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At the beginning of this year, Attorney General
William French Smith assigned concurrent jurisdic-
tion to investigate drug offenses to the FBI in
cooperation with the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration. This is part of an “overall effort to achieve
more effective drug enforcement through coordi-
nated efforts involving the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration, the FBI, the United States Attorneys
and other agencies in this and other Departments,”
according to the Attorney General.

The Attorney General praised the work of the
Drug Enforcement Agency, saying that everyone at
DEA “can be justly proud of their accomplish-
ments.” However, because of the magnitude of the
drug problem today “‘for the first time since its
establishment over 50 years ago, the full resources
of the FBI will be added to our fight against the
most serious crime problem facing our na-
tion. . . .”

This move is part of the Justice Department's
overall strategy to bring about more effective drug
law enforcement through more coordinated efforts
on the part of the DEA, the FBI, U.S. Attorneys,
other agencies in the Justice Department, and
other departments of the Federal Government. The
DEA, according to the Attorney General, “will con-
tinue its fine work” and will be helped by this new
cooperative effort.

The FBI's investigative effort in this area will
be concentrated on major narcotics trafficking or-
ganizations, both those tied to traditional organized
crime and not, and on high-level smugglers, distrib-
utors, manufacturers, financiers, and corrupt public
officials who aid narcotics dealing. All the FBI's
new authority will be exercised in close coordina-
tion with DEA.
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We found that this close coordination could,
and did, work in the 6 months before this new plan
was announced. During that time, the number of
joint investigations increased from 6 to 120
throughout the country. in that period, the FBI
Executive Assistant Director for Investigations,
Francis M. Mullen, Jr., acted as Administrator of
DEA. From an administrative standpoint, this was a
very good way of bridging the gaps that existed
between the two agencies. We envision the con-
tinuation of this coordination, including cross-
training of DEA and FBI Agents.

The resources of the FB! will be applied as
they have been consistently in the past—that is, to
do the work that State and local law enforcement
cannot do, as defined by the Congress in its setting
of Federal jwisdiction. Often, large interstate nar-
cotics smuggling is beyond the budget, personnel,
and monetary abilities of local departments. Adding
FBI resources in manpower, geographic coverage,
and newly gained experience in undercover and
organized crime investigations to DEA’s wealth of
knowledge and experience in the drug field, we
believe will have a substantial impact on the na
tional drug problem. '
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William H. Webster
Director
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Using

Psychological
Consultants
in Screening
Police Applicants

BY

SUSAN SAXE, Ph. D.

Staff Psychologist
Los Angeles Police Department
and

JOSEPH FABRICATORE, Ph. D.

Licensed Psychologist and
Certified Management Consultant
Los Angeles, Galif
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Since the Kerner's Commission
recommendation in 1967 that all police
officers be psychologically evaluated,
psychological screening of applicants
has become a routine component of
the hiring process in many police agen-
cies. Although the psychological evalu-
ation process is widely used, it has not
always been well understood or used
to maximum effectiveness. Therefore,
it is necessary to clarify some of the
basic issues involved in effectively in-
corporating the “psychological” into
the law enforcement administrative
process.

Stress, “Liability-Prone,” and
Negligent Admission/Retention
Research shows that excessive
stress can lead to aggressive and un-
conventional behavior, as well as men-
tal and physical dysfunctions on the
job." Police work is a well-known, high-
stress occupation. Stress can be a
significant factor in causing serious
and expensive problems, but the stress
tolerance level of officers or applicants
can be a significant factor in preventing
problems. People have different ways
of coping with stress. Some individuals
are emotionally “liability-prone.” These
individuals have an increased propen-
sity to develop serious behavioral, psy-
chological, and physical problems.
They may become a serious threat to
themselves, fellow officers, the welfare

of the community, and the agency
budget.
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Dr. Fabricatore

Apart from the obvious moral obli-
gation law enforcement agencies have
to ensure that their officers do not
abuse their powers, inappropriate po-
lice behavior is e:pensive. The cost of
investigating and processing personnel
complaints is high. Disciplinary actions
often include suspension, which re-
duces manpower. In addition, lawsuits
and civil claims are costly in both dol-
lars and manpower and are devastat-
ing to agency morale. The courts have
identified “negligent admission” and
“negligent retention” of officers as
agency liabilities. Most agencies can
trace a major portion of their unfavor-
able incidents to a relatively small
number of officers. It is in the area of
identifying applicants whose behavior
will be costly to the agency that psy-
chological screening efforts can be
most effective.

