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. Background

A STABILITY PROFILE OF
oHIO LAW hNFORCEMENT TRAINEES. o '
1974-1979

Under the auspices of the Ohio Peace Officer Training Council

3

’"xOPOTC), the State of Ohio's accredi%ed trainiﬁg‘schools have provided

mandated training for more than 30,000 péace offiEéts”since 1966.%*
That. large Aumbér prompts"SOme‘important questions about béth the
nature of training and the rolesof law enforcement in Ohio. Who are
these entéring,law enforcement officers, where do they come from and,
perhaﬁs mosf/;mportantly, what happens to fhem,afte: they leave the
OPOTC accredited training instf%utions? |
. ® ‘ D :
'Somellighf was shed on thesé?queétions as a by-product of some

recent reseérchfconducféd for OPdgbﬁby the Office of Criminal Justice

SerVices (0cJs). 0CJs ‘is at the front end of a 15-month law enforcement |

task analysis study. almed at documentlng the frequency, criticallty

- and learnlng difficulty of the numerous tasks performed by Ohio peace

,officets, (The study results should provide an émpefi@al base for a

wide range of personhel?standards'and'@ecisions, as well as document

RV

the‘impbrtanCe of the curfent mandated training program.). In order

%  Does not include private security officers.
i i Saacsnsidh .
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3 / to ident'fy a method for establishing a survey sample for the task F “d . , N -
g indings: Current i
i // analysis stidy, 0CJs staff drew a randon, sequential sample of 317 - §5: Lurrent Employment Status :
ri. F ‘;
* ‘ offlcer record cards from the central OPOTC files (or, about 1% of the . : K et :
) o 5 B {\'\ Tab le 1 1
total number) ** From this draw; 125 of the case officero were , I T £ X, 1llustrates that haLf of all Ohio peace offlcers ‘ :
. . ‘ > Y certlfred £ 1
ideutified as ‘having completed basic training during the six year \Q rom 1974, through 1979 had left their original parent agency
' ' . i . , G \" by May, 1981 :
period, 1974-1979. This time frame is significant for two reasons: o i \\ y May, : o
1. 1974 saw the last major._revision in OPaTC‘mandated,training . ,n: ' o 1¢< \\ S \x r b' ig ’ o “ TABLE 1
(hours); and ‘ - ’ © v 5 4 X,‘ : . VIR TR -
‘ \ O PRESENT STATOUS OF OFFICERS CERTIFIED 1974-1979
2.  the task analysis study isolated these years as ideal for a : i i \ . “; : o r = ' v ENES
R X , , : e V. Origimal A Y e 6w e e a S S ' v g
base so as to survey officets who were in the "medium [ X 8 ﬁ' reency Sttt se s e s e s o W58 (46.4%)
, B , o . Gone ¥ Or - = ' :
BN experience range-" o ‘ ‘\ ' 2 I - ‘\\ lgz\om riginal Agency » LI S S T ) ‘ LI - L ) .62 (49.62) .
y ‘ | | ‘ 5 R ' X; Destiration Unknown. . . . . . .38 (30.4%)
In order to determine the turnover rate among these offlcers-—and b . ' R \\ one to Smaller Agemcy . . . . .8 - 6.47)
¥ g A k ki Y o ’ =
thus. establish a caleulation, fox: ase ertaininﬂ the necessary survey v A O ’ v fone to'Larger Agemcy. . . . . . 8 ( 6.4%)
sample 31ze—~OCJS staff made direct telephone inquiries to the ] ‘R _Gnne to Private Security , . . . 1 ( - +8%)
P »orlglnal,home agency of each of the*125 officers. These inquiries kg o La d Off » v v R SR , ( 1.6%)
?;f"‘ o v ‘determined whether the officer,was,still employed by the agency and, .. o ::; , : ‘K'Qrw Retirid Ceees e e e v W3 ( 2.4%)
%f*-ugu « - if so, at what ramnk. If the officer had 1eft‘the‘agency, an attempt ! ik ’ & Dled Neoee se e e e e e 2 ( 1.6%)
. v , . ‘ SO \ e -
[ : was made to learn his or her new employment loecation. -~ = ; " O k ‘ H , \( ~ ‘ : o
E RRTI N . . SRR | | | N -+ Nonswer \ | SR ' 5 (4w
: "he results of these 125 agency contacts, then, constitute the o i} v ‘ : - X" . ' 125 (100%)
main: f1nd1ngs of this summary Yeport. ‘ o o K -
£ . N : ; ‘ ‘ . . It 1s not immediahely decernible whether the ex1st1ng officers
- o i , . : | | , R v 1 |
‘\f‘ , 1 : | o : _ ‘ - . O : left because their moraxe and sense of mobility were too high or too
bR Y, *
4}ﬁ~ ‘ﬁ IOW'in the environment of the or1g1nal agency, although it would be
- Percentagewise, thlS is Tot aw\impressive sample 51ze. 'However, i e dangerous to autOmatically assume the latter. A fair number of the
. ‘the sample is reliable enough fhr the scope of this brief report | A 'exits (392) were elther circumstantial (lay—offs, retlrements, deaths)
because of the relatlvely large uumber of cases in the sample | S : s VKor involved moves - to other law enforcement agencies. This at least
“and, of course, because of the random nature of the selection. . ‘ 31eaves open the possibility that many of the turnovers left their
g ori - :
' At any rate, the findlngs contalned herein.should be construed ; S : § ginal agencres fox what could have been positive Teasons. .
[&] T Y ‘,
‘more as indicators for OPOTC deciSIOn—makers than as scientific S \ v
G evidence fér the general public.'r eki ' v , e § o | Anongthose 8 Offlcers th were still employed by their original
‘ e T I TS R TR T : R - A ey : agencies in 1981, 47 remained in entry level positions (or thelr
‘ er | r L | k et f;. 3 o equivalent), most often in ‘a patrol capacity. ‘Table 2 reflects the
¥ o . \ | o SR ‘;;l S ff_ L mobillty pattern of the 58 offlcers still employed by their origlndl
o N RS AR . S : o ‘ R B - fagencies.f Gl . S K ,
\ i I.2 L ‘i,’v ; N " - - RS, o e 1 : LA o : - S ~0
. Y : - 1 “ 1 . . . . ‘ N ‘v:\ ; .
. 5 i ) A s . . . . & i i & : W Y . A% .
R T > : . & : ) . o o . i‘ T w,ww‘g.ﬂ - L"'J bt i e e e st - ) . o | ‘ \:\\\‘ ' ) g : (§
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Findings: ‘Effect of Jurisdiction Size

