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Executive Summary


The Center for Society, Law and Justice (CSLJ), with the support of the Bureau of Justice Assistance, provides the following assessment of the current status of efforts to manage law enforcement integrity. The report explores expert and practitioner opinion on the complex issues involved in defining and promoting integrity among police officers and reviews current practices in screening and training recruits.  It is intended to promote a fresh look at ideas and practices among policy makers and executives to encourage new and better approaches to enhance integrity in police organizations.

This look at the current state of the art is based on two nationwide surveys of law enforcement agencies (one conducted in cooperation with California POST), focus groups with law enforcement executives, and a review of integrity components of training academy curricula.  The surveys reviewed both screening and training practices as they relate to integrity. The screening review examines the ways that police agencies select and monitor officers (testing, interview, background checks, oral interviews, computer based monitoring, etc.) and defines the universe of screening activities and practices currently in use. Our examination of integrity training practices includes a review of existing integrity curricula as well as a survey of the existing approaches to integrity training, including type, focus, amount, and instructor qualifications. In addition, three focus groups with leading law enforcement experts were held which concentrated upon defining, measuring, developing, and maintaining organizational integrity in modern law enforcement organizations.   

Defining Police Integrity: the ideal and the real

There is widespread recognition that officer integrity is essential to the effectiveness of police organizations.  It is not icing on the cake.  It is a condition not only desirable but essential to the law enforcement agency’s core functions of law enforcement, order maintenance, and service to citizens.  

Integrity is key to effective policing for two reasons.  First, it is the nature of the job that officers, especially those engaged in patrol and investigations, must be afforded broad discretion and often operate with minimal direct supervision.  Managers must therefore trust that officers perform their duties with integrity even when invisible to supervisors.  This invisibility means that rule-based systems of accountability will always be trumped by a subculture with deviant values.  The threat of sanctions alone is not enough to ensure appropriate behavior (Sykes, 1993). 

Second, it is now widely recognized that a law-abiding, peaceful society is co-produced by the law enforcement organization and the community. The modern community-based and outcome-oriented approaches to policing depend on close collaboration between police officers and citizens.  The trust relationship between the two is therefore essential to success.  Such a relationship will be impossible if most police officers are viewed by the public as corrupt or dangerous. 

Professional integrity might be defined as fidelity, in speech and action, to the goals and values of the profession.  For law enforcement professionals, the mission in democratic societies is enforcement of law, preservation of peace and order, and provision of services to the public while respecting the rights and dignity of citizens.  Law enforcement integrity includes both the set of values that support that mission and the traits of character that ensure fidelity to those values.

This somewhat technical definition of police integrity hides a host of dilemmas faced by executives, managers, and line officers in the real world.  There is general agreement that police should carry out their functions for the public’s benefit rather than their own.  There is no debate that bribery, extortion, theft, kickbacks, case fixing, and other crimes constitute corruption.  But other forms of behavior included in definitions of integrity can in fact be seen as conflicts among competing “good” values.  For instance, loyalty is usually viewed as a virtue.  However, the “blue code of silence” might be seen as a conflict between two kinds of loyalty: loyalty to fellow officers vs. loyalty to the mission of the agency. Perjury, fabrication of evidence, and excessive force may be viewed not as unethical or corrupt but as means to achieve what to some officers are higher values: just desserts for criminals, payback for past victims, and protection for potential victims. Selecting, training, and managing police officers to intelligently and honorably deal with such value conflicts is challenging since resolution requires thinking skills for which the average citizen is often ill prepared.   
The police officer of perfect integrity is not only rare, but a myth.  It is unreasonable to expect anyone to perform his or her job in a purely selfless way at all times.  Real world leadership is a matter of separating “good enough” from unacceptable and striving for improvement while knowing that perfect is not achievable. This point is important because in screening, training, discipline, and promotion, the perfect can be the enemy of the good.  Rejecting candidates for hiring or promotion for minor personal flaws may lead to loss of quality officers and supervisors.  Indeed, in some jurisdictions a limited hiring pool may make it extremely difficult for an agency to be selective.  In order to adequately staff the department, many exceptions may have to be made.

A disciplinary system that insists on perfect behavior by imposing draconian punishments for trivial offenses may create an alienated, resentful, and even secretly mutinous work force that will take every opportunity for corruption.  Even in a strictly hierarchical, rules-based organization, effective leaders tend to be those who are both liked and respected by the men and women they supervise. They get not only grudging compliance but also active assistance in getting the job done. This relationship is often incompatible with rigid enforcement of minor rules.  Effective managing for integrity, then, is not as simple as better surveillance of behavior and certain punishment for infractions.  It is a balancing act of goals and values that requires subtlety and good judgment.

The Whole and its Parts

The focus groups agreed that achieving a high level of integrity in a law enforcement agency requires a comprehensive and systematic approach.  This approach requires the effective law enforcement leader to align the different agency efforts to ensure that there is a single vision and strategy. 

Job applicant screening, academy and in-service training, and leadership of the organization all impact the integrity of officer behavior. Alignment of these elements is necessary because the effectiveness of each is tightly linked to the others.  For example:

· The selection process must produce recruits that are trainable.  They must have the capacity to understand their duty, the motivation to perform it properly, and the judgment and maturity to make the right decisions once they are given the proper tools.  Training cannot routinely accomplish miracles and will fail without the right raw material.

· The selection process cannot succeed without frequent feedback from trainers and managers to improve the screening effort.

· Screening occurs not only during the recruit selection process but also during the training academy and on the job.  Students who flunk out of the academy or are fired as a result of behavior during regular employment are just as effectively screened out as those not hired.  Research indicates that actual misbehavior on the job is the best predictor of future misbehavior and is therefore the most reliable screening criteria available.  Screening must therefore be a continuous and coherent process that involves all elements of the department.

· Training occurs not only during the training academy but also continuously thereafter, whether officially or unofficially.  In-service training is supplemented not only by Field Training Officers but also by other officers who give advice on “how things really work” and suggest techniques for dealing with the organization, the job, and the rules.  Supervisors teach officers through their own words and behavior: who gets praised and who criticized, who gets promoted and who gets disciplined, who gets choice assignments, what rules apply to whom and in what circumstances, and what gets ignored or covered up.  Training, to be effective, must be coherent and consistent.  If agency leaders, Field Training Officers, officer opinion leaders, and trainers do not speak with one voice, none can be effective.

· The leader’s approach to integrity management must in part depend on his or her employees.  Poorly trained and unmotivated employees without a firm ethical compass cannot be trusted, cannot be given responsibility, and must be constantly monitored.  It is virtually impossible to implement modern police management approaches such as problem-solving policing and community oriented policing with such employees.  Since the options available to leaders are a function of the potential of their employees, management is inextricably linked both to screening and training.

Producing a high integrity law enforcement organization, then, is not simply a matter of a good selection process, good academy training in integrity, and good operational leadership, but is the result of an integrated and comprehensive effort to encourage integrity that touches every aspect of the organization.  

Findings
Law enforcement executives place a high priority on officer integrity but, perhaps paradoxically, devote only moderate effort to ensuring it. This is reflected in static and non-empirical approaches to screening as well as the low priority given to integrity training. There is no consensus on the definition of organizational integrity. Focus group participants agreed that there is a great deal of variation from agency to agency on organizational values, and organizational responses to integrity problems do not follow a universal approach. Efforts to manage law enforcement integrity are somewhat fragmented, with little integration among screening, training, and day-to-day operations.

Screening

Our survey indicates that the hiring decision is based on a wide range of criteria and a variety of information-gathering methods.  Some are measures with ethical implications, such as criminal behavior, and some are related to the capacity for self-control and learning.  

A department’s approach to screening, and the “cut-offs” used to make hiring decisions are not simply a function of the level of officer integrity desired.  Each department has minimum manpower needs and must select applicants from an available pool.  This pool is determined not just by the demographic characteristics of the jurisdiction’s population, but by the salaries and benefits offered recruits, the job market, and the reputation of the department.  Determination of appropriate screening methods and criteria is therefore a complex matter. 

Nearly all law enforcement agencies surveyed employ background investigations as a tool for screening new hires.  There seems to be, however, wide variation in how they are carried out.  Training requirements to become a background investigator, for example, differ from agency to agency.  Applicant rejection rates vary widely.  Clearly, there are no universal standards and little empirical data for applying background information to hiring decisions.  Choice of criteria, weighting of factors, selection of exclusionary events or conditions, and flexibility of rules varies from department to department and, sometimes, investigator to investigator.  This variability in selection rules was especially clear for drug use history information.  This variation may stem not only from hiring pool considerations but also from confusion about the relevance of different characteristics of past drug use to police officer integrity and effectiveness.

The survey indicates that screening criteria tends to undergo little change over time.  For the majority of agencies, screening criteria has not changed for at least six years, and for one in five agencies, the same standards have been in place for over twenty years.  These results, combined with evidence from the focus groups, indicate that there is little effort to reevaluate and improve screening practices on a routine basis in most agencies, and little formal effort to mine the experiences of trainers and supervisors for information useful for such an assessment.

This combination of variation of practices across departments and the static nature of practices within departments indicates that a host of questions about screening practices need answers.  There is no good basis at present for deciding which screening practices are the most effective in selecting for integrity, and how all the currently gathered information and assessments from background investigations, testing, and interviewing should be used in the hiring decision. It is not clear what information is most relevant, how information should be weighted, prioritized, and combined, and what new sources of information or testing techniques might be investigated.  Given the lack of research-based evidence to address these issues, it is currently left to individual departments to find answers.  Departments, especially those with limited technical staff, will find it difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of their approaches to screening without outside help, such as that that might be available from consultants or local colleges and universities. 

Clearly, the profession would benefit from a comprehensive review of screening practices and the development of standardized and evidence based models to more effectively screen officers for police work.

Training

Most departments in the U.S. require some form of integrity training, yet recruit training related to integrity appears to reflect a relatively low priority with recruits as over 70% of our sample agencies receiving less than 10 hours of training.  Training models and training quality appear to vary widely with a recent perceptible decline in training innovation.  Some training curricula appears unfocused and pedantic rather than practical and engaging – more “ethics appreciation” than valuable preparation for real life problems.  

As with screening policy and procedure, the variation in integrity training approaches across agencies may stem in part from the lack of knowledge about what works best.  The literature stresses the importance of instructional strategy.  That strategy should, according to the experts, emphasize those thinking skills necessary to solve the ethical dilemmas police officers face in the real world and must be perceived both as relevant and credible. The current training approaches include a range of methods, from lecture, to guided Socratic questioning, to open discussion. Some focus on organizational rule compliance, some on values clarification, and some on practical advice for hypothetical situations. Yet there is little empirical evidence indicating which, if any, of these approaches have an impact on the integrity of behavior on the job.

Our review of the survey results, training curricula, and the literature suggests that there is a need for better information to guide agencies in choosing the best combination of material, instructor, and method for their culture and context.  It is important that methods must be identified to customize integrity training to the thinking and learning styles, values, and motivations of individual trainees.  Both academy and in-service training must be better integrated with instruction by FTO’s and supervisors and with the screening process. Curricula might be designed to make better use of the existing criminological literature on the police role and the techniques of policing.  

CSLJ has prepared a guide based on this report to assist law enforcement agencies in improving integrity training.
  This guide offers our best recommendations based on current knowledge.  But there is a clear need for research efforts at the national level to answer questions and identify best practices and training models.  Addressing these questions will require a significant effort. Though significant advances in integrity training, such as the development of the RCPI models and initiatives, have been made, the law enforcement integrity-training field is in need of revitalization and intellectual energy.

Managing for Integrity

Leadership, as defined by the focus group members, requires the ability to assess accurately the state of the organization’s integrity, the courage to admit problems and weaknesses, and the skill to use that information to effect change.  

Measuring Integrity: the individual and the organization

It was clear from the focus group sessions that practitioners address integrity measurement almost wholly at the individual level. There were a range of opinions on the best indicators of individual integrity problems, from simple single measures like citizen complaints or disciplinary actions to more complex approaches like early warning systems and early intervention systems based on a variety of indicators.  But when the topic was defining and measuring the integrity of the organization as an entity, it is fair to say that many in the practitioner group were both unconvinced of its importance and in disagreement about how it should best be accomplished.

There was a range of opinions about the necessity of formal definitions and measures and the relevance of community views.  In the focus groups, some executives favored an I-know-it-when-I-see-it approach and believed in relying on intuition to evaluate their organization.  Others accepted the need to review more objective indicators and proposed a variety of indicators that suggest the risk or presence of integrity violations within an agency.  They agreed, however, that all these indicators should not be used in a mechanical way since they are subject to multiple interpretations that require judgment before use.  These indicators are not true performance measures but only flags that point to areas for more careful examination.