Strategies—'‘Seiect In” or “Screen
Out”

Too often, police administrators
are led to believe in a “select in" strat-
egy, which suggests that psychological
evaluations can aid in selecting the
best candidate for police work. This is
not quite true. Psychological input can
be helpful in deciding which individuais
within an agency or department are
suitable for specific assignments, such
as Special Weapons and Tactics
(SWAT), hostage negotiation, or bomb
squads, but the most effective use of
psychological evaluation is to “screen
out” or identify those applicants who
may not be emotionally suitable or may
be a high risk for law enforcement. In
our experience, the percentage of
applicants psychologically unsuitable
typically ranges between 5 percent and
20 percent of the applicant pool.

The former strategy—‘select
in"—implies a precision and level of
accuracy that psychologists do not
possess and psychological procedures
do not produce. In addition, this strat-
egy ignores the possibility that future
events, such as personal problems,
could severely impact applicants initial-
ly judged to be acceptable and cause
them to become high-risk employees
at a later time.

Unsuitable applicants do not al-
ways appear to be inappropriate. Appli-
cant pools approximate the normal
curve—some individuals will appear to
be excellent candidates, some will be
obviously unacceptable, and the great
majority will be somewhere in the mid-
dle. Applicants in this middle range
who, in the judgment of a psychologist,
demonstrate risk of engaging in lia-
bility-resulting behavior should be
screened out. This decision is not al-
ways clear, but in admitting individuals
to law enforcement, judgmental deci-
sions should be made with caution.

Other mechanisms should exist in
the screening precess to minimize pos-
sible decision errors. included should
be an appeal or review process con-
ducted i a higher administrative level,

How to Select and Best Use a
Psychological Consultant

It would be ideal for law enforce-
ment agencies to have a full-time men-
tal health professional as part of the
staff. In this case, the professional
should be involved in an orientation
period long enough to provide familiar-
ity with police management, police
officers’ tasks, and criteria for suc-
cessful job performance. Since the ma-
jority of police agencies do not have or
cannot afford full-time mental health
professionals, outside consultants are
used for a variety of psychological
services, including the psychologica!
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“It is the psychologist familiar with law _
enforcement who renders a clinical judgment that brings
expertise and credibility to the screening process.”

screening of applicants. Outside con-
sultants may be psychologists, psychi-
atrists, management consuitants, and
on occasion, physicians. Most often, a
licensed professional or certified con-
sultant is required.

An important consideration in
choosing a professional for a depart-
ment is the person’s ability to relate to
the police organization and to become
knowledgeable in police consultation.
Police agencies are approached by
professionals from all areas and back-
grounds who wish to becorme associat-
ed with an agency or propose a project
on a fee-for-service or contract basis.
In rural areas and small towns, police
organizations sometimes develop
working arrangements with university
professors. In some cases, research
academicians lock upon police officers
as subjects for data-gathering and fail
to understand totally the needs of
police officers and administrators.

Academic parsons working in
applied areas or professionals who
have done research in areas of police
psychology are sometimes better pre-
pared to begin consultation in law
enforcement. It is, however, importarit
that such professionals also possess
training in the area of identifying
clinical or personality issues that could
impair police officers’ performance.
Consultants who are not familiar with
the job should approach the consulta-
tion- task initially as a student, and
police agencies should insist on expos-
ing them to relevant areas of police
work.

10 / FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin

The director or chief of police will
often be the primary contact for the
consultant. The psychological screen-
ing information is usually transmitted
directly to him or to another previously
designated representative. In most
cases, the decision to hire is made by
the chief of police after background
results, medical results, psychological
results, and in some cases, polygraph
results are available. Some agencies
prefer either a “‘yes or no" respcnse as
to whether an applicant is suitable for
police work. This response may be
verbal, followed by a written report.
Some police administrators prefer to
meet with the consultant to discuss
each applicant. However, in most
cases, a detailed written report includ-
ing the background as reviewed by the
consultant, the results of any psycho-
logical tests administered, interview
data, and a summary and recommen-
dation is submitted to the department.