e

Ev1dence of pronotlons can be seen in less than 20/ of the cases

(8-10), and even these could have been somethlng 1ess than actual

v promotlons if they occurred in very‘small agencles.

. TABLE 2

BERRG

© CURRENT JOB STATUS AMONG OFFICERS STILL EMPLOYED BY ORIGINAL AGENCIES*

S
AR

CoSergeant. . . ale i . i ... W3 (5.22)
B Patrol OFFicer. . . « « o+ =« + . 28 (48.27)

‘J ‘  Auxiliaxy Patrol Officeéf. « . + .« 8 (13.8%)
‘,A;“ kSpec1a1 Deputy. A J. o e 5 ( 8.6%)
< “~ Deputy. o« hoWe e e t . ; Y A (12.12}1;¢

yReserve Deputy. .’;‘.‘. O ( 1.72) N
Marshalle o v v o s o o o v o o v _2 :( 3.4%)
kJailer.‘. AT .-;k.”;~,k 1 ( 1.7%)
o DiSpatcner. . . .’. R O ‘('1.7%)
) ‘Security (state). . + o v o v v owo 1 ( 1.7%)
VR RSP SRR db o'/ N
. 58 ( 99.8%)

e -

It could reasonably be supposed that agency'amdfjurisdiction:size

would influence turnover rates within law enforcement agencies. This o

supposition is grounded in the more attractlve salary schedules,

fringe benefits, equipment, and advancement opportunﬁtles to be found

o

“

% Since the total number of OPOTC certified trainees dld not

fluctuate greatly from year to year during the period, and since ’
‘1979 was the low' year in the series, the large number of entry
“level positions in Table, 2 cannot be dme to a glut of officers
trained during the ldtest year of the perlod