This confusion about the best way to measure organizational integrity is found in the literature as well as the field.  Some approaches assess official structure, policies, and procedures; others focus on actual behavior, such as disciplinary incidents and citizen complaints, and still others rely on “climate” measures based on surveys of officers’ perceptions of the organization or their analysis of hypothetical situations.  

There are clearly many unanswered questions about measurement at the agency level:

· Are formal measures of organizational integrity useful?  If so, how should they be used?
· Are there integrity indicators that are both available and meaningful to all police organizations? 

· What are the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of different indicators?
· What are the legal and ethical issues involved?
· How may the use of these indicators impact labor union agreements and civil service rules?
· How should indicators be aggregated, packaged, and used by executives?
· How can the indicators best be used in computer-based early warning systems, early intervention systems, or the COMSTAT process?
· What combination of counseling, retraining, reorganization, increased monitoring, and disciplinary action is the best reaction to spikes in these indicators?
There appears at present to be no standards that executives can turn to for answers to such questions.  

Integrity Leadership

Our practitioner focus group distinguished two generic organizational integrity leadership models:  the internal value model and the organizational compliance model. 

· Internal Value Model

A values-based policing model that incorporates service as a central value and the primary motivators of officers’ behavior are assumed to be their own internal values and character.  This approach seeks to inculcate, amplify, and reinforce personal ethical values and character traits through training and leadership. In this view, the way leaders lead at all levels, both through personal example and the nature of their relationships with subordinates, is the most important determinant of line officers’ day-to-day performance.  Integrity is not a reaction to the threat of punishment but the outcome of mentoring by leaders and the departmental culture.

· Organizational Compliance Model

The focus of this approach is on ensuring that behavior is in compliance with rules, regardless of internal values.  The major drivers of behavior are assumed to be external (earning rewards and avoiding punishment) and management is the science of auditing and monitoring behavior and manipulation of appropriate rewards and punishments, especially disciplinary action for rule infractions.  Integrity is typically managed using a deterrence model. Common deterrence strategies for enforcing integrity include: integrity stings, integrity audits, examinations of the behaviors of targeted individuals, and an intervention system that offers counseling, training, and targeted assistance. 

The focus group participants indicated that the second approach was by far the most dominant one in law enforcement organizations.  The two are not, however, mutually exclusive.  Certainly many organizations fully committed to the organizational compliance model still attempt to screen for integrity and still provide some, albeit minimal, ethical training.  In some organizations appeals to internal ethical values rather than threats of punishment are up to the individual supervisor rather than a matter of organizational policy or culture.  

Media coverage of police officer behavior is often centered on violations of integrity principles: brutality, corruption, and criminal behavior.  However, our focus group members felt strongly that most police officers do the right thing most of the time, and this integrity is driven more by internal values than the threat of punishment.  But as long as even a few officers have serious integrity problems, and only a few are pristine, monitoring behavior and sanctioning misbehavior must still be part of an overall strategy.  This strategy must include training to clarify organizational integrity expectations and selection of quality recruits, but deterrence can never be completely eliminated.

The level of such monitoring and the severity of punishment must be subject to a careful balancing of costs and benefits.  For example, our focus group members were sensitive to the problem that intense surveillance of police officer behavior sends two contradictory messages: 1) the organization has clear expectations of behavior and takes those expectations very seriously and 2) the officers are not trusted – and therefore not really expected – to meet those organizational expectations without the threat of punishment.  Sending the first message without the second is one of the central challenges of managing for integrity.

The focus group practitioners believed that integrity focus in organizational structure and policies, management practices, personnel selection, and academy and in-service training should form an integrated, mutually reinforcing whole.  They did not believe that this is the situation in most departments, however.  The lack of consistency across organizations in approaches to screening, training, and organizational management and the lack of integration among these three elements can be, in part, blamed on two deficiencies in the field.  There is limited research with which to create an empirical basis for choosing among different strategies in screening, training, and organizational management, and there is also a lack of cross dialog between policing executives, screening initiatives, training experts and field research related to organizational assessment. 

There is, additionally, little evidence of a serious research based effort to evaluate the effectiveness of current law enforcement efforts to ensure an organization of integrity or to identify and evaluate alternatives.  Research is largely silent about the relative importance of screening, training, and management in producing integrity or how indicators of misbehavior – both positive and negative – can be profitably incorporated into performance based management.

Recommendations

The Center believes, based on dialog with the field that the following steps should be taken at the national level
:
· Development of a national-level strategic plan template to help agencies manage law enforcement integrity;

· Presentation of executive leadership conferences devoted to integrity;

· Identification of integrity management and leadership best practices;

· Assessment of commonly used screening criteria and instruments;

· Development of objective risk-assessment measures for personnel decisions;

· Conduct study on integrity training outcomes to identify evidence based best practice training models;

· Develop and validate measure related to assessing agency integrity climates;

· Evidence-based practice models for response to integrity violations;

· Development of integrity performance measures (integrity outcomes), organizational assessment tools, etc;

· Research initiatives showing interactive links between screening efforts and organizational climate and training outcomes; and

· Developing models for internal cooperation between personnel, civil service, training and management teams all concerned with assuring integrity.

The Center offers the following suggestions to local law enforcement agencies interested in improving the integrity of their organizations:

· Agencies should investigate ways to empirically validate their screening practices.  While there are inherent limitations on the ability to measure the effectiveness of screening methods in real world agencies (see report), law enforcement agencies can learn much about the predictive power of their screening criteria through statistical analysis of screening records and post-hire performance. If internal staff do not have the background to carry out such analyses, consultants or pro-bono help from local universities might provide the necessary skills.

· Anonymous surveys of recruits and veterans at a variety of career points should be used to measure organizational integrity climate, identify gaps in training and point to discrepancies between climate, academy teaching, FTO training, and management practices.  These results can form the basis for modifications in both training and practice.

· Agencies should set up formal processes through which screening personnel tap the knowledge and experience of trainers and managers to modify screening criteria and protocols so that they focus on those characteristics of applicants most relevant to success both in the academy and on the job.  These formal processes might include structured meetings, perhaps facilitated by outside experts, designed to elicit in-depth feedback from trainers and managers.
· Using the results of the anonymous officer survey, a formal process should be established which brings together trainers, FTO’s, and executives to determine where “mixed messages” are being sent to officers, and develop a plan to resolve those discrepancies.  This dialogue may be facilitated as above and result in a written plan of action.
· Since integrity is as much a characteristic of the organization as it is of its members, “stings” and other checks for integrity should be implemented not only for individual officers but for key organizational processes as well.  Chief executives can find ways to test their citizen complaint, disciplinary, hiring, promotional, and other integrity relevant processes to ensure they all contribute to accomplishment of the agency’s mission.
· Integrity training approaches in the academy and in-service should be carefully evaluated.  CSLJ’s A Law Enforcement Guide to Integrity Training, included with this report, can offer a good starting point, along with other guides and supporting materials referenced herein.
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Introduction
There is certain ambivalence in law enforcement’s attitude toward the complex problem of organizational integrity. Recent Gallup surveys show that the public has less confidence in law enforcement than they do in other institutions such as business and the medical field.  According to Dr. Stephen Vicchio, one thing is clear: the public thinks police departments have an integrity problem, even if the police do not (1997). Given this observation it is perhaps a paradox that law enforcement integrity appears to practitioners to represent a relatively low priority in many departments.  

Integrity is often defined as fidelity or firm adherence to a code of values or principles, especially a moral code.  Law enforcement integrity, as the term in used in this report, is fidelity to a set of moral standards that facilitate the mission of law enforcement agencies in modern Western democratic societies. Broadly speaking, that mission encompasses enforcement of law, maintenance of public order, and provision of service to the community in a way consistent both with the letter and spirit of the constitutional rights of all citizens.  Integrity is essential to the accomplishment of that mission as well as being an important end in itself.

The range of behaviors considered failures of integrity in the literature and in training materials can be very broad.  Always included are acts falling under the category “police corruption”, defined as use of the power and authority of the police officer for private gain.  Such behaviors, most of which are in fact violations of criminal law, include:

· Bribery/shakedowns

· Protection

· Kickbacks

· Case fixing

· Diversion of police resources

· Dissemination of confidential information for personal gain

· Theft, including theft from suspects 

The “gain” may be money, sex, goods, or services.  Behaviors for private gain might also include other employee rule violations not specific to law enforcement, such as submission of false overtime, abuse of sick leave, etc. The definition of corruption may also extend to the exchange of favors, both among police officers and between police officers and family, friends, influential citizens, etc. In both the private gain and favor related types of corruption, the police officer performs a service related to official function or fails to exercise an official duty in exchange for a present or future benefit.

A “gratuity” is, by definition, a good or service given without expectation of reciprocation.  There is extensive discussion in the literature about the seriousness of accepting gratuities and whether or not the act should be considered corruption. Is acceptance of a gratuity itself corruption or might it simply lead to corruption via some “slippery slope” when the altruistic donor suddenly demands his or her due?  Both researchers and police executives differ on the issue.

Other forms of behavior not necessarily tied to private gain but often included in the concept of integrity are those related to:

· Dishonesty or failure to report one’s own or other officers’ rule violations (“code of silence” violations)

· Bias and discrimination in application of law or provision of services

· Unnecessary use of force

· Falsification of evidence or reports 

· Perjury

· Dissemination of confidential information (not for personal gain)

· Facilitating the unethical behavior of others through instigation, accomplice, accessory before or after the fact, conspiracy, and active concealment

· Discourtesy

· Failure to cooperate with other public officials

Assuring integrity in police organizations is a challenging and complex task that requires comprehensive and effective leadership and coherent strategy.  Developing these strategies requires integrating practical concerns with philosophical and moral assumptions about the role of police in society.

The report addresses field concerns related to management of law enforcement integrity:

· What is the priority of law enforcement integrity to the profession?

· What does the field believe are the most important components of a leadership effort to assure a high level of integrity in a law enforcement organization? Who has the responsibility to lead this effort?

· How do experts and law enforcement professionals assess the importance and effectiveness of integrity screening of police officer candidates? 

· How do experts and professionals view the importance and effectiveness of training in ensuring officer integrity? 

· What strategies do experts believe are most promising in measuring the level of integrity within an organization and effectively using this information? 

Strategies for ensuring integrity can focus at the level of the individual or at the institutional level. Ultimately, integrity is a characteristic of the behavior of individual officers, civilians, and executives in the law enforcement organization. Integrity, however, is influenced both by the nature of police work and the organizational culture in which the officer must function. “Organizational integrity” is a useful concept which can be defined and measured in a variety of ways, but typically encompasses the integrity norms, values, and practices of the rank and file officers, managers, and executives, as well as both formal and informal institutional policies and procedures for dealing with ethical violations.  Such strategies might include the following as components for a comprehensive integrity strategy:

· Screening out potential “bad apples” through vigorous selection processes, including both pre-employment screening and tough academy and probationary period vetting of recruits;

· Ensuring a focus on ethics and integrity during both recruit and in-service training, both by implementing training segments specifically designed to deal with these issues and by weaving such thinking into other training components; and
· Managing for integrity, including a wide range of strategies aimed at creating and maintaining an organizational structure and culture that facilitates integrity in individuals. These strategies include those related to organizational assessment, policy development and dissemination, detection, reward and punishment, and executive behavior and support.

Beyond implementation of any of these discrete strategies there is a need for a comprehensive effort to assure integrity through a number of mission related integrated and linked activities. 

Policies designed to influence law enforcement integrity are grounded in assumptions about human nature and the profession. Selecting, training, and monitoring candidates for the law enforcement profession assumes facts and values related to policing, the predictability of character and the ability of people to change through training, and to respond to effective management.

Report Approach

While recognizing the importance of a systematic effort to ensure integrity, this report describes and examines three different components of that effort: 
· Screening for Integrity: how departments screen law enforcement applicants for integrity;

· Training for Integrity: how agencies use integrity training as a tool they believe might enhance law enforcement integrity; and

· Managing for Integrity: measuring and managing organizational aspects of integrity

Screening for Integrity


Determination of the appropriate criteria for screening police recruits depends on a detailed understanding of the nature of the job and of the characteristics of individuals most likely to succeed at the job.  Critical to success is the ability of officers to perform the job of policing with integrity. 

The Nature of Policing

Fundamental to policing is the special authority of officers, particularly their power to control the movement and actions of citizens, make arrests, and use necessary force, even deadly force.  Decades of research on police discretion conclude that the integrity dilemmas faced by police officers are probably more complex and challenging than those faced by almost any other profession.  In many situations, fundamental, and widely held, values may be in direct conflict: retribution vs. civil rights and due process, social order vs. freedom, enforcement of law vs. privacy, and legal vs. ethical behavior.  Citizens, government, and religious and civic leaders by no means speak with one voice about these conflicts, so reference to “community values” is often of little help. Thus, decisions by officers are not simply a function of their values, but of their application and rank ordering of those values in particular situations and of their ability to apply the higher order thinking skills such decisions demand.