The consultant should function as
part of a team that iacludes all those
involved in processing applicants. It is
strongly desirable for the consultant to
meet with all persons in the system,
including the training officers who will
eventually complete the screening
process by either recommending re-
cruits for permanent status, probation,
or termination. The consultant should
know the training officer's perspective
and be aware of any past psychologi-
cal problems of the recruits. The train-
ing officer should know on what basis
the psychologist will recommend mar-
ginal applicants be accepted with the
hope they will develop as suitable
officers during probation.

Consuitants should be willing to
explain and defend screening deci-
sions should it become necessary.

When an applicant appeals a disqualifi-
cation, the consultant should be availa-
ble to appear before a civil service
board or in court, if necessary.

In many cases, a psychologist or
other professional will be hired solely
to provide preemployment psychologi-
cal screening. After the agency devel-
ops confidence in him, the consultant
may be called upon to perform psycho-
logical “fitness for duty” evaluations
on officers who have demonstrated
patterns of excessive-force complaints
or highly unusual or ‘“liability-prone"
behavior. Also, officers applying for
special assignments, such as bomb
squad technicians cr hostage negotia-
tors, may be evaluated to ensure that
persons chosen are the best suited for
the job. In these cases, the officer's
personnel file and work history provide
valuable information regarding past
performance. Information on the num-
ber and nature of complaints against
the officer, sick time taken, and
performance under stress provides
valuable input for the psychological
consultant.

In all cases, it is important to re-
member that the decision as to who
will be selected for employment and
which officers will receive specialized
assignments remains in the hands of
the administration. The psychologist or
consultant only provides specialized in-

formation and judgments that will be
taken into consideration along with
other important factors. In some in-
stances, police administrators may
choose officers who have not been
recommended by the psychologist. Of-
ten, in these instances, the psychologi-
cal consuitant can identify areas of
needed development and can suggest
to the administration ways of support-
ing individual development.

Screening Components

Police administrators and manag-
ers are often concerned with the valid-
ity of psychological tests. Psycho-
logical instruments and procedures
were developed through scientific and
statistical investigation, but the rel-
evance of any single statistical score
to a well-integrated psychological judg-
ment is often overemphasized. Good
decisions require information. The
three best sources of information in
evaluating law enforcement applicants
are:

1) Psychological tests;

2) Background information; and

3) An indepth or “clinical” interview
by a psychologist knowledgeable in
law enforcement.

All information developed in the
preemployment stages could reason-
ably be used by a clinical psychologist.
Typically, most psychologists choose
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI), the Sixteen Person-
ality Factor Questionnaire (16PF), or
the California Psychological Inventory
(CPI). Extensive information exists on
these instruments and their use in law
enforcement screening;2 however,
psychologists may vary in the psycho-
logical tests they use depending on
their training and experience.

Some psychological tests, such as
the MMPI and the 16PF, can be com-
puter scored, but a psychologist must

review and interpret the results on an
individual basis. Because most com-
puter interpretations of the MMP! are
based on the assumption that the test
applicant is a mental patient or an
outpatient in psychotherapy, negative
or pathological information is likely to
be emphasized. The MMPI can be ex-
tremely useful in screening, but it must
be interpreted by a professional who is
knowledgeable in both the test's sub-
tleties and law enforcement.

The Psychologist as an Expert
Judge

In the psychological screening ap-
proach, the psychologist plays a critical
role in integrating psychological test
results, background informaticn, and
interview data in order to arrive at a
judgment of unsuitability. This is a
“clinical” or expert judgment, not a
statistical or scientific outcome. Stud-
ies have been done relating various
kinds of biographical or psychological
test score information to criterion varia-
bles, such as disciplinary actions, num-
ber of arrests made, commendatinns,
sick time taken, on-the-job automobile
accidents, etc. These studies are help-
ful in suggesting which tests and crite-
ria may be of potential benefit, but to
rely totally on test scores and correla-
tions would be inappropriate. It is the
psychologist familiar with law enforce-
ment who renders a clinical judgment
that brings expertise and credibility to
the screening process.

The psychological consultant,
properly trained and working as sup-
port for management, can maximize
the success and professionalism of the
screening and selection process.

Psychologists cannot predict the
future. However, assuming they know
the intricacies of a police officer's job,
they can develop relevant information
regarding an individual's emotional
functioning in a law enforcement posi-
tion and render a judgment about an
individual's suitability. Psychological
screening minimizes the admission of
inappropriate applicants and is consist-
ent with the safeguards and precau-
tions that the law and commonsense
dictate. FBI
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