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Introduction

By virtue of the fact that policing is a highly discretionary, coercive activity that
routinely takes place in private settings, out of the sight of supervisors, and before witnesses
who are often regarded as unreliable, it is, as the history of virtually every police agency in the
world bears testimony, an occupation that is ripe with opportunities for misconduct of many
types. One type of misconduct, corruption - the abuse of police authority for gain - has been
particularly problematic. Contributing to the difficulties of controlling corruption is not only
the reluctance of police officers to report corrupt activities of their fellow officers - a
phenomenon sometimes identified as The Code or the Blue Curtain - and the reluctance of
police administrators to admit the existence of corruption, but also the fact that the typical
corrupt transaction benefits the parties to it and thus leaves no immediate victim-complainant
to report or call attention to it.

Until relatively recently the administrative view of corruption was to see it as largely
reflective of the moral defects of individual police officers and to fight corruption by carefully
screening applicants for police positions, pursuing defective officers aggressively, and
removing them from their police positions before their behavior spread throughout the agency.
Sometimes referred to as the “bad apple” theory of police corruption, it has been subject to
severe criticism in recent years.

Contemporary approaches to corruption, pioneered by Goldstein,' stress the
importance of four organizational and occupational dimensions of corruption that go beyond
the understanding of it as a problem of the moral defects of individual “bad-apple” police
officers.

Organizational Rules

The first of these dimensions is organizational rules and the manner in which they are
made, communicated to police, and understood by them. In nations in which police are highly
decentralized (e.g., the United States) police organizations differ markedly in what they
officially prohibit as corrupt behavior. This is particularly true of marginally or mala prohibita
corrupt behavior such as off-duty employment, receipt of favors, gratuities, small gifts, free
meals, and discounts. The problem is further complicated by the fact that in many agencies,
while an agency’s official policy formally prohibits such activities, the agency’s unofficial
policy, supported firmly but in silence by supervisors and administrators, is to permit and
ignore such behaviors provided that they are limited and conducted discretely.

"H. Goldstein, Police Corruption: Perspective on its Nature and Control (Washington, DC: The Police
Foundation, 1975) and H. Goldstein, Policing a Free Society (Cambridge: Ballinger, 1977). See also L. Sherman,
Scandal and Reform (Berkeley: Univ. Of California Press, 1978);G. Marx, Surveillance (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1991); M. Punch, Conduct Unbecoming: The Social Construction of Police Deviance and Control
(London: Tavistock, 1986); and P.K. Manning and L Redlinger, “The Invitational Edges of Police Construction,” in
C. Klockars and S. Mastrofski (Eds.) Thinking about Police (New York: McGraw Hill, 1993) pp. 398-412.
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Corruption Control Techniques

The second organizational dimension of corruption is the whole range of activities
police agencies employ to prevent and control it. These include, but are not limited to
education in ethics, proactive and reactive corruption investigation, integrity testing, and the
general deterrence of corruption by the discipline and punishment of offenders. The extent
to which these and other organizational anti-corruption techniques are employed also varies
greatly between agencies.

“The Code”

The third organizational dimension of corruption has already been mentioned. It is
“The Code” or the “Blue Curtain” - the informal prohibition in the occupational culture of
policing against reporting the misconduct of fellow police officers. The contours of the Code
can vary in a variety of ways. Exactly what behavior is covered by The Code varies
enormously among police agencies. In some agencies it may cover only relatively low-level
corruption; in others it may cover corruption of even the most serious degree. The Code not
only differs in the type of behavior it covers but also differs with respect to whom the benefits
of its coverage are extended. In some agencies The Code is largely limited to police partners
who enjoy vis a vis one another, a testimonial immunity that police liken to traditionally
privileged relationships between husband and wife, physician and patient, or attorney and
client. In other departments the benefits of The Code may be extended to all police officers,
even those employed by other agencies. Third, and finally, both who and what The Code
covers can vary substantially not only between but within police agencies. Particularly in large
police agencies the occupational culture of integrity can vary substantially between precincts,
task forces, and work groups. Drug enforcement units can, for example, share a very different
Code than traffic, juvenile, or patrol units.

The Influence of Public Expectations on Police Integrity

The fourth and final dimension of police corruption to which contemporary police
theory gives emphasis is the influence of the social, economic, and political environment in
which police institutions, systems, and agencies operate. Even within the same country, as
United States history illustrates, there are areas with long and virtually uninterrupted
traditions of police corruption, equally long traditions of minimal corruption, and still others
that have undergone repeated cycles of scandal and reform. From such histories we may
conclude not only that public expectations about police integrity exert vastly different
pressures on police agencies in different areas, but also that public pressures toward
corruption may be successfully resisted.

Methodological Challenges and Conceptual Resolutions to the Problems of Studying of Police
Corruption

Itis, of course, possible to bring many types of theory to the study of police corruption.
One of the main virtues of an organizational as opposed to an individual, “Bad Apple”

approach is that an organizational approach is far more amenable to systematic, quantitative
research.
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Corruption is extremely difficult to study in a direct, quantitative, empirical manner.
Because most corruption incidents are never reported or recorded, official data on corruption
are better regarded as a measure of police agency anti-corruption activity than the actual level
of corruption. Moreover, police officers are unlikely to be willing to candidly report their own
or other officer’s corrupt activities, even in the face of assurances of confidentiality by
researchers.