Police often find themselves in positions where they must exercise quasi-judicial powers, mediating and deciding disputes, determining who is victim and who offender, deciding the veracity of victim and witness accounts, prioritizing – and sometimes rejecting – requests for service. They must negotiate conflicting values, needs, and demands of different geographical, ethnic, and income communities without reference to narrow stereotypes, bias, and moral judgments of individuals based on their lifestyle or beliefs.  These demands require social skills and self-restraint rarely required of most other citizens.

Loyalty to family, friends and supervisors is generally recognized as a positive value and a mark of character in many social situations.  Loyalty to the organization and to fellow officers is essential to effective policing.  Horizontal loyalty is essential for police to garner the mutual support necessary to engage in some of the risk taking behaviors required to confront the most dangerous elements of society.  Not only is such risk taking essential to both law enforcement and order maintenance, but confidence in the support of supervisors and fellow officers can also reduce the level of fear-induced brutality and the unnecessary use of force. Vertical loyalty encourages following orders and makes leadership possible (Van Reenan 1997).  But loyalty is also the foundation of the “code of silence” and participation in acts of corruption which an officer would otherwise avoid.  Thus the loyalty vs. duty value conflict is often the most difficult officers face, especially in situations of minor corruption and illegal acts that appear to facilitate effective law enforcement (which sets up an additional value conflict).  Again, sometimes extraordinary moral courage and advanced ethical thinking skills are required.

Characteristics of the Quality Officer

The special nature of policing suggests certain essential character traits for the ideal recruit.  Ideally, the profession should seek the presence of those virtues (and the absence of their opposites) that are “required to bring about the goals of protection and service to the public” and balance these against the risks of a person becoming involved in misconduct.  These virtues are prudence, trust, courage, intellectual honesty, justice, responsibility, and effacement of self-interests (Vicchio 1991). But these virtues are not enough. Also required is a set of principles and values that are internally consistent and structured in terms of priority.  Application of these virtues and principles to actual situations require “mental preparation for ethical dilemmas” which can be developed in training but require the ability to prioritize values and apply higher order thinking skills in complex moral situations (Gilmartin and Harris 1998).
Delattre suggests that internalized virtues are important in determining integrity in complex situations (1996).  Scharf and Binder have demonstrated that moral judgment maturity is an important dimension in police decisions to use deadly force (1983).   Imwalt further defines a series of value sets that tend to support success in law enforcement (1998). Officers who are mentally and emotionally unprepared for the ethical quandaries they are bound to face in law enforcement are more susceptible to a slippery slope of ethical compromise (Gilmartin and Harris 1998).  Other personal factors that may influence the integrity or ethical behavior of officers are personal finances, diversity issues in the department, peer influences and alcohol and drug abuse (Gaffigan and McDonald 1997).

Varieties of Misconduct

Police officers may fail to meet integrity standards for a wide variety of reasons, making selection a more complex challenge than screening out thieves and other criminals. Failure to inform on fellow officers, for example, might be based on fear of rejection or reprisal, a personal attachment to the officer or group, an expectation of future favors of the same kind, etc
.  Unnecessary use of force may be based on physical fear, inability to control anger, a sense of righteous retribution, sympathy for the victim, or psychopathology.  Violation of constitutional rights in criminal processes – especially fourth and sixth amendment violations – may result from laziness, a personal sense of justice, or a concern for possible future victims if the offender goes free.

Note that many virtues such as courage, concern for others, and self sacrifice, can be the basis of rule violating acts as well as rule-abiding behavior.  For example, an officer may exhibit a kind of courage by risking his career to protect a fellow officer from punishment for a rule violation.  Character traits (or more generally, personality traits) that might make some forms of integrity more likely might make others less likely.  

Current Integrity Screening Strategies

Building upon some of the considerations described in the section above (some possibly contradictory), police agencies now employ a variety of techniques to assess a candidate’s fitness for police service and integrity including:

· Background checks:  interviews with friends, teachers, employers, etc. related to integrity 

· Interviews:  conducted with experienced police officers who intuitively explore various dimensions of character with the candidate 

· Polygraphs:  assessments of deception using a variety of technologies 

· Drug screens:  tests used to detect illegal substances, often used in combination with polygraphs 

· Credit and criminal record checks:  use of archival records and histories 

· Assessment centers:  structured mock problem tasks done in a group setting 

· Psychosocial assessments and screens:  MMPI, Imwalt, etc.

Why are these tools and techniques used and how are they used and interpreted to predict integrity?  Practitioners face the problem that there is limited empirical research on the predictive value of these techniques for integrity.
  Questions practitioners need to address about application of the techniques include:

· Which findings (test scores, personal history items, characteristics) are used for screening in (taken as a positive sign and used to prioritize acceptable candidates) and which for screening out (disqualifying factors)?

· How many of the screening factors should be based on objective facts and how many on subjective judgments?

· How should factors be prioritized, scaled, or weighted?

· Are the rules applied consistently over time?

· Should the department apply the same standards regardless of manpower needs?

There is a basic concern regarding the effectiveness of integrity screening which is whether or not the influence of the job and the organization are so powerful that screening makes little difference.  It may be that the culture of the agency, the approach to discipline, management style, and the nature of the community are far better predictors of integrity than pre-employment character traits and values.  

Since empirical evidence is so limited, the use of most of these screening techniques must be based on explicit or implicit assumptions about their power as indicators of key character traits and the personal values of the candidate that are related to ethical behavior.  For example, the polygraph and drug screening are techniques that attempt to assess at least one character trait (honesty) and to gather past and current information about behavior at the same time. Background checks offer an opportunity to get assessments by others of the candidate’s character and emotional suitability for the job, as well as gather intelligence on past behavior.  Personal interviews allow experienced officers to make intuitive judgments about character based not only on verbal responses but also on demeanor, tone of voice, and personal presence, and to ask directly about beliefs and values.  Record checks are measures of past behavior which is often considered a good indicator of future behavior. 

The Integrity Screening In Law Enforcement Survey 

A survey of law enforcement agencies on screening practices across the United States was conducted by California POST in cooperation with CSLJ.  The survey inquired about current policies and procedures regarding screening new police candidates and making important hiring decisions.  The survey was mailed to a random sample of law enforcement agencies at the local, state and POST level agencies.  

225 of 300 surveys were completed and returned.  The breakdown of agency types responding to the survey indicated a broad representation by State Police, Sheriffs, and City Police Departments. 
	Law Enforcement Screening Survey Respondents



	Agency Type
	Number Responding

	State Police Agencies
	35

	County Sheriff’s Agencies
	71

	Departments of Public Safety
	2

	City Police Departments
	105

	POST Agencies
	5

	Training Academies
	7

	Total
	225


The results of the Integrity Screening in Law Enforcement survey are presented below and are divided into four main sections:  

· Departmental Integrity Screening Strategy 

· Background Investigation Policies and Procedures

· Psychological Assessment Policies and Procedures

· Past Drug Use Policies for Hiring

Departmental Integrity Screening Strategy 

What is the strategy in use for screening candidates? For most departments, screening is entirely a process that takes place prior to formal hire.  Survey findings show, for example, that 70% of agencies do not screen or test for integrity during the academy phase of hiring.  This screening tends to remain a static process over long periods of time.  For many agencies, integrity screening standards and practices have been in place for more than 10 years, the majority at least six years.
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Of those agencies that do employ some sort of additional integrity screening during the academy phase and after conditional hire, most use random drug screening.  Some agencies report that the behavior and actions of recruits is constantly assessed and monitored during academy training. For example, one agency has each recruit go through three peer reviews during the 27 week academy training period.  Another agency conducts weekly evaluations on each recruit and also continues to evaluate officers during the FTO phase.  This ongoing and continued integrity assessment for new hires is unfortunately not the norm.

An overwhelming majority of police agencies feel that it is necessary to screen new police applicants for integrity before hiring them.  When pressed on why the agency views integrity screening as important, respondents provided some of the following insights:

“It is difficult to quantify. We judge an applicant’s integrity as a total package during the screening process. It is a judgment we make based on the totality of all data.”

“Integrity screening is key because past behavior of candidates predicts their future performance”

“Changing demographics of the hiring pool necessitate a continued focus on screening”

 “If an applicant does not come to us with integrity, he is not likely to discover it after employment.”

“Integrity is a trait that cannot be taught. Police without integrity will harm the department”

“You can solve 90% of your disciplinary problems by conducting a thorough integrity and background investigation.”

Most departments report that the hiring decision is based on a wide range of criteria and a variety of information-gathering methods.  All of these methods and criteria, of course, are not directly related to the potential integrity of the officer.  Some indicators focus on competence, some on personality characteristics appropriate for the nature of the job, some on basic cognitive skills, and some on physical capacity.  Some of these indicators of potential are measures of past behavior with ethical implications, such as criminal behavior.  Other indicators point to character traits related to the capacity for self-control and learning.  Such traits are relevant not only to integrity but to other aspects of job performance. 
Our survey shows that background investigations, medical evaluations, psychological testing, background interviews, and drug testing are used by most agencies, deception testing technologies (such as polygraphs) by about two thirds, and basic ability testing (cognitive achievement, reading and writing ability) by half or fewer.
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Background Investigation Policies and Procedures

All agencies surveyed use criminal, military and driving records checks as a part of the background investigation.  Most agencies also conduct interviews with previous employers, peers and neighbors and check the educational and credit records of the applicant.  
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These interviews are aimed not only at gathering objective data, but usually are aimed at eliciting impressions and opinions about the candidate.  Areas explored include drug and alcohol use, domestic relations, relationships with neighbors and co-workers, personal habits and the respondent’s overall judgment of the candidate’s character and suitability for police work.

In addition, background investigations may also include: 

· Court records checks

· Checks of applications with other police agencies

· Child support records

· Interviews with ex-spouses, co-workers

· Concealed handgun permit check

· Juvenile records check

· Education verification, document authenticity verification

· Warrants search

· Interviews with landlords

· Sex offender registry check

· Mental facilities check

The agencies surveyed primarily use police officers and detectives to conduct the background investigation on police applicants.  Others reported using a combination of police officers and private contractors to complete the background check. Some use retired police officers, civilian investigators and human resource employees.
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To prepare their officers and employees to conduct background investigations, agencies report using tailored training courses and educational materials.  Many use combinations of classes, materials, and on-the-job learning as a way to prepare their investigators.
Respondents reported some of the following as methods used to prepare their background investigators:

· 32 hour POST background investigation course

· 40 hour background investigation school

· Annual training requirements

· Background investigation manual

· In-house training

· Training for background investigators is not mandatory or available
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Half of all agencies responding to the survey report that applicants must pass all components of the background investigation in order to be hired. Other agencies reported that the background investigation is weighted heavily in determining conditional hires.  Few agencies report placing less than a 50% weight on the background investigation component of the hiring process.
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Agencies not providing a specific weight reported that while the background investigation is a high priority, it is a judgment call by the chief or sheriff as to what constitutes a pass or failure.  For these agencies, the background investigation is not assigned a set value but is instead used as one of many tools in the hiring process.

Of the agencies surveyed, many reported losing greater than 35% of their police applicants due to failure to pass the background investigation.  Other agencies lost far fewer. 
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Psychological Assessment Policy and Procedures

93% of survey respondents indicated their agencies used psychological testing as part of their screening process.  It is not clear what weight such tests are given in the process, or what results might be disqualifying.  It is also not clear whether such tests are used to identify “positive” personality characteristics or solely to identify symptoms of mental problems or extreme personality traits.

Practitioners must decide how much weight to give personality test results.  Though studies have found some positive correlations of factors to integrity-related behavior (see for example, Defillo 1998), in general, the personality trait correlations tend to be quite weak (Boes et al 2001).     
Some of the most frequently cited psychological assessment tools used by police agencies responding to the survey include:

· CPI and MMPI

· LMAT

· Wonderlic Personnel Test

· CAQ

· HLAP

· Imwald

· LESI

· Personal History Questionnaire

· STAXI

· Shipley Scale

Agencies also differ in who conducts their psychological assessments and interviews of police candidates.  Most report using licensed doctoral level psychologists, licensed or certified masters level psychologists, licensed or professional counselors, MDs, or social workers.  

Past Drug Use Policies for Hiring

Survey findings show that 98% of police agencies require new applicants to provide a history of past drug use as part of the hiring process.  Police agencies vary widely, however, in which substances and in what amounts are acceptable in order to be hired on as a police recruit.  Some agencies consider the use of specific drugs grounds for immediate exclusion from the hiring process, while others are more tolerable of certain kinds of drug use, depending on what amounts and how long ago the applicant reported using the drugs.  
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Over 80% of agencies responding reported that past use of LSD, heroin and PCP leads to immediate exclusion from the hiring process.  However, use of other drugs such as marijuana, inhalants, clickums and certain prescription drugs were less likely to be grounds for immediate exclusion from hiring.  