("Annual Report..
1980" OPOTC, p.10). :

o

S sy S T R T T

st T

in the larger urban departments which, therefore, should be

i

,experiencing lower turnover rates. To a certain extent this belief is ,/
- borne out by the make-up of the survey sample itself. . Since the vf
sample base is the OPOTC training flles, composed of new law enforcement , &
offlcers, -any . dlsproportlonately large number of drawn cases would oy
indicate a higher turnover rate for that jurisdiction (51ze) grouping. : o
‘Figure 1 illustrates that the Jurlsdlctlonal grouplngs within the : /
sample do not, 1n fact correspond to actual employment flgures. ‘
0
[} ‘ : g.}
, : ’ 1
Figure 1
i<
Breakout of Sample
by
Type of Jurisdiction
f‘
; - Medium :
Counties Medjum Cities .
7%
Small Cities Large Counties. ;
A 25%
flarge © )
Cities
]-I% s e
A 1
-5
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The greatest dlscrepancy ‘can be seen among municipal police

(o n

St e
U

P oY

' departments. Large o]tleS (over 100,000 Population) employ nearly There is other ovidence from the sample to support this Qe g .
dep . =

"

c LR conclusion.* Figure 2 demonstrates the increased stability among the .
fficers, and more than three . i
half of all of Ohio's mnnicipal police o s {

N

. : ~ larger city agencies, although the - correlation is not a perﬁect ora as
: - L , 1 municipalities. The sample, o
A times the number mp10y8d 1“ smal

- : L ti so that small city officers v . ~ the medium. sized citles also proved quite stable _ The larger cltiesQJ
L ' -~ however, reversed this, proportien: b three~to-one margin, . o ' exhiﬁited_752:m0re "stays' among their sample representatiVes than did
g o AT 'OUtnumbered thelr larse ity eatmsppazes y1at d demands for more T , the small cityoagencies3 wherain 60% of the 1974~79 OPOTC ttainees hai
; . S \Clearly the. fummover rates, W1th their corrih: :mall municipal agencies. : ‘ %{k&; o o left tneir_departmenfs by 1981:201t'is worthinoting that ‘10 of the 40
‘iﬂ R ‘training of new officers? are higher among N ' 210 small city officers left to continue law enforcement careers

L c ‘ ' L e Ay

‘elsewhere, wi;ﬁﬁl.of these going to larger agencies. Again, the

: S : Figure 2 = upward direction of. stability appears evident. "¢ =

H { . R : % s T\] i I8 . Y

} e 4 : , : . oo : Ty ’ k ‘ , \ B £

: o = percent of Officers Still Employed L . . S B Ao ; ¢
B : : ‘ erngnnllmemw S : k L : S It is inltlallywsurprising and seemingly contradictory that large "

Type of dJurisdiction

counties had also lost 60% of- their officers from the sample. One e R

o explanation for this might be the healthyvnumber of alternate job

<3N

o

opportunities available in urbanbcounties which could drain of Lo S

sheriff s personnel, (Ray differences ‘could explain why the same | , B

71% phenomenon does not occur among large city law enforcmment officers.) ’

A further explanation might be reduced number of laW‘enforcement

Q.f i

&
TH responsibilities in the large counties where mun1c1pa1 saturation

~deprives the sheriff of Jurﬁsdlctional area, "In such counties most

sheriffs duties genter around the county Jail systems ratker than E R

\\ ( .
more traditional roles of lay enforcement officers. Finances may also

be crucial at this point. It may be significant that the sample‘s

only two "layoffs" occurred in a large county agency.

x i B e

) ‘ e B : \ . . : : - : N

| e ECNR | T
*\, WThe employment ("MOney’and\\anpower": 1980, SAC)'figureS'and , .
- ’ training figures do not nmt?h up exactly, but are close enough to
o , ) , ﬁ | 3 - ,p be significant glven the drapatic difference. "Money and
| ' ‘ 1 o ' Manpower" defines Wsmall citjes as those with less than 10,000
; : : SR N P ‘i g S c . o population,‘and deals w1th 19V7 data,
- - Smal Large  Medium ~ tlarge  Medium RN o ‘ o S c ‘ # L e
i :C?iils : Coun%ieS«” Counties ~  Cities Citles. © .0 R el R . c ~ ‘ S
RS e ~ 52"888, gooono) ‘loo,000)  100,000) 100,000 FEEEE |
y 6 . ) "1‘ g 7 o ” o | 5
o 7 ! Lo
; e 3 m.z;{ ) ¢
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