In contrast to these limitations on the direct study of corrupt behavior, the major
propositions of an organizational/occupational approach to the study of police integrity involve
questions of fact and opinion that can be explored directly and without anything like the
resistance that direct inquiries about corrupt behavior are likely to provoke. Itis, for example,
possible to ask non-threatening questions about officers’ knowledge of agency rules and
questions of officers’ opinions about the seriousness of their violation, the punishment they
deserve or are likely to receive, and their estimates of the willingness of officers to report such
behavior without asking them directly about their own or others’ corrupt behavior.

Finally, very different goals and visions of police integrity characterize individualistic
and occupational/organizational culture approaches to the understanding of corruption. The
individualistic approach envisions the police agency of integrity to be one from which all
morally defective individual officers have been removed and in which the agency remains
vigilant in preventing their entry or emergence. By contrast, the occupational/organizational
culture approach envisions a police agency of integrity to be one in which the culture of that
agency is highly intolerant of corruption.

Methodologically, the consequences of these different vision is critical. Measuring the
level of corrupt behavior, the number of morally defective police officers, and agency vigilance
in their discovery may not be impossible, but the obstacles to it are enormous. Measuring how
seriously officers regard misconduct, how willing they are to support punishment of it, and
how willing they are to tolerate it in silence - the occupational culture of police integrity - is
well within the capacities of modern social science.

Measuring Police Integrity

In order to measure police integrity a questionnaire was designed that presented
respondents with eleven hypothetical case scenarios. The scenarios, displayed in Exhibit 1,
covered a range of behavior from that which merely gave an appearance of conflict of interest
(Case 1) to incidents of bribery (Case 3) and theft (Cases 5 and 11).

Respondents were asked to evaluate each of these case scenarios by responding to six
questions. Each pair of questions was reflective of a dimension of police integrity - the
normative inclination among police to resist temptations to abuse the rights and privileges of
their occupation. Two pertained to their own and other officers’ perceptions of the seriousness
of each case; two pertained to the discipline it should and would receive; and two to their own
and other officers’ willingness to report it (See Exhibit 2).
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The Samples

At present, the survey has been administered to four different national samples of
police officers, one in Croatia, one in Slovenia, one in Poland, and one in the United States.

Exhibit 1

he takes a watch, wort
had been stolen during th
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(The Polish and Slovenian samples are currently under analysis and will not be discussed in
this report.) The Croatian national sample consisted of 1649 police officers from 41 differ-

ent police stations. It was a geographically stratified, representative sample of the entire
country’s police force. The U.S. sample consisted of 3,235 officers from thirty different police
agencies. Although the U.S. agencies were drawn from many different parts of the U.S. and
the sample is quite large, it is a convenience sample that over represents municipal, East Coast
police agencies that were receptive to requests to participate in the research. About 19% of the
respondents in the Croatian sample were in supervisory positions as compared with 20% in

Exhibit 2

the U.S. sample. The average length of service was 3.33 years for Croatian respondents and
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4.54 years for U.S. respondents.

National Integrity Profiles: The Cross-Cultural Results

Tables 1 and 2 report the summary results for the U.S. and Croatian national samples.
In general, both the U.S. and Croatian data illustrate that police officer respondents in both
countries were highly consistent in their attitudes toward corrupt behavior: the more serious
they regarded a behavior, the more severely they believed it should and would be punished,
and the more willing they believed they and other officers would be to report it. There was,
also, a very high correlation between the rank ordering of answers to all of the six core
questions, not only within but between the Croatian and U.S. samples. Those findings suggest
that there exists a shared understanding among the police officers in both countries of the
hierarchy of the seriousness of various types of corruption and abuse.

Although U.S. and Croatian officers share a common understanding of the way in
which the eleven cases presented to them should be rank ordered in terms of their relative
seriousness, appropriate and expected discipline, and their own and other officers’ willingness

to report them, officers from both nations differed markedly in their absolute assessments of
the cases.

Differences in Assessments of Seriousness

There were statistically significant differences between U.S. and Croatian police
assessments of all eleven cases. In 9 of the 11 cases U.S. officers find the behavior described
in the case more serious than their Croatian counterparts. While we should expect statistically
significant differences because of the sample size, there appear to be six cases in which the
differences of opinion on seriousness are not only statistically significant, but the absolute
mean differences are substantial. The only case reflecting a substantially higher seriousness
assessment by Croatian officers is the case of the officer who operates an off-duty security
system business (Case 1). The reason for this difference is that such behavior is prohibited by
law in Croatia while two-thirds of the U.S. respondents reported that it was not a violation of
policy in their agency. The other five cases that reflect substantial difference in seriousness
evaluations are: Case 3-Accepting a Bribe from a Speeding Motorist; Case 4-Accepting
Holiday Gifts from Merchants; Case 6-Auto Repair 5% Kickback; Case 9-Accepting Free
Drinks to Ignore a Late Bar Closing; and Case 10-Use of Excessive Force on a Car Thief after

a Chase. All of these cases are evaluated as substantially more serious by U.S. than Croatian
officers.