Why is there such variance in application of exclusions across agencies and drug types?  It is likely that such variance is a symptom of both diversity of opinion in American society about the use of psychoactive drugs and the lack of clear evidence about the connection of past drug use to the future behavior of policemen.  Also, very widespread use of some drugs in some communities might so narrow the pool of applicants to make hiring sufficient officers extremely difficult. 

Drug use history, of course, can have relevance to aspects of police performance other than integrity.  Considerations about the relevance of drug use that underlie the above exclusions include:

1. Psychoactive drug use may be a sign of character weakness and lack of self-discipline.

2. Psychoactive drug use may be an indicator of mental illness, ranging from neurosis to severely dysfunction illnesses such as schizophrenia.  This is both because use can lead to such illnesses and because use can be a form of self-medication for such illnesses (and therefore an indicator of their presence).

3. Psychoactive drug use can be either physically or psychologically addictive.  Past drug use, therefore, might continue and directly affect job performance in the future by affecting both emotional control and the ability to think clearly and rationally.

4. Illegal drug use may be a sign of commitment to a deviant lifestyle in opposition to mainstream societal values.

5. Illegal drug use is, in most cases, a felony and shows disrespect for the law.  It should disqualify candidates in the same way as felony convictions.

6. Obtaining illegal drugs requires consort with a criminal black market and indicates contact with criminals.  Potential continuation of that contact leaves the officer open to blackmail and extortion.

7. The financial burden of paying for illegal drugs makes the officer more likely to engage in corrupt activities to support self or family.

Implications
1. Though nearly all law enforcement agencies surveyed employ background investigations as a tool for screening new hires, there is wide variation in the way these investigations are carried out and their role in the hiring decision. At the same time, screening criteria in many departments have remained unchanged for years.  The variation of practices across departments coupled with the static nature of practices within departments indicates great uncertainty in the field about which screening strategies are most effective.

2. Background investigators vary both in role (officer vs detective) and training requirements.  Background interviewers vary even more widely in training and profession.  This means that the quality of these investigations, the qualifications of the screeners, and the screening philosophy applied (assumptions about the importance of personality and character traits, the relevance of specific aspects of personal history, etc.) vary from department to department.  For example, almost all agencies consider history of drug use as a screening criterion, but there is wide variation in the way the information is used.  The facts argue that empirically-based standards in all these areas of screening techniques are badly needed.

3. Acceptance criteria and failures rates varied widely in the survey among different agencies.  This is probably due to a combination of variations in hiring pools and departmental hiring standards and philosophy.  This implies that though screening standards are important for techniques, they cannot be applied to “cut-offs”, but must necessarily be adapted to the local environment, especially the realities of the hiring pool.

4. Efforts to screen for integrity may suffer from confusion about the realities of police work— how it is possible or not possible to determine “character” among police officers and the complexity of what is considered police misconduct.  Also the orphan status of law enforcement screening may undermine these efforts due to the lack of linkage between other interventions designed to promote integrity.

Training for Integrity

Training has sometimes been presented by some of its practitioner advocates as a cure-all for issues related to the management of law enforcement integrity. It is assumed that effective training may help agencies assure minimal misconduct on the part of officers. This optimism is based at least partly on these assumptions:

· Integrity training for law enforcement helps reinforce the department’s mission and values;

· It is a valuable tool for articulating the norms that the agency values to rank and file officers; 

· Integrity training helps focus officers and supervisors on core integrity principles of importance to the agency;

· It helps hone officers’ decision-making skills in conflicting and complex situations regarding integrity; 

· Training increases awareness and creates a dialog on common areas of temptation or integrity conflict;

· It may help officers break down the “Code of Silence”; and

· It helps officers become aware of how their actions and behaviors may be viewed by the public, and thereby improves the chance that their actions will align with community ideals.

The Nature of Law Enforcement Integrity Training

The research literature indicates that integrity training rarely represents an extensive investment in resources. A study of 23 police academies found that most of the academies only devoted ten percent or less of their time to formal integrity instruction (Taylor, 2002). And in many organizations, integrity training and instruction virtually ends with the academy. An IACP training survey conducted in 1997, with IACP members, suggested that while approximately 80% of the agencies surveyed committed resources to training instructors, lecture was the dominant mode of instruction and about 70% of respondents indicted that integrity training was four hours of classroom training or less. 
Integrity training encompasses a variety of differing approaches and models, ranging from those that emphasize judgment in hypothetical situations to those that focus on indoctrination of organizational rules and norms, to those that try to teach ethics in broad terms as an approach to life.  Some of this training might be characterized as “ethics appreciation”, since it reviews the history of key ethical theories from Greek philosophers to Confucius to Kohlberg and is more like a college course on ethics. The application of these concepts to the day-to-day problems of policing may be largely left to the recruit.  Another training approach focuses upon the clarification and amplification of ethical values and virtues already present, such as Josephson’s “trustworthiness, respect, responsibility, fairness, caring, and citizenship.” Other training seeks to identify the ways in which some aspects of the job might eat away at those traits and values.  

Integrity Training Curricula

During the course of the project, CSLJ collected a broad sample of integrity training curricula in use among major law enforcement entities.  The teaching areas and common topics covered in this training include:

A. Integrity Topics: context for integrity decisions and actions

· Use of force

· Racial diversity/racial profiling

· Loyalty vs. duty (code of silence)

· Slippery slope/ continuum of compromise
· Noble cause corruption
· Righteous retribution
B. Knowledge: substantive integrity knowledge 

· Legal definitions and knowledge

· Sanctions & reporting policy for ethical violations
· Departmental policy, code of conduct
· Community norms & perceptions
· Consequences of low integrity behavior
C. Skills: the ability to act with integrity

· Understanding organizational expectations
· Decision making and problem solving skills
· Thinking errors
· Ethical reasoning skills
· Formal models of decision making
· Application of skills in on the job situations
D. Values: positive attitudes towards integrity 

· Importance of high integrity
· Recognition of validity of outside perceptions
· Core ethical values
· Awareness of the value of other perspectives
· Belief that people can change to high integrity behavior
E. Personal Qualities: personal qualities supporting integrity

· Honesty
· Self control
· Rationality
· Courage
· Emotional strength
· Lack of hubris
Review of particular law enforcement integrity curricula and interviews with training personnel suggests that the field provides a wide range of integrity content.  The content may include adaptations of the work of various ethical or integrity authorities.  The range of curricula reviewed shows a significant variation in examples of behaviors treated as breeches of integrity. Some materials focus upon avoiding temptation, others on reporting wrongdoing, and others on identifying integrity dilemmas or situations. 

Teaching Approaches

The research literature emphasizes the importance of instructional strategy. Vicchio, for example, asserts that integrity training must emphasize critical thinking, reasoning and problem-solving skills if it is to be effective (1997). Similarly, according to Gilmartin and Harris, effective ethics training must be perceived as both relevant and credible to officers (1998). To accomplish this they suggest that officers be introduced to the “continuum of compromise” which describes the gradual path of ethical corruption that officers may confront. Training in this view must also provide recruits with guidance and tools for how to behave when they confront situations that are morally ambiguous.  Swope asserts that in order for integrity training to be most useful, it must be ongoing (2001). Integrity training strategies provide a range of methodologies, including:

· Podium/Power Point Presentation

· Indoctrination 

· Insight –Open Discussion

· Reasoning-Structured Socratic Discussion

· Adult Learning Approaches

Each approach has strengths and weaknesses. The indoctrination method, for example, may be effective in conveying certain types of knowledge, such as departmental rules, but ineffective in teaching thinking skills and values, since the method may tend to discourage independent thought or the acceptance of other opinions. Adult learning theory emphasizes adapting instruction to individual learning styles and presenting information that students actually need to perform their jobs. 
In terms of outcomes of these strategies, the existing research gives training directors little guidance on such questions as:  What is the right mix of teaching areas?  How should they be prioritized?  Which teaching methodologies are most effective for each teaching area or particular types of trainees?  Additionally questions exist as to the conceptual focus of the approaches. In some classes no right answers seemed to be offered to situational dilemmas such as how to handle fellow a police officer who is stopped driving drunk. In other classes the “right” answers appeared to be defined by what veteran officers believed to be correct conduct.

Results from the Integrity Training Survey: Overview of Integrity Training Practices

A training survey instrument was developed by CSLJ to provide a portrait of law enforcement integrity training in law enforcement agencies. Contacts were made as follows:

	Information Regarding the Survey Groups

	Organization Type
	Mode of Contact


	Surveyed
	Responses

	POST
	Email Survey
	48
	11

	RCPI
	Telephone Survey
	31
	30

	Academies
	Survey by Mail
	0*
	7

	Large Sheriff’s Departments
	Survey by Mail
	24
	16

	Large Police Departments
	Survey by Mail
	50
	34

	Other Police Departments
	Survey by Mail
	361
	84


 *
These academies were not surveyed directly; however, some police departments directed the surveys to the academies that provide their training.

The classification of departments is based on the total number of full-time sworn personnel.
 Departments labeled as “large” consist of the 50 largest police and 24 largest sheriffs. 
The survey directed to the Regional Community Policing Institutes (RCPIs) was slightly different, as the nature of those organizations is somewhat unique. Therefore, that data is analyzed and discussed separately within this report.  Further, while academies were not surveyed directly, a number of the survey responses received came from academies, suggesting that the police departments directed those surveys to their training academies. Therefore, they have been noted separately.

Survey Instruments
The surveys were designed to elicit information regarding the curricula used in ethics and integrity training, the genesis of those curricula, and methods used in their delivery. Each survey asked at what level officers are provided with ethics and integrity training, the duration of ethics and integrity courses, the method of delivery, and the types of instructors used. Participants were further asked details about their curricula: how long had they been using it, whether they had developed it themselves and if not, from where they procured the materials. 

Profile of Law Enforcement Training

Results from the surveys suggest that 95% of agencies surveyed require that their recruits receive integrity training. The amount of hours devoted to integrity training for recruits varies. About 70% of departments require 10 hours or less of integrity training. We found that a majority of departments (68%) require that their in-service officers receive some form of ethics or integrity training. In some agencies, the hours of integrity training required for in-service officers is dependent on the rank of the officer or their assignment as a Field Training Officer. In others, in-service training is only required for those seeking a promotion or those facing disciplinary actions. 

Nearly every agency contacted (99%) requires some ethics and integrity training for their officers at the recruit level. 67% of those surveyed also require integrity training for sworn officers. 77% of agencies require ten hours or less of integrity training for their recruits. 

	Hours of Required Integrity Training for Recruits

	Hours
	Frequency
	Percent

	
1-5
	48
	35.3

	
6-10
	57
	41.9

	
11-15
	8
	5.9

	
16-20
	9
	6.6

	
20+
	14
	10.3

	Total
	136
	100.0


It is more difficult to quantify the hours of ethics and integrity training required for in-service officers. Many agencies’ requirements vary depending on the rank of the officer, or increase the number of hours for officers receiving promotions or for Field Training Officers. The frequency with which sworn officers are required to complete a set number of hours of ethics training also varied. For example, one agency may require four hours of ethics/integrity training every two years while another may require the same number of hours every four years. At least one agency responded that in-service integrity training is woven throughout their curriculum, without a designated number of hours dedicated to integrity or ethics training. 

	Length of Courses

	Hours
	Frequency
	Percent

	
1-5
	0
	0

	
6-10
	21
	70

	
11-15
	0
	0

	
16-20
	8
	26.7

	
20
	1
	3.3

	Total
	30
	100


Because most RCPI offer more than one type of ethics or integrity course, the following data reflect the length of most of the courses offered by each RCPI, or, if the respondents provided a scale of the course length, the median of that range has been used for data analysis purposes.
Ethics and Integrity Training Focus

Of the agencies surveyed, 47% created their own integrity and ethics curricula, and a further 11% developed some of their curricula, or developed it in conjunction with another body. In follow up mini-survey interviews, it was learned that the majority of the joint efforts developed by individuals attending extensive train-the-trainer courses with one of the RCPI, or one of the ethics training institutes, and then adapting those skills and materials to the needs of their own jurisdiction. 
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Qualitative Interviews with Integrity Training Personnel

In an effort to gain further insight into the nature of the ethics and integrity training programs of some of the departments that participated in the survey, mini-case studies were conducted via telephone of some of the participants. The purpose of this additional contact was to solicit an evaluation of the training from those who conduct or oversee it. CSLJ contacted directors or commanders of the training programs or academies and some instructors of the ethics or integrity training. 
The majority of the interviewees advised that their recruit programs had included an ethics or integrity component for as long as they could recall. In most of these, the curriculum or the focus of the course had changed somewhat over the years (for example, from a focus on human diversity to integrity). To initiate integrity training programs, many agencies selected a representative to attend a “train the trainer” session with one of the ethics institutes and then adapted the training program and materials to suit their local needs. 

