 23
a. All are police or constables.

TABLE A.22

CONTROL GROUP SAMPLE (AGEMNCIES WITH UNIRAINED P“‘?’KDPLFT)
DISTRIBUTIOLS BY DISTANCE FrOM METRD ARZAT

RGENCIES IN

DISTANCE FROM FOPULATIO!N

METIRO AREA FREQUEICY PERCIUD F Q0T bf

RESPONQY RATE

Within Metro Area 94 17% 8 05% 1
Within 75 Miles of

Metro Area 173 32 50 28 11
758 = 150 Miles

from Mstro Area 140 26 68 38 21
More than 150 Miles

froa Metro Area 138 25 51 29 7
TOTAL 545 177 40

53

13

13%

22

31

14
23

a, M1 sre police or constables.
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TEBLE A.23
CONIROL GROUP SRMPLE (GS!CTES WITH UWTRAUMED PERSO:NEL): DISTRTSUTIONS EY SIZE OF AGS: 7
i ' " AGEMCIES IN CONTROL
POPULATTO SEPLE CONTROL RETURMZ
AGENCY SIZE 'FREQUAILY  DPnCiiur rppﬂowm 'ERZGOUz.Y FPSECEUl RESPONSE RATE
1 B 27 821
2 a 5 15
E B
3 53 1 03
o o o e e o ot = = o < = S — e ————
8 o
1~d 206 627 3] 33 100
e b oot v e ot o o ey m wme o e rme omit o B o e it o et e e e e e e e e e et S v G e S e
5+ 125 38 2, 0 -
TOTAL
No Data 91 7
Total 422 177 , 40 239,
a. All are police or constables,
LY
. E]
TABLE A, 24
CONTROL GROUP SAMPLE (AGENCIES WITH UNTRAINED PERSONNEL):
DISTRIRUTIONS BY SIZZ OF POBULATICH SERVEDS
AGENCIES IN CONIROL
POPULATION SIPLE CONTROL, RETIRIS
POPULATION SIZE 'FRoOU-iir FPSoCall ' FAgQUElLr © ‘FatOuz.oY PEROSUT RESPONSE RATE
Less than 1,000 160 409 Al 37 93%
2
1,000 to 2,500 91 23 B8 07
2,500 to 10,000 93 23 Hed -
More than 10,000 53 13 8 py -
B
TOTAL 2
No Data 25
Total 422 177 40 23%
a., All are police or constables.
]
Yo
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SUMMARY

The previous six sections discuss the samples used for the survey data
analyses of the training evaluation.- The first three samples were subsets
of recent (1976-77) BCA basic graduates and representativeness of these sam-
ples was assessed in relation to a population of recruits trained annually

‘(1976~77) by the BCA. Three other samples were compared to state agency
>distributions. Chart A.2 summariz;s the samples, the population to which

each was compared, and the variables on which sample (or return) distribu-

tions differed.

The three samples (subset #54 and #55, follow-up returns, and supervi-
sory evaluations of recruits) compared to the annual sample of recruits are
representative of the annual sample on agency type and size, but recruits
from more than 150 miles frém tﬁe ﬁetro area are &isproportionately repre~

sented. These samples underrepresent the smallest communities, tend to

overrepresent Regions E and 10, and tend to underrepresent Regions D and 9.

Three samples compared to state~wide agency'distributions appear not
to be representative of the.state on all five variables. One finds more
sheriffs! offices, Region G (metro area) agencies, communities over 1,000,
and agencies of five or more persons represented than one would exbect‘on
the basis of state-wide population data. Some of the differemnces can be’
explained by the small community exemption which would eliminate more police
agencies, outstate agencies, small agencies, and small communities from
samples derived from BCA Basic graduates. Thus, samples would not be so
unrepresentative of agencies required to train their personnel as they are

of all state agencies. Since exempt agencies can train their personnel and

might someday be required to train them, opinions from exempt agencies which
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CIART A.2
SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENTS OF SAMPLES
YARIABLES ON WHICH DISTRIBUTIONS DIFFERED
v \
ACENCY POPULA- AGENCY
SUVPLE COMPARED TO: TYPE COMMENT REGION COMMENT DISTANCE COMMENT TION SIZE COMMINT SIZE COMMENT E
“laswcs 250455, 197677 School Year ) B,C,10 overrepre= Persons more than Communities less i
Spring, 1974 Sample X sented;D,9 under= X 150 miles from X than 1,000 i
represented metro area overs underrepresented !
’ : represented ;
Frlleweup 1976-77 School Year ‘ E,10 overrepresenteds Communitics of
Prturns Sarple X D,9 underrepresented X hiddle Size
Classes? 5457 overrepresented ' ;
’ Iuparalesry 1976-77 School Year , £,10 overrepresenteds Persons more than Communities of
w Feturns Sample X 9 underrepresented X 150 miles from X middle size
ey Clacurs £56a . t ' metro arca overs overvepresented
37, 63 represented
e e e e e e e e e e o -t v o e o e b ot = " = v - . = = ot an = o bn s i e b e e e A e e T S o t e w4 e A e o Y G S A S e e e e G m be B e e e e e ]
Suzervienty Population of Sheriffs' offices Metro areca over- a Communities less s S{ze 1.4 under=
Puturns State Agzencies X overreprasented X C overrepresented X represented X than, 1,000 X" represented
Classes 456 s 0 undercepresented ;
57, b4 i
i
Sraduate Populazion of Sheriffs? offices Metro area overe a Communicies less 2 Size 1ab undora=
Prryrns State Agenclos X overrepresented X G overrepresented X represented X than 1,000 X represented
{Trained 1973~ underrepresented
1974) . .
fpnevlsory Population of Sherfffs' offices Hetro arca overw a Communitios less o Size 1=t under-
feturns (of State Agencics X overrepresented X © overrcpresented X represented X than 1,000, X represented
those trained underrepresented
. 1773-74) .
* n. Because of crror in populatfon data, statistical tests were not calculated. 1'
o
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have been largely excluded from the various samples are still useful to
obtain. Hence, the control group deliberately was selected from a set of
agencies not required to train their personnel and thus taps opinions and

perspectives of those in small outstate agencies and communities.

This assessment of sample representativeness provides useful informa-
tion for various analyses reported in the text. Biases discovered here can

be noted or controlled when they are likely to affect statistical results.
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