Differences in Appropriate and Expected Discipline

Evaluation of differences between U.S. and Croatian officers on questions of discipline
are complicated by the fact that it was not possible to offer Croatian officers the same
disciplinary options that were offered to U.S. officers. Croatian law did not provide for a
demotion as a punishment. It did allow for both fines and “public reprimands,” two
punishments that are not normally disciplinary options in the U.S. Due to these differences
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the Croatian questionnaire had five disciplinary options “1=None; 2=Public Reprimand; 3=
Fine; 4=Suspension without pay; and 5=Dismissal;” the U.S. questionnaire had six.
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Case 10 Publi
Excessive Force on Car Thief 3.03 5 2.82 5 2.14 3 None 2.40 3 Reprima
Case 11
Theft from Found Wallet 4.55 10 | 416 | 10 3.82 10 Fine 3.87 | 10 Fine

These differences in disciplinary options compromise attempts at more precise
comparisons than are possible with both seriousness and willingness to report responses. A
more limited analysis, based upon whether respondents believed no discipline, some
discipline less than dismissal, or dismissal was appropriate or expected in each case, found
that with the exception of Case 1 (off-duty security system) and Case 2 (free meals,
discounts on beat) U.S. police officers support and expect more severe discipline for the
conduct described in all of the case scenarios than did their Croatian counterparts. In only
one case, Case 5 (Theft of a Watch from a Crime Scene), and that by the slimmest of
margins, did Croatian officers expect to be disciplined with dismissal. Moreover, in no case
did the majority of Croatian respondents support dismissal for any of the types of
misconduct described in the survey. By contrast, the majority of U.S. police officers
thought dismissal was the appropriate punishment for Case 3 (Accepting a Bribe from a
Speeding Motorist); Case 5 (Theft of a Watch from a Crime Scene) and Case 11 (Theft of
Money from a Found Wallet). In the bribery case the majority of U.S. officers thought that
suspension without pay would be the punishment - a punishment which, in the opinion of
the majority of U.S. officers, was too lenient.

Differences in Willingness to Report

Responses to the willingness to report questions describe the Police Code of Silence
in each country. In both countries the Code appears to be very strong. On a five point scale
where circling a “1'" on the scale indicated a respondent would “definitely not” report an
offense, while circling a “5'" indicated the respondent “definitely” would report it, the mean
score of U.S. officers exceeded 4.0 in only three of the eleven cases, one involving bribery
and the other two involving theft. When U.S. officers were asked how likely most other
officers in their agency were to report misconduct, only one case-Case 5, involving the theft
of a watch from a crime scene, earned a mean value higher than 4.0.

While the Code is quite strong among U.S. police, it is substantially stronger among
Croatian officers. With respect to officers’ estimates of both their own and most other
officers’ willingness to report misconduct, in the Croatian sample none of the scenarios
earned a mean score of 4.0 or more and only four of the scenarios earned a mean score of
3.0 or more on the five point scale.

Individual Agency Integrity Profiles
While measuring the inclination of a nation’s police to resist temptations to abuse
the rights or privileges of their occupation may prove useful for academic, historical, or
cross-cultural studies of police, the ability to measure the culture of integrity of an
individual police agency is more relevant to both police administrators who are responsible
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for them and citizens who are policed by them. National averages mask great differences
in the individual agencies that compose them. Each of the 30 U.S. agencies surveyed was
presented with an “Integrity Profile” that sought to unmask those differences.

Each agency’s integrity profile compared and ranked the responses of officers in
that agency with those of officers from the other agencies in the national sample. In
agencies of sufficient sample size, analyses presented in their integrity profiles also
identified areas of resistance to or lack of support for discipline, differences between line
officer, supervisor, and administrative opinion on discipline, and a detailed portrait of the
contours of the Code among line officers.

A review of the integrity profiles of two large agencies in the U.S. sample will help
illustrate the full range of these applications. Agency A is a large municipal agency of
approximately 500 sworn officers. It is highly receptive to research and enjoys both a
national and local reputation for a high level of integrity. Agency B is also a large
municipal agency of approximately 850 sworn officers. It has a long history of scandal
and, despite various efforts at reform, continues to carry a local and national reputation as
a police agency with persistent corruption problems. An examination of the survey results
from each agency, summarized in Tables 3 and 4, gives strong, detailed, and specific
support to the public reputations of both agencies.

Agencies A & B: Contrasts in Perceptions of Seriousness

Each integrity profile presented the agency not only with a summary of the rank,
mean, and standard deviation for the responses from that agency but also the same figures
for agencies of similar size, and the national sample. These figures probably failed to
communicate much meaning to differences in absolute scores - even to a reader who
studied them closely. A more compact, comparative sense of the meaning of the scores of
each agency was developed to express where the scores from an individual agency ranked
that agency among the thirty agency national sample.