Priority of Integrity Training

Most agencies claimed that ethics and integrity is given high to very high priority within their agency. However, the hours devoted to this training are far fewer than to the other courses provided. One respondent advised that integrity is treated as one of three “golden threads” (the other two being communication and community policing) that must be woven through each block of their training curriculum. Other respondents also stated that as well as having an individual ethics course, integrity was interwoven into other courses. 

Strengths and Weaknesses

Program strengths identified include incorporating true, recent stories of officers who have acted unethically, and the consequences of those actions; allowing participants to discuss scenarios that are clearly applicable to the job, in an interactive environment to learn decision making processes; clearly outlining what actions are unacceptable and will be reported; making participants aware of how their actions look to outsiders; and weaving integrity training throughout the curriculum. A more cynical viewpoint was that the program allowed the public to feel some comfort that officers are trained in ethics, even though the training is ineffective.

Perceived weaknesses that were discussed include limited budgets for in service training; lack of quality instructors; the need for more regular, in service integrity training to keep officers current; and the inherent ineffectiveness of integrity training for unethical officers. Also pointed out was that the most important integrity influence occurs when officers are being indoctrinated into the culture and traditions of a given police department in the field training period. It was assumed that the integrity level of the field training officer will potentially have a greater influence on an officer’s behavior than what they learn in the academy.

Assessments

Most of the agencies have participants in their integrity courses complete course evaluations, and most claim that they generally receive good reviews from the students. All the agencies that claimed to have some knowledge of the chief or management’s opinion on their integrity training suggested they viewed it as successful and useful. The one RCPI staff member interviewed suggested that they do extensive follow up interviews with the participants in their program as well as with the community to gain feedback on their program, and they have used this feedback over the years to alter their curriculum.

Implications
1. Most departments in the U.S. require some form of integrity training. Recruit training related to integrity appears to reflect a relatively low priority based on time allotted.  Over 70% of recruits receive 10 hours or less of training. There was a glaring discrepancy between the self-reported high priority given to integrity training and the small number of hours devoted to this training among agencies canvassed. This suggests that no matter what the content or the approach the impact of this training might be minimal.

2. Instructional modalities used in integrity training tend to be limited with podium and unstructured discussions being common among agencies. “Integrity talk,” open ended values discussions and peer opinion were found to be the common mode of instruction as opposed to direct integrity instructional activities designed to change integrity behavior. The benefit of these approaches, in contrast to the more structured (Josephson or Sykes) methods appeared problematic. Many approaches included material which had limited potential impact including “ethics” appreciation (overviews of theories), community policing advocacy or histories of police professionalism, etc.

3. The surveys suggest that many of the agencies providing integrity training are using trainers with little or no specialized instructor or integrity training or background. Review of curriculum materials suggests varying curriculum strategies with tenuous links to best practice thinking about integrity. Instructional methodologies vary widely and are without serious assessment in terms of effectiveness or value.

4. There is a need for models to align training efforts to specifically support broader integrity initiatives. Few examples of integrity training were identified which supported leadership efforts at organizational change or efforts to support integrity.

Managing For Integrity

An emerging school of thought on the management of law enforcement integrity stresses intentional management, where management decision-making is driven by the accomplishment of a specific goal or set of goals.  Such an approach requires the ability to objectively determine where changes are needed, to develop and implement strategies to make those changes, and to measure the results of those efforts.  Our focus in this section is on the viewpoint of law enforcement practitioners regarding issues of definition, measurement, and leadership to improve integrity in the agency.

Three different focus groups were held involving some of the country’s most experienced law enforcement executives in 2004 (New Orleans, LA May 2004, Los Angeles, CA and Tacoma WA December 2004). The specific objectives of the New Orleans, Los Angeles and Tacoma focus groups were as follows:

· To identify and articulate ways that focus group members defined organizational integrity;

· To identify informal indicators that focus group members believed aroused integrity related concerns at the organizational level;

· To identify measurements useful for implementing organizational integrity assessments; and

· To identify strategies that members believed might effect changes in the integrity of a police organization.

The measurement of integrity in police organizations can be performed on at least two levels.  By far the most common use of integrity measures is to assess the behavior of the individual officer.  These measures may include direct measures of misconduct such as internal disciplinary actions or criminal convictions, potential misconduct such as citizen complaints or lawsuits, or more general indicators of potential problems such as excessive absenteeism or low mileage on patrol units.

Another approach to measuring integrity is to measure it at the organizational level, either a measure of the police agency as a whole or some component of it, such as a division, district, or precinct.  Such organizational level measures might be some aggregation of individual-level indicators, an assessment of policies and practices against some standard, or a portrayal of some construct such as “integrity climate” through an anonymous survey or some other means.

It was clear in our focus group meetings that the practitioners believed in the importance of accurate integrity measures at the individual level to identify officers with problems or potential problems.  There was no consensus, however, on the best method for measuring organizational integrity, or its usefulness for managing the organization.

Defining Organizational Integrity

Participants disagreed over whether organizational values related to integrity are universal or dependant upon the organization, its needs and environment. According to one executive who has collected values statements from police departments across the country, there is a great deal of variance from agency to agency on what values the organization subscribes to. Another participant suggested that police organizational integrity is not conducive to a standard, mutually agreeable definition, but is likely to remain an abstract construct open to interpretation.  However, certain markers or traits that remain consistent from one police agency to the next can characterize organizational integrity.  The focus group identified these common organizational integrity characteristics:

· A culture that reflects honesty, morality, integrity and ethical behavior exists throughout the organization.

· These prominent values are communicated effectively through both formal and informal organizational channels.

· All members of rank and file understand these prominent values and expected behaviors.

· The behavior of all in the organization is in accord with these understood principles and values.

· The organization has an early intervention system in place that proactively addresses potential problems and serves to mitigate gross ethical misconduct before it occurs.

· All forms of misconduct and all failures to comply with organizationally established integrity principles are quickly and consistently reported.

· There is a fair and known system for dealing with misconduct and integrity infractions.

Measuring Organizational Integrity

Our focus group’s definition of organizational integrity is very similar to that found in the current literature.  Determining how closely an actual police agency approximates this ideal characterization is another matter entirely.  The list of organizational integrity characteristics developed by the focus group implies a variety of forms of measurement:

· Measures of behavior of executives, supervisors, and line officers.  These are measures of how things are actually done by the leadership (regardless of policy) and of the actual behavior of officers.  Such measures might be drawn from records of behavior such as disciplinary and other personnel records, hiring and promotion records, and time logs.

· Measures of organizational climate (or culture.)
 These are measures of beliefs and values, and include the beliefs of the organization’s members about how the leadership does things, how officers behave on the job, what constitutes ethical behavior in particular situations, and how the organization is likely to respond to misbehavior. Since they are measures of perceptions and attitudes, surveys and focus groups are the most appropriate techniques.

· Measures of official policy.  These are application of standards to official policy, procedure, codes, rules, job descriptions, and organizational structures.  For measurement of organizational integrity, standards applying to policy and procedures for handling citizen complaints, discipline, early intervention, screening, training, evaluation, promotion, and monitoring are especially relevant.  The sources for these measures are typically official documents, supplemented with information about “unofficial policy” which may be commonly understood but not recorded in an official document.

One type of measure that does not fall cleanly into one of these categories is the “integrity sting”.  It is a measure of behavior – indeed failure can subject an officer to disciplinary action or even termination – but the behavior is proactively created by the internal affairs system as a “test”.  It is intended both as a screening mechanism and as a deterrent to misbehavior. 

Measures of Behavior

Objective measures of integrity-related behavior in the organization serve to identify individuals – including supervisors – who require intervention, either through punitive, disciplinary action (including termination) or through non-punitive assistance such as counseling, retraining, or reassignment.  The measures may be used individually where response is up to the supervisor’s judgment or in a formalized Early Warning System (EWS) or Early Intervention System (EIS), which may be paper-based or automated.
  
These may include:

· Direct measures of misbehavior such as suspensions or disciplinary write-ups; 
· Measures of possible misbehavior subject to investigation such as citizen’s complaints or lawsuits; or
· “Indicators” which may be a sign of integrity problems but may have innocent explanations.  
The focus group suggested the following “indicator” measures may point managers to potential integrity problems for further investigation and intervention:
	Data-based  Sources

	1. Mileage on vehicles

	2. Phone calls/cell usage

	3. Computer history/log

	4. Stopping patterns

	5. Use of off duty time

	6. Computer chip from tasers

	7. Number of consent searches

	8. Number of “dropsie” cases

	9. Use of force reports

	      Excessive absenteeism

	 Non-data Sources

	1. Anecdotal information 

	2. Observed behavioral and personality changes

	3. Avoiding assignment with a certain individual

	4. Observed indifference to human suffering (speech or action)

	5. Email, instant messaging, chatter

	            Peer Observations and informal reports

	1. First level supervisor observations and reports

	C.  External Sources

	2. Prosecutor feedback

	3. Public defender feedback

	4. Community activist observations

5. Media


Measuring Integrity Climate

The literature addresses the measurement of organizational integrity climate primarily in terms of surveys. The most straightforward type asks agency members directly about the values of the organization, whether it is perceived as fair and ethical not only in its policies but in its actual operations, and also about the typical behavior of supervisors and line officers in terms of the presence and frequency of corrupt behavior.

Another survey approach involves questioning officers and supervisors about judgment scenarios that reflect integrity concerns and commonly encountered ethical dilemmas.  One approach, piloted with the Oregon Department of State Police, used focus groups composed of various subject matter experts to develop the short scenarios that represented the agency’s most fundamental integrity concerns.  These scenarios covered a range of topics including: receiving discounts on merchandise, responsibility for intervention in “hot calls” without available back-up, utilizing department property for community-related activities, and establishment of personal relationships with individuals met while conducting investigations.  Agency members were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed that each scenario represented an ethical issue in their agency (e.g. receiving a discount on merchandise).  Respondents were also asked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the appropriateness of several possible actions/responses to the situations detailed in each scenario (Amendola, 1996). 

Similarly, Klockars, Ivkovich, Harver and Haberfeld (2000) developed 11 hypothetical case scenarios involving officers engaged in a range of corrupt behavior.  An example of one scenario is: “A police officer stops a motorist for speeding.  The officer agrees to accept a personal gift of half of the amount of the fine in exchange for not issuing a citation.”  Officers responding to the survey were asked to indicate how seriously they regarded the issues detailed in each corruption scenario (both from their perspective and in terms of the views of other officers), how willing they were to report the behavior in the scenario, how willing they thought other officers would be to report the behavior, what discipline they felt should be received and what discipline they thought would be received. 

It is important to note that survey approaches have the potential to identify two elements of organizational integrity climate.  The first is the extent of agreement among the organization’s members on the “way things are done” regarding integrity issues. There may simply be no consensus view, or there may be subcultures (or “sub climates”) with widely varying perceptions of the organization.
 If organizational members report the same perceptions of “the way things are done” around the agency in regards to integrity, then a climate for integrity may be said to exist.   That climate might support or not support ethical behavior.  Second, the nature of the integrity climate can be measured: in essence, are the organization’s structures, policies, and practices perceived as supporting ethical behavior?  Do the attitudes of both leaders and officers support integrity?  

Many of our focus group members preferred a more intuitive approach to measuring integrity climate.  They felt good leaders possess an intuitive feel for it, and often police executives will develop their own integrity markers or cues that they feel allow them to keep their fingers on the pulse of the integrity climate of an organization. Some of our experts argued that these integrity markers will differ from department to department and from one police manager to the next, suggesting it may be difficult to move beyond intuition.  From another point of view it was argued that organizational integrity is perhaps easier to identify in the negative sense; that is, one can more easily identify when it is absent than when it is present.  Thus, it is more common to hear about police agencies with integrity problems (e.g., Los Angeles, New Orleans, Miami, etc.) than to hear about police departments that have achieved success in managing, instilling and fostering integrity.

External Indicators: Internal vs. Community Views

A critical issue in this dialogue involved how and to what extent the views of citizens, community activists and public officials outside the agency should contribute to assessment of organizational integrity. These “clients” of police services can often offer valuable insights into how police are perceived in terms of integrity.  Some of the experts cautioned that it is unfair to view the police organization in isolation from other governmental agencies when discussing organizational integrity.   

Focus group members felt that tying external community perceptions into definitions and models of police organizational integrity is a complex issue.  Specifically, several persons asked to what extent public opinion and perceptions should be incorporated into organizational integrity assessments, standards and change initiatives. Making this issue more complex was the collective observation that there are times when police actions may go against the will of the community, or at least a segment of it, since there is not always a community consensus about what constitutes police integrity.  In some instances, such as when the community is sharply divided and polarized, no matter what action is taken by the police, a large contingent of the public will be ultimately dissatisfied.  