To determine an agency’s summary ranking on the question that asked about
officers’ own perceptions of the seriousness of the behavior described in each case, the
mean score of each agency’s responses for each of the eleven cases was rank ordered from
highest (1) to lowest (30). An agency was then awarded three (3) points if its mean score
placed it among the top ten agencies on any question, two (2) points if it scored among the
middle ten, and one (1) point if it scored among the lowest ten. These scores were then
summed for all eleven cases. Using this scaling system agency scores could range on
questions of officers’ own perceptions of seriousness from eleven (11), for an agency that
scored in the lowest third of agencies on all eleven questions, to thirty three (33), for an
agency that scored in among the highest third of agencies on all eleven questions.

These summary scores formed the basis on which the agencies were placed in rank
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order from 1 to 30 and told that their agency ranked “nth out of 30" in their officers’ own
perceptions of offense seriousness. Exactly the same procedure was used to calculate a

summary score and ranking for each agency’s responses about most officers’ perceptions
of seriousness.

When this system was used to rank the seriousness scores of Agency A, it came out
in a five way tie for 10th place among the 30 agencies in terms of officer’s own estimates of
seriousness and in a three way tie for 11th place among the 30 agencies in terms of officers’
estimates of how serious most officers in their agency would rate the cases. Agency B’s
responses placed it in a two way tie for 27th place out of 30 agencies on officers’ own
estimates of seriousness and in a four way tie for 22nd place among the 30 agencies on
estimates of how serious most officers in their agencies would rate the cases.

Because a key component of an occupational environment that is intolerant of
corruption is the belief among officers that such behavior is wrong, Agency A presents
seriousness scores that are encouraging. By contrast, Agency B’s seriousness scores imply
a level of tolerance of corruption that may be problematic.

Agencies A & B: Contrasts in Discipline

Inspection of the mean scores for discipline on Tables 3 and 4 above show that
officers in Agency A not only expected more severe discipline in almost every case than did
officers in Agency B, they also thought in virtually every case that more severe discipline
was appropriate. This finding is consistent with the differences that were reflected in each
agency’s seriousness scores. The more serious police officers regard an abuse of their office,
the more willing they are to see it punished.

The same procedure that was used to establish summary scores that rank ordered
all 30 police agencies on seriousness was also used to rank order them on discipline. Using
this method of rank ordering agencies, Agency A received a score of 29 out of a possible 33
points on the “discipline should receive” questions and 31 out of a possible 33 points on the
“discipline would receive” questions. These scores place Agency A in a two way tie for 2nd
place among the 30 agencies surveyed. Agency B received a score of 16 out of a possible 33
points on the “discipline should receive” questions and 20 out of a possible 33 points on the
“discipline would receive” questions. These scores place Agency B in a three way tie for 23
place among the 30 agencies surveyed on the “discipline should receive” questions and in a

two way tie for 18th position among the 30 agencies we surveyed on the “discipline would
receive” questions.

Minority Opinions on Discipline

Although there are clearly very different disciplinary environments in Agency A
and Agency B, both agencies contained substantial minorities of officers who held specific
differences of opinion on discipline. To assist each agency in understanding both the
nature and the strength of that minority opinion, their integrity profiles presented two
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types of information on minority opinion in their agency. The first explored overall
differences of opinion on the fairness of discipline and the second revealed differences of
opinion on discipline between and among line officers, supervisors, and administrators.

14
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Table 4 - Agency B: Summary of Responses

CASE NUMBER & SERIOUSNES(?M PUNISHMEN(T Would Bbedr)
DESCRIPTION Own h ers id i rawguld
wn iigty Rt L CIRYIRRRRS

Case 1

Off-Duty Security System 1.36 1 1.40 1 1.26 1 none 1.34 1 non

Business

Case 2

Free Meals, Discounts, on 2.85 4 2.57 3 2.32 2 verbal 2.52 2 verb

Beat reprimand reprim

Case 3

Bribe from Speeding Motorist 478 | 10 | 460 10 4.44 10 suspend 4.45 10 susp

w/o pay wlo p

Case 4

Holiday Gifts from Merchants 279 3 2.61 4 2.60 4 verbal 2.89 4 verb
reprimand reprim

Case 5

Crime Scene Theft of Watch 4.79 1 462 11 4.90 11 dismiss 4.93 1" dismi
Case

Case 6

Auto Repair Shop 5% 402 7 3.75 7 3.75 8 suspend 3.92 8 susp

Kickback w/o pay wiop

Case7

Supervisor: holiday off for 4.05 8 3.85 8 3.52 7 suspend 3.53 7 susp

tune-up wio pay w/o p

Case 8

Cover-Up of Pol. DUI 2.68 2 2.54 2 2.58 3 none 2.84 3 non

Accident

Case 9

Drinks to Ignore Late Bar 3.77 6 3.44 6 3.18 6 suspend 3.30 5 susp
w/o pay w/o p

Case 10

Excessive Force on Car Thief 3.49 5 3.22 5 3.16 5 suspend 3.47 6 susp
w/o pay wiop

Case 11 suspend susp

Theft from Found Wallet 4.55 9 424 9 413 9 wio pay 4.26 9 wl/op

Disciplinary Fairness

To obtain a measure of officer perceptions of disciplinary fairness each
respondent’s score on the “discipline WOULD receive” scale was subtracted from his or
her score on the “discipline SHOULD receive” scale. If the difference was greater than
zero, it indicated that the respondent thought the expected discipline was too lenient. If the
difference was less than zero, it indicated that the respondent thought the expected
discipline was too harsh. If the difference was zero, it meant that the respondent thought
the discipline expected was, in terms of severity, fair.

Tables 3, 4, and 5 below display the results of this analysis for the entire national
sample as well Agencies A and B. Overall, in the national sample and in Agencies A and B
the vast officers thought that discipline was fair, at least in terms of its severity. However,
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in our national sample, more than twenty percent of officers believed that the discipline
they would receive in their agencies would be too harsh in four cases: Case 2 - receiving
free meals and discounts on their beats; Case 4 - receiving holiday gifts from merchants on
their beats; Case 8 - covering up a DUI offense and minor accident by a police officer; and
Case 10 - using excessive force on a car thief after a foot pursuit.

Similar sentiments about the undue severity of discipline for these same four cases
were reflected in the responses of officers from both Agency A and Agency B. In both
agencies objections to the undue severity of discipline prevailed with a substantial minority
of officers in both agencies, despite the fact that in Agency B the general disciplinary
environment was far less severe than in Agency A.

Line Officer, Supervisor, and Administrator Opinions on Discipline

The Integrity Profiles of all agencies of sufficient sample size included a table that
displayed the mean, standard deviation, and modal responses of line officers, supervisors
and administrators on discipline Three matters of some importance may be explored by

examining the data presented in this table. Tables 6 and 7 display these data for Agencies
A and B.

First, by comparing the mean scores of answers by line officers to those of
supervisors and administrators on the discipline WOULD receive question, it is possible to
assess how well an agency does in communicating its disciplinary threat to line officers.
Although Agency A generally threatens more severe discipline than Agency B, line officers
in both agencies appear equally able to predict the discipline that would follow from
engaging in the behavior described in each of the 11 cases.
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Second, by comparing line officer discipline SHOULD receive answers with the
supervisor and administrative WOULD receive answers, it is also possible to assess the
level of line officer support for discipline in each case. In both agencies there is a slight
tendency for line officers to prefer less severe discipline than they would receive.

Third, comparison of the differences in line officer, supervisor, or administrator
“should” and “would” responses as well as the standard deviation associated with each of
the mean scores may reveal the diversity of opinion about appropriate and expected
discipline at each of these levels in a police agency. After the marked difference in absolute
levels of discipline that officers in Agency A and B thought appropriate, what most
distinguishes Agency A from B is the higher standard deviations associated with the scores
at all levels of Agency B. In Agency A standard deviations that were greater than or equal
to 1.3 were found in only 7 of a total 66 cells in Table 6. In the equivalent table for Agency
B, Table 7, standard deviations of 1.3 or more were found in 37 out of a possible 66 cells.
Among administrators in Agency B there was substantial disagreement not only about how
an officer who ran an off-duty security business should and would be disciplined, but the
same levels of divergent opinion existed about the appropriate and expected discipline for a
police officer who accepted a bribe, took a kickback, or stole from a found wallet or crime
scene. Not surprisingly, the same levels of variation in opinion reign among both
supervisors and line officers in Agency B.

Agencies A & B: Contrasts in The Code

When all thirty police agencies surveyed were ranked from highest (# 1) to lowest (#
30) in terms of their willingness-to-report scores, Agency A came out in 3rd place out of 30
agencies in terms of officers’ estimates of their own willingness to report the behavior
described in the eleven cases. Their answers to the question about what behavior they
thought most officers in their agency would be willing to report placed it in a two way tie
for 7th place out of all 30 agencies surveyed. These scores indicate that officers in Agency A
are much less willing than officers in most agencies surveyed to tolerate corruption and
abuse in silence. It is a police agency in which the Code, relatively speaking, is under
control.

Using the same ranking system, Agency B came out in 23rd place out of 30 agencies
in terms of officers’ estimates of their own willingness to report the behavior described in
the eleven cases. Their answers to the question about what behavior they thought most
officers in their agency would be willing to report placed it in a four way tie for 21st place
out of all 30 agencies surveyed. These scores indicate that officers in Agency B are much
more willing than officers in most agencies surveyed to tolerate corruption and abuse in