Challenges to Measurement

Our focus groups found that the measurement of integrity – both at the individual and organizational level - offers major challenges to many police agencies.  Obstacles to building effective measures include:

· Lack of agreement on what should be measured;

· The absence of validated instruments;

· Limits on methodological sophistication on the part of law enforcement administrators;

· Difficulties in interpreting data from this approach; and

· Legal issues and concerns from police unions, advocacy groups, etc.
Managing for Integrity: Changing Organizations

The extensive literature on police corruption, especially since the seminal work of Larry Sherman and others in the 1970’s and 80’s
, is virtually universal in its insistence that the “few bad apples” explanation of corruption offered by many police officials up to that time was a wholly inadequate explanation for integrity problems in police organizations.  

In this perspective police corruption is not primarily an individual moral defect.  Agency integrity problems cannot simply be solved with careful screening of applicants which picks out the bad apples before they infect the rest of the agency (Swope 2001).   As Swope puts it, when organizations “create and perpetuate work environments that make ethically responsible behavior into an act of courage,” the situation is ripe for widespread unethical behavior. It is police leadership that is essential to establishing and maintaining an organization committed to integrity at all levels (Covey 1990; Delattre 1996; Kouzes and Posner 1993).  

While recruitment of good candidates is seen as important, experts tend to find the source of integrity problems – and therefore the appropriate focus for solutions – in the nature of the job, the external environment, and the organization. The sources of corruption Sherman identifies include those fundamental to the role, such as discretion, low managerial and public visibility, perception of low pay, legal opportunities for corruption (especially “victimless” and trivial offenses), and association with lawbreakers and temptation, which offer opportunities for corruption and incline police toward moral cynicism (1974).  External factors tend to vary from department to department, including community structure characteristics such as the degree of anomie, the political “ethos”, and the extent of culture conflict.  But he argues that differences in corruption levels among departments similar in resources and political environments are accounted for by the “central variable”: social control inside and outside the agency (1978).  The informal and formal characteristics of the organization, including the culture of peer and managerial secrecy, level of bureaucracy, integrity of leadership, and solidarity of work subcultures are the key determinants of integrity.  Thus the research literature suggests that organizational factors can contribute to police misconduct and have an overwhelming effect on police behavior.  Police organization and culture according to this perspective can cause a deterioration of individual values (Gilmartin and Harris 1998).  Thus integrity should be considered primarily an organizational rather than an individual problem.  

Our focus group participants were in full agreement with the idea that ensuring integrity in law enforcement agencies is an organizational problem that requires organizational solutions.  They recognized, however, that there are two different, though not necessarily competing, organizational integrity models:

Internal Value Model:  Police organizations should aspire to a pro-social mission that is above and beyond simply toeing the line.  This is a values-based policing model that incorporates an attitude of service. Within this management model, the major drivers and motivators of behavior are internal (values, leadership, and climate).

Organizational Compliance Model:  What matters is ensuring that behavior is in compliance with the rules, regardless of what one’s values are or what motivates behavior.  Within this management model, the major drivers and motivators of behavior are external (discipline, auditing, monitoring.)

Group members agreed that currently within many law enforcement organizations, integrity is typically managed using an organizational compliance model based on the communication and enforcement of formal rules and procedures.  It is a deterrence model where effective detection of misconduct is coupled with appropriate response.  Within this management model, the major drivers are external (discipline, auditing, monitoring).  Some argued that this is the best we can do since internal drivers will remain outside of the organization’s control. (This was particularly the case with representatives of large departments.) However, others questioned the utility of a pure compliance model.  One participant offered that this model does not offer an explanation for the fact that officers mostly do the right thing even when there is no chance of being caught.  This routine ethical behavior is not driven by external factors, but instead is based on internal factors (virtue, character, duty).

All agreed that positive reinforcement is critical, since external deterrent factors alone will not be enough to motivate ethical behavior.  The organization must first communicate what conduct is expected.  The leadership must explicitly state, “High integrity means doing ___ in this specific situation.” Officers must understand specifically what kind of behavior is expected of them.  It is critical that a code of conduct not only be developed and communicated to officers and supervisors, but be continually updated and expanded to detail what behavior is expected.  Important areas of conduct would include dealing with arrestees, respecting individual rights, acceptance of gratuities, etc. 

Different departments and leaders will use different strategies.  One participant said that his department used a multifaceted strategy that included increasing the size of the public integrity bureau, implementing sweeping personnel changes, decentralizing officers and bringing in outside consultants for a comprehensive operational audit.  Another participant stated that a common response to integrity problems is “they yell at you, fire you or transfer you”, but felt that this approach does not work because there has to be more to it than simply restructuring personnel.  The entire culture should be examined, including screening, hiring and training components.

Managing for Integrity: Key Elements

The group identified key elements of a comprehensive integrity management approach:  

· It must incorporate multiple and layered ways to assess the integrity of the department and its officers and include the following components: multiple and known paths for command officers to examine the behaviors of certain individuals;

· An audit system in place that gathers and analyzes all relevant data (e.g., consent searches, complaints, suits, sick leave, etc.) on individuals allowing for routine and objective snapshots of officer behavior;

· An intervention system that offers counseling, training, and targeted assistance to those identified as in need of improved behavior;

· Both reactive and proactive measures are used to identify misconduct;
· Proactive measures incorporate surveillance, observational audits, random stings, targeted stings and collecting complaints; and

· A formal risk management process in place, which ensures that all officers are looked at in detail.

Group members agreed that ultimately the responsibility for ensuring integrity lies with the leadership of the agency.  They agree with the experts that corrupt practices cannot proliferate in the organization without at least the implicit support of supervisors.  Managing for integrity means, therefore, holding supervisors at all levels responsible for what happens on their watch: not only for crime rates, arrests, and other COMSTAT indicators of effectiveness, but also of misconduct by their officers.  Supervisors are expected to meet that responsibility not only by ensuring compliance with rules through the threat of punishment, but also by rewarding ethical behavior.  Of even greater  importance is the personal behavior of the supervisor: insistence on compliance with the rule of law even at the risk of losing some effectiveness, refusal to cover-up or ignore misbehavior, and serving as a role model of ethical behavior.

Implications
1. Most of our focus group members seem to conceive of integrity measurement at the individual rather the organizational level.  There were differences of opinion on the details of what constituted organizational integrity and how it should be measured. The group was divided on basic conceptual issues such as the universality of criteria related to defining organizational integrity and the balance of internal vs. community perspectives.  Clearly, more work needs to be done on these basic conceptual issues before models for organizational integrity assessments can be developed and the case for such assessments made to practitioners.
2. The foundations for a consensus definition of organizational integrity clearly exists in the field.  There was general agreement that such a definition must include a culture that reflects honesty, morality, integrity and ethical behavior, and that establishing and maintaining such a culture requires effective communication of these values and of the behavior expected of all members of the rank and file.  To maintain the culture the organization must also have an early intervention system in place that proactively addresses potential problems and serves to prevent and mitigate misconduct.

3. Focus group members believed that there were warning signs which suggested the risks of integrity violations within the organization, and were in general agreement about which signs were important.  However, the strategies managers can apply to make best use of this information need to be developed and made available to law enforcement agencies.
4. Group members agreed that currently within many law enforcement organizations, integrity is managed using a deterrence model. Common strategies to enforce integrity norms included: known paths for command, officers, examinations of the behaviors of certain individuals, an audit system in place and an intervention system that offers counseling, training, and targeted assistance.  While deterrence through the threat of disciplinary action will always comprise part of a strategy to ensure compliance with rules of behavior, attention needs to be given to strategies which integrate reward and values-based reinforcement of integrity.
5. Focus group members believe that it was important to develop more objective ways to assess organizational integrity and to identify systematic ways to change an organization.  However the group suggested that an organizational integrity methodology needs to be developed, tested, and disseminated. 
6. Group members felt that focus on the monitoring and control of line officer behavior may lead executives to ignore the critical role of the leadership structure in creating and maintaining organizational integrity.  Models of integrity measurement and management must include strategies for ensuring that leaders are selected, trained, and rewarded both for their own ethical behavior and their ability to foster it in the men and women they lead. 

Concluding Thoughts

Efforts to manage law enforcement integrity are fragmented at best: there is the need for the development of integrated integrity assurance strategy in which training, screening and leadership converge. Our expert panels agree that law enforcement integrity should not be viewed as a series of initiatives (screening, training, compliance enforcement) separate from the department’s day-to-day operations.  Instead, it should be woven into the fiber of every act and relationship.  
The findings presented in this report show a law enforcement profession very sensitive to the issue of integrity but very diverse in its attempt to manage it.  Some efforts to manage integrity appear to be based largely on intuition or tradition.   In part because of the lack of reliable research-based information on best screening and training practices, agency executives and managers must do their best using intuition, experience, available expert advice, and tradition.  A lack of information also exists to guide law enforcement agencies in developing integrity management practices. 

The use of objective measures of organizational integrity is clearly at an early stage.  There are no clear conceptual links between what agencies might do to assure integrity and any measurable performance outcome.  There is no consensus yet on how to objectively define and measure the integrity status of a law enforcement agency.  There is no consensus on the usefulness of such measures.  There is also no consensus on the way such measures could be used by executives and other managers even if they were seen as useful.
The field of law enforcement integrity management requires a renewed intellectual energy and an infusion of resources to provide useful guidance to the profession.  

But existing knowledge gaps cannot be filled only through an academic exercise.  More effective integrity leadership can only be accomplished through a close collaboration between practitioners, and policy researchers.  Law enforcement integrity is related to applied ethics where “ethical theory (is) accountable to practice and professional practice (is) accountable to theory” (Pagon, 2003).  The place of policy research is not to preach to the practitioner about what is right but to provide the tools the professional needs to answer key questions about what works and what does not. In the end it is the law enforcement professional who has the tough job of making new ideas work in the real world.
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Appendices

Screening Survey

Bureau of Justice Assistance

Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training

UNO Center for Society, Law and Justice

“Developing BJA Sponsored Tools for Instilling, Promoting, and Maintaining Professional Integrity in Law Enforcement Agencies”

November 2004

A Survey of Integrity Screening in Law Enforcement Agencies

Name:
_________________________________________________________________

Title:
__________________________________________________________________

Organization: ____________________________________________________________

Address: ________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

Phone:
(____)
___________________ Email:__________________________________

Please answer all of the following questions. You may skip those that do not apply.

1. Which does your organization use in screening new applicants? (Mark all that apply)

□ Background investigation
□ Background interview
□ Polygraph/VSA testing

□ Drug testing


□ Psychological interview
□ Psychological testing

□ Medical evaluation

□ General cognitive/achievement functioning

□ Reading level assessment
□ Writing sample


2. Who conducts the initial background interview? (Mark all that apply)

□ Police officer

□ Police detective

□ Human resource worker

□ Psychologist


□ Private contractor


□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

3. What does the background investigation entail? (Mark all that apply)

□ Criminal records

□ Interview neighbors

□ Interview friends

□ Credit records

□ Interview prior employers
□ Military records

□ Driving records

□ Interview family members
□ Education records

□ Civil suit records
□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

4. Who provides the background investigation? (Mark all that apply)

□ Police officer

□ Police detective/investigator
□ Private contractor

□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

5. What type of training/education do background investigators receive? (Mark all that apply)

□ Training course

□ Education materials

□ No training/education

□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

If you require a training course, how many hours does this entail?  __________________

6. How much weight is given to the background investigation in determining conditional hire?


□ 0-25%


□ 25-45%


□ 45-65%


□ 65-85%


□ 85-100%


□ Pass/Fail


□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

7. Within the past year, what percentages of applicants were rejected due to the results of their background investigation?

□ 1-5%


□ 6-10%


□ 11-15%

□ 16-20%


□ 21-25%


□ 26-30%

□ 31-35%


□ Greater than 35%

□ None

8. What psychological assessments does your organization typically use? (mark all that apply)

□ Clinical Interview

□ Mental Status Exam

□ CPI

□ MMPI


□ MMPI-II


□ Rorschach (inkblots)

□ PAI



□ Millon


□ Raven

□ 16 Personality Factor
 

□ Eysenck Personality Questionnaire

□ Inwald Personality Inventory

□ Hilson Safety/Security Risk Inventory

□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

9. Who typically provides the psychological evaluation for your organization? (Mark all that apply)

□ Psychologist employed by department
□ Psychologist contracted by department

□ Assessment center




□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

10. What type of training/education specific to screening police applicants do psychological evaluators receive? (Mark all that apply)

□ Training course

□ Education materials

□ No training/education

□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

If you provide a training course, how many hours does this entail?  __________________

11. Who conducts the psychological evaluations?

□ Licensed doctoral-level psychologist

□ Licensed or certified master’s level psychologist

□ Licensed professional counselor

□ Other _________________________________________________________________ 

12. How much weight is given to the psychological evaluation in determining conditional hire?

□ 0-25%


□ 25-45%


□ 45-65%

□ 65-85%


□ 85-100%


□ Pass/Fail

□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

13. Within the past year, what percentages of applicants were rejected due to the results of their psychological evaluation?