silence. The Code is very strong in Agency B and provides an environment in which police
misconduct can flourish.
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Table 6 - Agency A: Discipline Means, Standard Deviations, and Modal Responses from
Line Officers, Supervisors, and Administrators
Line Officers Supervisors Administrators
Case # & Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline
Description SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD
Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive
Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean:
Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev:
Mode Mode Mode Mode Mode Mode
Case 1 % =142 %x=1.70 x=1.61 x=1.62 x=3.12 %=2.00
Off Duty Alarm SD=0.89 SD=1.06 SD=0.93 SD=0.93 SD =1.56 SD=1.37
System Business | None None None None Verbal Rep. None
Case 2 % =2.40 % =276 %=3.02 %=2.79 %x=3.12 % =288
Free Meals and SD=0.95 SD=0.95 SD =1.00 SD=0.97 SD=1.54 SD= 1.56
Discounts on Verbal Rep. | Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep. | Verbal Rep. Verbal Rep.
Beat i
Case 3 % =492 %=4.86 x=543 =512 % = 5.06 % =4.59
Bribe from Speed | SD =1.02 SD=1.12 SD=0.91 8D = 1.06 SD=1.09 SD=1.23
ing Motorist Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss
Case 4 % =267 %=3.10 % =298 % =295 x=3.29 % =3.29
Holiday Gifts from | SD =1.24 SD=1.23 SD=1.05 SD=1.09 SD =0.98 SD=10.92
Merchants Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep. | Suspension | Writn. Rep.
Case 5 % = 5.82 %= 571 % =593 5 = 5,86 %= 5.65
Theft of Watch SD=0.59 SD=0.77 SD =0.37 SD = 0.52 SD =0.79
from Crime Scene | Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss
Case 6 % = 4.38 %=446 % =4.58 %= 4.40 %= 5,00 % =4.88
Auto Repair Shop | SD =1.17 : 5 | SD=1.08 SD =1.08 SD =1.00 SD=0.99
5% Kickback Suspension | Suspension | Suspension | Suspension | Susp./Dism. | Suspension
Case 7 % =3.52 x=3.17 % = 3.86 x=3.51 % =3.94 % =3.47
Supervisor: Holi- | SD=1.24 SD=1.28 SD =1.17 SD=1.20 SD=1.30 SD=1.28
day Off for Auto Writn. Rep. | Writn. Rep. Writn. Rep Writn. Rep. | Demotion Writn. Rep.
Tune Up Suspension
Case 8 % =279 £=3.32 % =3.18 %=3.39 %x=3.29 %x=3.29
Cover Up of Offi- SD=1.15 SD=1.09 SD =0.97 SD=0.76 SD=1.05 SD=1.10
cer DUI Incident Writn. Rep. Suspension | Writn. Rep. Suspension | Writn. Rep Writn. Rep
Case 9 % = 4.01 =407 | x=a52 %=4.23 % = 4.35 %=4.18
Free Drinks to SD=0.95 -1 SD=0.53 SD =0.87 SD=1.13 SD=1.13
Ignore Late Bar Suspension | Suspension | Suspension | Suspension | Suspension
Case 10 % =3.95 % =4.15 x =412 % =3.91 =417 %z =3.88
Excessive Force SD=0.99 SD=0.89 SD =0.76 SD=0.35 SD=0.73 SD=0.48
on Car Thief Suspension | Suspension | Suspension | Suspension | Suspension | Suspension
Case 11 % =5.34 %=518 | x=580 =561 | ==576 % =5.41
Theft from found | SD=1.03 SD=1.06 | SD=0.65 SD=089 . | SD=0.66 SD=0.94
Wallet Dismiss ‘Dismiss = * | Dismiss Dismiss | Dismiss Dismiss
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Table 7 - Agency B: Discipline Means, Standard Deviations, and Modal Responses from
Line Officers, Supervisors, and Administrators.
Line Officers Supervisors Administrators
Case # & Descrip- Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline Discipline
tion SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD SHOULD WOULD
Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive Receive
Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean: Mean:
Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev: Std. Dev:
Mode: Mode Mode Mode Mode Mode
Case 1 % =1.22 =134 x=1.34 =127 % =1.56 % =1.56
Off Duty Alarm Sys- | SD =0.63 SD=0.81 SD =0.91 SD=0.87 SD=1.29 SD.=1.29
tem Business None None None None None None
Case 2 x=2.24 % =248 =270 g=272 % =250 % =2.61
Free Meals and Dis- SD=1.04 sSD=1.10 SD=1.01 SD =0.91 SD=1.25 SD.=1.50
counts on Beat Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep.
Case 3 % =4.36 % =4.38 % = 4.91 % =4.84 5 =4.44 % =4.39
Bribe from Speeding SD=1.26 SD=1.17 SD=1.39 SD=1.40 SD=1.46 SD.=1.38
Motorist Suspen- Suspen- Dismiss Dismiss Suspen- Suspension
sion sion - sion
Case 4 % =2.53 =286 | x=296 % =298 % =2.39 %=272
Holiday Gifts from SD=1.40 SD=1.35 SD=1.35 SD=1.36 SD=0.98 SD=1.07
Merchants Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep. | Verbal Rep. | Writn. Rep. | Writn. Rep.
Case S %=4.83 % =487 =534 % =527 =494 % =483
Theft of Watch from SD=1.20 SD=1.18 SD=1.18 SD=1145 | SD=1.39 SD.=1.38
Crime Scene Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss Dismiss
Case 6 %=3.65 %=3.84 %=4.29 % =4.35 % = 3.56 % =3.83
Auto Repair Shop 5% | SD=1.48 SD=1.40 SD=1.33 SD=1.29 SD=1.50 SD=1.29
Kickback Suspen- Suspen- Suspen- Suspen- Suspen- Suspension
sion sion sion sion sion
Case 7 % = 3.47 % = 3.51 %x=3.73 % =3.61 % =3.67 % = 3.50
Supervisor: Holiday SD=1.35 SD=1.32 SD=1.23 SD =1.28 SD=1.24 SD.=1.20
Off for Auto Tune Up | Writn Rep. Suspen- Suspen- Suspen- Suspen- Writn. Rep.
Suspen- sion sion sion sion
sion
Case 8 % =2.53 % = 2.82 % =279 % =288 % =3.39 5 =244
Cover Up of Officer SD=1.55 SD=1.53 SD=1.28 SD=1.26 SD=1.19 SD.=1.20
DUI Incident None None Writn. Rep. | Writn. Rep. | None None /
Writn. Rep.
Case 9 =311 %= 3.24 % =3.50 % =3.57 x=3.22 2=3.11
Free Drinks to Ignore | SD=1.28 SD=1.36 SD=1.13 SD=1.11 SD=0.94 SD.=1.02
Late Bar Writn. Rep. | Suspensio Suspensio | Suspensio | Suspensio Suspension
n n n n
Case 10 %=3.09 % =342 %= 3.52 x=3.75 % =3.22 %=3.11
Excessive Force on SD =1.51 SD=148 SD=1.32 SD=1.37 SD=1.06 SD.=1.08
Car Thief Verbal Rep. | Suspensio | Suspensio | Suspensio | Suspensio Suspension
n n n n
Case 11 =4.03 %=415 %=473 % =484 % = 4.00
Theft from found S$D=1.33 SD=1.29 SD =1.09 SD=1.14 SD =1.37
Wallet Suspensio Suspensio | Suspensio | Dismiss Suspensio
n n n n
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Contours of the Code among Line Officers

The Integrity Profiles of agencies of sufficient sample size included a table that
presented a frequency distribution of line officer responses to the “own willingness to
report” questions for each of the eleven cases. Because The Code dictates what an officer
should or should not report to supervisors or administrators, focusing on line officer
responses to the willingness to report questions is probably most helpful in answering two
critical questions: “What type of misconduct will most line officers in the agency cover
up?” and “What type of misconduct will most officers report?”

The answers to these questions for Agencies A and B may be found by examining
Tables 8 and 9. It displays the number and percent of line officers in each agency who
gave each of the five possible responses to the question about how willing they would be to
report the behavior described in each case. To determine what behavior most officers
would not report, if the sum of the percentage figures in highlighted columns 1 and 2 in any
row exceeded 50%, it indicated that the behavior described in that case will NOT be
reported by most officers in that agency. If the sum of the percentage figures in
highlighted columns 4 and 5 in any row exceeded 50%, it indicated that the behavior
described in that case WOULD be reported by most officers in that agency.

Examination of the frequency distribution tables from agencies A and B finds that
in Agency A most officers would NOT report the behavior described in Case 1, Case 2,
Case 4, and Case 8. They WOULD report the behavior described in Case 5, Case 6, Case 9
Case 10, and Case 11. In contrast, there is NO case that the majority of officers in Agency
B say they would report and in all cases except Case 3 and 5, a majority of officers say they
would NOT report the behavior described in them.

’

While the Code exists in some form in all police agencies, it is the responsibility of
every police administration to circumscribe its domain. The failure of a majority of
officers to say that they would report a kickback deal (Case 7); a bribery (Case 3); or thefts
(Cases S and 11) should be regarded with particular concern. This concern should rise
dramatically, if, in any of these cases, a majority of line officers declare that they would not
report such behavior.

Agency A and B: Summary Integrity Profiles and Composite Integrity Scores

Each integrity profile closed with an attempt to summarize the central findings
about seriousness, discipline, and willingness to report in that agency. The summary was
designed to make possible a general standardized comparison with the results from all
other agencies surveyed. Two measures, one displayed graphically and the other a

composite numeric ranking, were the vehicles developed to express this standardized
comparison.
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Table 8: Agency A - Line Officer Estimates of their OWN Willingness to Report

Wallet

SCORE Definitely 2 3 4 Definitely | TOTALS
Not (1) Yes (5)

Case # & % % % % % %

Description (#) (#) (# (# (#) (#

Case 1 171% 9.9% 7.2% 2.7% 3.1% 100%

Off Duty Alarm (225) (29) (21) (8) (9) (292)

System Business

Case 2 44.0% 205% | 18.8% | 9.6% 7.2% 100%

Free Meals and (129) {60) (55) (28) (21) (293)

Discounts on Beat _

Case 3 2.0% 14% | 54% | 15.6% 75.6% 100%

Bribe from (6) (4) (16) (46) (223) (295)

Speeding Motorist

Case 4 30.6% 21.4% | 24.5% | 11.6% 11.9% 100%

Holiday Gifts from |  (90) (63) (72) (34) (35) (294)

Merchants _

Case 5 1.0% 0.0% | 07% | 47% 93.6% 100%

Theft of Watch 3) 0) (2) (14) (277) (296)

from Crime Scene

Case 6 4.1% 3.7% | 11.8% | 21.6% 58.8% 100%

Auto Repair Shop (12) (11) (35) (64) {174) (296)

5% Kickback : .