□ 1-5%


□ 6-10%


□ 11-15%

□ 16-20%


□ 21-25%


□ 26-30%

□ 31-35%


□ Greater than 35%

□ None

14. Does your organization require the applicant to give his/her history of past illegal drug use?

□ Yes



□ No

If yes, what substances are grounds for immediate exclusion? (Mark all that apply)

□ Marijuana


□ Cocaine/Crack

□ Heroin/Methadone

□ Ecstasy


□ LSD



□ PCP

□ Methamphetamines

□ Prescription drugs

□ Clickums

□ Inhalants


□ Mushrooms


□ Xanbars

□ Other: ________________________________________________________________

What drug use is acceptable within what time limits?  Ex:  Marijuana use is acceptable if the applicant has not used within the last three years.  

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

15. Does any additional integrity screening/testing occur during academy training (after a conditional hire)?

□ Yes



□ No

If yes, what? _____________________________________________________________

16. Do you feel it is necessary to screen for integrity in applicants?

□ Yes



□ No

Why or why not? _________________________________________________________

17. How long have the current standards for applicant screening been in place at your organization?

□ Less than 1 year

□ 1-5 years


□ 6-10 years

□ 11-15 years


□ 16-20 years


□ Greater than 20 years

18. Is your organization doing anything over and above the steps mentioned above in integrity screening with new applicants?

□ Yes



□ No

What?                        ________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

19. Several police departments indicated that they are having difficulty getting previous employers to candidly provide information about an applicant for fear of being sued.  Have you found any procedures particularly helpful in getting this information?  

□ Yes



□ No

What?    __________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

20. Do you know of other law enforcement agencies that have developed successful integrity screening or training programs?

If yes, please identify the agency and a contact if known: ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

21. Has your agency developed a career ethics/integrity program for your employees?

□ Yes



□ No

If yes, are you willing to share copies of this program with POST and other agencies?

□ Yes



□ No

Thank you in advance for taking the time to provide answers to this important survey.  Please return completed survey instruments in the enclosed postage-paid envelope no later than January 14, 2005.  The completed surveys may also be sent via facsimile to POST at (916) 227-5271.

For questions please contact POST at (916) 227-5561 or via e-mail at Ken.Whitman@post.ca.gov
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

1601 ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD

SACRAMENTO, CA  95816-7083

Training Monograph:  User’s Guide to Curriculum
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A Law Enforcement Guide to Integrity Training Curricula

How Law Enforcement Organizations May Best Implement Effective Integrity Training Programs

I.
Introduction

This guide presents a model of how to initiate effective integrity training programs in law enforcement agencies. It is written to most benefit chiefs, other law enforcement executives and law enforcement trainers. This guide offers:

· An increased awareness of the key components of a successful integrity training program in law enforcement 

· Strategies for successful implementation of integrity training in law enforcement agencies 

· A caution to some of the pitfalls often encountered in integrity training implementation 

In a project sponsored by BJA, the Center for Society, Law & Justice in conjunction with California POST, conducted a study on the status of integrity in law enforcement, including consideration of training, screening and organizational integrity issues. The project involved surveying and interviewing small, medium and large police departments, sheriff’s offices, academies, Regional Community Policing Institutes (RCPI) and Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) organizations across the country regarding the integrity training and screening practices employed by those agencies, and collecting the training curricula utilized by a number of those agencies. Focus groups were held by the Center to gage the opinions of the field as to the usefulness of integrity training.

In the training segment of this study, we found that most departments in the U.S. (95%) require that their recruits receive integrity training, with the majority of those (70%) requiring 10 hours or less. The majority of departments (68%) require that their in-service officers receive some form of ethics or integrity training at various points in their careers. Approximately half of those agencies surveyed generated their own integrity curricula.

A review of the curricula in place, in a number of agencies across the country, suggests that the majority of the agencies use limited instructional modalities, primarily consisting of lecture and unstructured discussions, open ended values discussions and peer opinion, as opposed to instructional activities designed to change integrity behavior. The interviews illustrated a discrepancy between the self-reported high priority given to integrity training and the small number of hours actually devoted to this training. The focus groups expressed skepticism as to the usefulness of integrity training.

The RCPI network funded by COPS (particularly those RCPI specializing in integrity training) has until recently provided support to law enforcement recruit and in-service training, and seems to have the most well developed and current curricula, while employing the best adult learning methods and assessment practices. Due to changes in federal priorities, the continuance of these services is uncertain.

The information gathered in this study provides a broad context for law enforcement executives concerned with deploying effective integrity training within their agency in terms of practices in the field. The following guide has been developed to assist police agencies that are seeking to update, expand or develop and implement integrity training curricula that will be effective and meaningful for its officers.

II.
Why Bother Implementing an Integrity Training Project?

If the law enforcement agency is engaged in an effort to effectively manage law enforcement integrity, why focus upon training as a tool to assuring a high level of integrity?  Suggested answers include:

· It reinforces the department’s mission and values.

· It is a valuable tool to articulate norms the agency values to rank and file officers. 

· It helps the agency refocus officers and supervisors on core integrity principles. 

· It helps hone officers’ decision-making skills in situations of ethical conflict and complexity. 

· It increases awareness and creates a dialog on common areas of temptation or integrity conflict. 

· It may help officers break down the “Code of Silence”.

· It can provide officers with practice and experience in selecting the best response to ethical dilemmas quickly. 

· It helps officers become aware of how their actions and behaviors may be viewed by the public, and thereby improve public perception.

· It may preclude civil lawsuits based on questionable officer behavior.

A number of survey respondents believed that having any integrity training at a minimum keeps ethical issues in the forefront of officer’s minds. It keeps them more aware of public perception of their actions and encourages discussion of ethical issues. Another noted that, since the advent of their integrity training program, there was an increase in the willingness to report the unethical behavior of other officers and of FTOs, the latter of which resulted in some FTOs being deselected. The training helps to create a safe environment to report problems, which is in itself a deterrent to unethical conduct.

In addition, instituting an effective training program or updating and revising an existing program to make it more effective, may help in modeling core organizational values and assist in making tough decisions. It will support and encourage an integrity driven, values-based police culture and may be useful in development of a consensual agency integrity mission statement. This will also have a positive impact on public perception, both in a general way when the public becomes aware of the high priority the agency is placing on integrity, and, more specifically, as individual officers deal with members of the public in a high integrity manner.

III.
Establishing an Integrity Training Management Team

The first step in instituting integrity training is to establish an integrity training management team. In establishing the team, consideration of who will be responsible for managing integrity training development or change within the agency is paramount. It is important to involve people who have some subject matter expertise in ethical decision-making, integrity and training that may include trainers from service academy, operational and executive personnel. Many of the agencies surveyed reported that integrity training is more effective when it is taught in a way that is clearly applicable and relevant to a police officer’s day-to-day job. Therefore, the management team should include street officers as well to ensure that their perspective is represented. 

Including representatives from the executive and management staff in the management team will assist in ensuring that department personnel are shown the leadership’s commitment to such training, which is essential to the success of any program. The direct involvement and championship of executive officers will encourage compliance and cooperation from line officers and will reinforce to all members of the agency that integrity is a high priority for the entire organization. In fact, the Chief in one of the agencies surveyed gives a one-hour talk on integrity to each recruit class, illustrating that the topic is important throughout the agency. Having support and participation of the executives supports the view of integrity as an organizational issue that is relevant to officers at all levels and will assist the management team in recognizing and avoiding organizational hypocrisy.

The management team will need to determine the scope of the integrity training curriculum and, where an integrity training program already exists, identify the gaps in that training. They will then need to define the goals of the new or revised integrity curriculum as well as the requirements for integrity training and then develop an instructional design to initiate this effort. Once the gaps in the current curriculum and the primary needs of the department for integrity training have been identified, the instructional design team may draw upon those aspects or segments of the model(s) and curricula summaries that will best address the agency’s requirements. 

Securing the Necessary Funding
Each agency and each state has different funding mechanisms (local, state, and federal) by which they secure funding to support training for police officers. Funding availability is an important consideration in both designing and implementing a training program, which is another reason it is important to have executive and management representation on the management team. Individuals at these levels will be in a position to know what is available by way of funding, and having them on the team encourages the necessary buy-in required by those levels of the agency in order to secure adequate funding to implement a new or revised training program.

IV.
Getting Started: Determining the Agency’s Integrity Training Needs

If the agency already has an integrity training program in place, the first step is defining, as an agency, the most critical gaps in training that are to be addressed. Survey responses included: the core need may be knowledge of integrity policy and norms; key gaps exist in decision-making skills related to difficult integrity dilemmas; and integrity and truthfulness in report writing.  (One agency surveyed deployed a training course on the importance of integrity and truthfulness in report writing as a response to a crime classification and report writing scandal within the department.)

The next step, if the agency has a current integrity training program, is to determine whether it is adequate to address the gaps identified above.  What curriculum is now in use? What performance measures are in use to assess the program presently in place? Is the impact of the current program satisfactory? Should it be up-graded? Replaced?

If the agency does not currently have any integrity training, a number of factors that should be included in its curriculum are: 

· Knowledge of policy

· Knowledge of integrity violation reporting policy

· Understanding of acceptable integrity norms

· Knowledge of sanctions for low integrity conduct

· Knowledge and skills in integrity decision-making

· Knowledge of integrity and ethical theories 

· Knowledge of supervising integrity conduct

· Understanding of community perceptions of police integrity

· Understanding of areas in which the agency experiences the greatest integrity conflict

The priority given to each of these factors will vary depending on a number of issues such as the size of the agency, the type of agency, and the particular concerns or experiences of the agency. Listing the major integrity training factors to be addressed by a training program in each agency is the wisest starting point.

V.  Designing an Effective Integrity Training Program

There are a number of factors to consider when designing or revising an integrity training program. The existing curriculum may be sufficient, but not enough hours are devoted to integrity training, or it may need to be expanded in application to include in-service as well as recruits. How much time will be devoted to integrity training? Who will the audience be? What topics will be addressed?

How much integrity training is enough? 

When considering how much integrity training should be provided at the various levels of a police officer’s career, first state and/or local requirements need to be met then determining what is reasonable in relation to other training subjects will help scale the effort. Recognizing that integrity is relevant to all aspects of law enforcement training should be considered when establishing how much time to devote to integrity training. Each of the topics below is directly influenced by the integrity of the force or individual.

· Use of force

· Report writing

· Traffic (racial profiling, driving)

· Suspect pursuit

· Evidence collection procedures

· Constitutional law 

· Interactions with the public, particularly victims

A trend currently applied by some of the respondents to the surveys is to implement integrity training into all aspects of academy training. While this method requires more time and effort in curricula development, it serves to reinforce that integrity issues are relevant to all aspects of a police officer’s job and also helps officers integrate the integrity issues into the variety of situations they will confront throughout their careers.

Defining the Target Audience
Obviously, integrity training is important at the recruit level as part of the academy’s basic training. However, many survey respondents indicated that a weakness of their integrity training program was that there was little or no training required for in-service officers. Ethical and integrity decision-making and reasoning are skills like others that will fade over time without refreshers, practice and reinforcement. This axiom almost dictates the development and implementation of an aggressive integrity training project. 

Career Lifecycle Integrity Training
Integrity training should be provided throughout an officer’s career, particularly at benchmarks, such as promotions and, even more importantly, when officers become FTOs. Survey respondents noted that although recruits may learn about basic ethical conduct at the academy, their experiences once on the job is also very important. Rookies learn a great deal about the culture of a police agency and what is acceptable behavior from their FTOs once they are in field training. A number of respondents believed that the influence at this stage of their training determines the integrity standards that a new officer will adopt and likely retain throughout his or her career.

Conversely, the insight method enables students to understand and find solutions to problems themselves. This is the approach used by California POST, wherein they “facilitate” the participants’ discovery of the correct answers for themselves. The proponents of this method argue that it provides the students with the tools they need to make their own decisions in a variety of situations, and it provides opportunities for them to practice doing so in order to develop their own high integrity reasoning and decision-making skills that will come to them naturally and automatically when they are faced with integrity issues on the job. One obvious problem with this approach is the need for instructors in all topic areas to be trained in how to train in integrity, as well as the facilitation model of delivery. Another is that this method can allow for divergent positions as to what constitutes ethical actions dependent upon individual or jurisdictional differences.

The reasoning method encourages the use of logical thinking in order to find results or draw conclusions. This method encourages participants to use logic and reasoning in their decision-making and to determine the best response to an integrity dilemma. By practicing this method, they will further hone their reasoning skills. 

Most survey respondents agreed that adult learning methods are the best way to delivery integrity training, taking advantage of the variety of ways by which individuals learn. More participants can be reached by using a mixture of delivery modalities, such as lecture, discussion, video, DVDs and activities. 

Training programs should treat integrity as a skill to be learned—the decision-making process should be practiced until it comes naturally and can be utilized quickly in stressful situations. 