Case7 11.3% . 13.7% | 20.5% | 20.1% :34.5% 100%

Supervisor Offers (33) (40) .. | (60) (59) (101) (293)

Holiday Off for

Auto Tune Up

Case 8 33.8% 19.8% | 21.5% | 12.6% 12.3% 100%

Cover Up of (99) = (58) (63) (37) (36) (293)

Officer DUI

Incident

Case 9 4.7% 71% | 13.9% | 23.3% 51.0% 100%

Free Drinks to (14) {21) (41) (69) (151) (296)

Ignore Late Bar

Case 10 - 4.1% 10.2% | 17.7% | 23.8% 44.2% 100%

Excessive Force (12) (30) (52) (70) (130) (294)

on Car Thief

Case 11 2.7% 1.0% 3.4% 10.2% 82.7% 100%

Theft from found (8) 3) (10) (30) (244) (295)
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Table 9: Agency B - Line Officer Estimates of their OWN Willingness to Report

on Car Thief

SCORE Definitely 2 3 4 Definitely | TOTALS
Not (1) Yes (5)

Case # & % % % % % Yo

Description (#) (# (# (# (# #

Case 1 89.8% 4.9% 2.3% 0.4% 2.6% 100%

Off Duty Alarm (239) (13) (6) (1) (7) (266)

System Business

Case 2 67.8% ! 13..5% 10.1% 2.2% 8.4% 100%

Free Meals and (181) (36) (27) (6) (17) (267)

Discounts on Beat '

Case 3 34.7% 10.9% | 17.4% 9.8% 27.2% 100%

Bribe from (92) (29) (46) (26) (72) (265)

Speeding Motorist

Case 4 61.7% 11.0% | 10.6% 5.7% 11.0% 100%

Holiday Gifts from (163) (29) (28) (15) (29) (264)

Merchants

Case 5 28.8% 9.8% | 12.9% | 12.5% 36.0% 100%

Theft of Watch (76) {26) (34) (33) (95) (264)

from Crime Scene

Case 6 42.2% 13.3% | 13.7% 9.1% 21.7% 100%

Auto Repair Shop (111) (35) (36) (24) (57) (263)

5% Kickback

Case 7 44.5% 121% | 121% 9.8% 21.5% 100%

Supervisor Offers (118) (32) (32) (26) (57) (265)

Holiday Off for

Auto Tune Up%

Case 8 62.7% 7.6% 10.3% 5.7% 13.7% 100%

Cover Up of (165) (20) (27) (15) (36) (263)

Officer DUI

Incident

Case 9 48.7% 11.3% | 13.2% 8.3% 18.5% 100%

Free Drinks to (129) {(30) (35) (22) (49) (265)

Ignore Late Bar

Case 10 49.2% 10.2% | 13.9% 7.5% 19.2% 100%

Excessive Force (131) (27) 37) (20) (51) (266)
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Case 11
Theft from found
Wallet

| 11.6%

(31)

100%
(267)
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Both measures were based on the ranking an agency received on each of the six
questions dealing with seriousness, discipline, and willingness to report. Each time an
agency’s summary score on one of the six questions placed it among the bottom third of the
agencies surveyed it was awarded 1 point. Each time its score placed it in the middle third
it was awarded 2 points, and each time it scored among the top third it was awarded three
points. The scores on all six questions were then added. This 1-2-3 system made it possible
for composite scores to range from 6 for an agency that ranked in the bottom third of
agencies on all six questions, to 18 for an agency that ranked among the top third on all six
questions.

Using this system the composite score achieved by Agency A was 17 out of a possible
18 points, a score that placed Agency A in 8th place among the 30 agencies surveyed. The
same system yielded a composite score of 7 out of a possible 18 points for Agency B, a score
that placed it in a five way tie for 24th place among the 30 agencies surveyed.

Exhibits 3 and 4 below are graphic representations of the same information. They
display where Agencies A and B ranked on each of the six questions, compared with the
median case in the national sample. On all but one question, asking for officers’ estimates
of how seriously most officers in their agency would evaluate the cases, Agency A ranked in
the top third of agencies surveyed. On all but one question, asking for officers’ estimates of
the discipline they would receive, Agency B ranked in the bottom third.

A Final Note

The survey and the measures created to describe its results do NOT measure the
amount or extent of corruption in any police agency or institution. They ARE a measure of
the culture of police integrity - the normative inclination of a police to resist the
temptations to abuse the rights and privileges of their office. The measures and the survey
do NOT identify either corrupt or honest individual officers nor do they provide any
evidence whatsoever of any type of abusive or dishonest practice, past, present, or future.
They DO describe in a fairly precise and specific way the levels and the areas in which the
culture of a police makes it likely to resist or tolerate certain types of misconduct on the
part of its employees.

Finally, it also bears emphasis that this attempt to measure police integrity is
absoulutely silent on what are probably the two most important questions that can be
asked about police integrity: “Why do some police have a higher level of integrity than
others?” and “How may one enhance the culture of integity in a police?” Hopefully, the
capacity to measure police integrity will prove of use in answering both questions at the
same time it serves as both a reminder and a quide - a reminder that actively enhancing a
police culture of integrity should be a major goal of police administration and a guide to
where in any particular police those efforts might be directed.
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Exhibit 3

Exhibit 4