VI. Implementing an Effective Integrity Training Program: From the Concept to the Classroom

Once the integrity training curriculum has been designed or the existing curriculum modified, determination of how best to implement and deliver the revised integrity training must be made.  

Selecting a Deployment Strategy
Horizontal and vertical integrity training models differ in terms of their focus of rank versus structure. Vertical integrity training may focus on particular role issues related to investigation, forensic examination, traffic, homicide investigation or SWAT team deployment. Horizontal models assume that common principles work across all activities within the agency.

Managing Risks and Liabilities

It is important to consider what risks and liabilities may be faced in order to be prepared to deal with issues that may arise. Raising issues in transitional organizations may have adverse consequences, such as highlighting organizational hypocrisy. Training also can be used to define a standard for vicarious liability and other actions.

VII. Assessing the Integrity Training Program: Did it Work?

Nearly every survey respondent in the study reported that the only assessments they conduct of their training are participant surveys which are administered at the conclusion of the course. One respondent commented on the inaccuracy of such evaluations, as the students will give false positives out of a desire to please the instructors. While student evaluations can be helpful, other measures are also necessary in order to determine whether integrity training is successful. Other respondents felt that a low number of officers being charged with unethical conduct, as compared to other departments, was a good measure of success.

Assessing the effects of a strategy is a critical success factor in almost all programs. What evidence is there that attitudes, culture or behaviors were affected by the training investment? Data types that may be important are found below:

· Performance Measures and Integrity Training

· Observational Assessments

· Criterion Referenced Assessments 

· Process Assessments

· Knowledge Tests

· Responses to Hypothetical Dilemmas

· Incident Analysis 

· Pro-social Exemplars of Integrity 

· Focus groups 

· Surveys 

· Psychological Assessments 

· Early Warning Systems 

· Long-term follow up 

One agency surveyed assessed participants by asking them to fill out a questionnaire relating to their own ethics prior to the class. At the end of the class, they are asked if their opinions have changed. Many discovered that they were not as ethical as they thought they were, but had improved their decision-making through the course.

The most thorough assessment of a training program of those agencies surveyed was the Illinois RCPI, which conducts follow-ups by telephone with the participants and follow-up and focus groups with community members and police groups at least six months after they complete the training to see what the agency has done with what they have learned. They also count as indicators of success word-of-mouth referrals to other departments or requests for other training courses.

IX. Training as a Component of an Overall Integrity Management System

Training is clearly an important factor in fostering integrity within an agency. However, training alone cannot ensure a high integrity work environment. Recruitment, screening and hiring practices must also be geared toward selecting people who are inclined to ethical behavior and to weed out those who will not be amenable to training or who are pursuing a career in policing for the wrong reasons. 

Perhaps most important is an overall organizational climate of high integrity. If new recruits and in-service officers observe that the management and executive levels do not adhere to or espouse integrity as a high priority within the agency and reflect that position by their words and actions, the line officers will not take integrity issues seriously—despite any training that they receive. See the attached Screening Guide and Organizational Integrity Guide for direction on how to utilize these tools to develop and support high integrity within an agency.

A climate of organizational integrity will be supported by clear policies relating to:

· Accountability 

· Discipline 

· Retention and Promotion

· Harassment and Discrimination

· Employee Emotional Issues/Dealing with Officer Stress

· Intervention Programs

Training will assist officers to be better equipped to identify, and deal with integrity issues, but they must also be aware of the standards and expectations of the agency and how to respond to and report unethical behavior. Also, recognition of emotional issues or stress related problems that so often affect police officers due to the nature of the job could influence integrity conduct. Agencies should be looking for early warning signs or patterns of behavior that suggest questionable integrity and, if possible, providing access to intervention programs, retraining and assistance that includes the opportunity to discuss problems in a safe environment. Early intervention may help an officer who is having difficulties avoid the “slippery slope” of corruption.

IX. The Ten Commandments of Implementing Effective Integrity Training

In closing, here is some advice offered by experienced practitioners as to what works and what does not work in implementing integrity training:

1. Define a Clear Training Focus: Identify specifically what issues should be addressed through integrity training.

2. Involve All Managers and Stakeholders: This will ensure buy-in from those who will be affected, which will assist in attaining funding as well as giving legitimacy to the project.

3. Link Training to Agency Operational Issues: Mold the training program to suit the needs of each particular agency.

4. Train to Known Unmet Integrity Knowledge and Skill Sets: Identify the specific needs to be addressed with the training and select or develop training materials that focus on those issues.

5. Assessment: Assess what is taught through operational audits of indicators of integrity as well as through feedback from training participants. 

6. Establish Training as a Component of a Comprehensive System-Wide Integrity Management Effort: Support organizational integrity by ensuring that it is a priority throughout the agency.

7. Base Integrity-Related Officer Dilemmas on Actual Practice in the Agency: Officers respond better to real-life examples of ethical dilemmas and are better able to adapt those scenarios to the job. One survey respondent reported that the instructor constantly researches cases where officers have been accused of unethical conduct or brought up on charges, and they discuss the offences and the consequences. There is also a video available called “The Corrupt Cop” which includes an interview of an officer convicted of burglary and murder. Another agency incorporated, as part of its integrity training, a class called, “Not above the Law” which is conducted by a corrupt ex-police officer who was convicted and sent to prison for some time. These incidents make it more real for officers to see what can happen.

8. Focus on Reasoning Rather than Content of Answers: It is more useful for the participants to develop their own reasoning and decision-making skills than to simply study rules.

9. Assess Training Quality as Well as Officer Behavior: The training and curriculum should consistently be reviewed, evaluated, and altered, when necessary, to address changing needs and priorities.

10. Model What Is Taught: Ensure that the integrity being taught is reflected within the agency at all levels, especially by field training officers.

X. The Ten “Don’ts” of Implementing Effective Integrity Training

1. Avoid Blatant Organizational Hypocrisy: Recruits and rookie officers will disregard what they learn in the academy if they do not see it reflected in the organizational culture of the agency.

2. Don’t Divorce Training From Operations: For training to be effective, it must be relevant to operations and supported by the real-life experience officers are exposed to on the job.

3. Avoid Selective Training at “Bad Seed” Groups of Officers: This type of training allows participants to separate themselves from the “bad” officers and therefore they may fail to see that any officer can make bad decisions and be subject to the “continuum of compromise.”

4. Don’t Use “Artificial” Examples or Dilemmas: Officers will better be able to apply the skills they learn if the scenarios and examples they practice are relevant to their other policing skills and experiences.

5. Avoid Generic or “Vanilla” Curricula: Adjust the curricula to the specific needs and concerns of the agency.

6. Don’t Preach Correct Answers at Officers: It is more useful for officers to learn how to reach the best decision themselves rather than to be spoon-fed rules and regulations.

7. Avoid Gaps between Training Standards and Management Conduct: Management must reflect and encourage the high integrity behavior they expect the officers to emulate.

8. Don’t Accentuate Criminal or Corrupt Conduct: This is the extreme of low integrity behavior, and officers know it is wrong. Instead, focus on the early stages of the “slippery slope” and how officers can avoid going down that path.

9. Don’t Neglect Organizational Culture Issues and Quandaries: These issues must be addressed head-on and discussed in order for new and experienced officers to understand that, even where low integrity behavior has become part of the agency’s culture, it will not be tolerated.

10. Don’t Emphasize a “Stay out of Trouble” Mantra: If officers learn how to reach the best decision in an ethical dilemma and act with integrity at all times, they will stay out of trouble. Learning the process will be more effective.

To assist in developing integrity training curriculum, summaries of some of the current materials being used throughout the country are. Also attached is taxonomy of integrity training objectives and topics. These materials may assist in achieving an agency training vision.

Outline for Summaries of Ethics and Integrity Curricula 
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The Center for Society, Law and Justice requested that the POST organizations and RCPI provide a copy of their ethics and integrity curricula, and a number of those organizations complied by sending anything from brief course outlines to their full curricula. Some general information was also gathered from their websites. Some RCPI were hesitant to provide their curricula without prior approval from COPS. If the curricula samples already received prove insufficient for analysis, we will pursue COPS approval for more RCPI to release their materials.

The materials received are being summarized based on the topic areas they cover, including philosophic orientation, the reasoning methods examined, the learning methods and heuristics covered, and the ethical issues and dilemmas discussed. The thoroughness of these summaries varies depending upon the extent of the information provided by the organization. The outline below offers a typology of the topics covered by existing curricula and how they are being categorized within the summaries.

A. Philosophy of Ethics/Integrity: Frameworks to Define What is Right

1. Utilitarian (Mill, Bentham)

· Results or consequences based ethics 

· Moral rightness is determined by consequences 

· Actions that benefit the most people 

· Focus on pleasure/happiness/utility of actions

2. Deontological (Kant)

· Rule ethics

· Right is dependent on the nature of the action and will of actor

· Moral principles are known, objective and universally valid

· Abiding by known moral rules is ethical and right

· Categorical imperative

· Independent of consequences

· Similar to rights theory

3. Virtue Approach (Aristotle)

· Moral virtues ethics

· Right acts depend on will of actor

· Must act according to one’s own conscience and live according to a personal moral compass and convictions 

· Josephson’s Six Pillars of ethical values

· Trustworthiness: honesty, integrity, promise-keeping, loyalty

· Respect

· Responsibility: accountability, pursuit of excellence, self-restraint

· Justice and Fairness: equity, due process

· Caring

· Civic Virtue and Citizenship

4. Social Contract Theory (Rousseau)

· Ideal of the “general will” of society

· Give up complete freedom to become a collective body governed by a moral code

· The contract sets the ground rules

5. Professional/Codified Ethics/Integrity

· Evaluate against professional/ethical group’s opinion

· Law: case law, constitutions

· Values Clarification 

· Principles of Ethical Policing

· Fair Access

· Public Trust

· Safety and Security

· Teamwork

· Objectivity

· Police Standards

· Oath of Honor

· Code of Ethics

· Code of Conduct

· Canons of Police Ethics

6. Golden Rule

· Do unto others as you would have them do unto you

B. Context/Framework: Context for Integrity/Ethical Decisions/Actions

1. Ethical Reasoning Methods: How Police Officers Reason 

· Kohlberg’s stages of moral reasoning

· Pre-conventional – authority figures, reward/punishment

· Conventional – group norms/loyalties

· Post-conventional – consider everyone’s interests, universal justice

· Barriers to ethical decision making

· Over-investment – unbalanced emphasis on ‘cop role’

· Rationalization – justify unethical decisions

· Peer Pressure – can erode integrity, principles and values

· Slippery Slope – minor acts lead to more serious ones

· Slippery slope of corruption / Continuum of Compromise

· Feeling like a Victim

· Acts of Omission

· Acts of Commission – Administrative

· Acts of Commission – Criminal

· Contextualizing procedural thinking skills

· Discretion and fair application of the law

· Police authority roles

· Community expectations

· Rule of the street

· Policing Styles

· Avoider – people in ‘bad’ areas not worthy of protection 

· Enforcer – formal enforcement; sees people as ‘good’ or ‘bad’

· Reciprocator – sees people as the same; bargain for compliance; conflicted about the use of authority

· Professional – comfortable with authority; firm yet compassionate; proactive; ethical

· Loyalty vs. Duty 

· Code of Silence 

· Blue Curtain

· Common Statements Neutralizing/Rationalizing Ethical Conflict

· Denial of Responsibility

· Denial of Injury – “nobody was hurt”

· Denial of the Victim – “he deserved it”

· Condemnation of the Condemners – “the Chief did worse”

· Appeal to Higher Loyalties – “We’ve got to stick together”

· Ends Justify the Means – “If it is necessary, it is ethical” 

· False Necessity Trap – overestimate the cost of doing the right thing and underestimate the cost of failing to do so

· Substituting Legal for Moral – “If it is legal, it is proper”

· White lies – “I was just doing it to protect you”

· Justifying Responding in Kind – “I’m just fighting fire with fire”

· Adoption of Organizational Behavior Systems – “Everyone’s doing it”

· Personal Gain Test – “It’s Ok if I don’t gain personally”

· Entitlement – “I’ve got it coming to me”

· Underestimation of Effects – “I can still be objective”

2. Learning Methods and Heuristics – Between Judgment and Action

· Role playing/integrity dilemmas

· Position of Advantage Model of Decision Making

· P: Is it Permissible?

· O: What are my Options?

· A: What will be the Aftermath?

· Think… then A.C.T.

· A. Identify Alternatives

· C. Project the Consequences

· T. Tell your Story (consider your defense) 

· Integrity Check Questions

· Is it legal?

· Is it balanced?

· How will I feel about myself?

· Integrity Choice Strategies: Bell, Book, Candle

· The Bell: Do any warning bells go off?

· The Book: Does it violate any laws, codes, etc.?

· The Candle: Will it withstand the light of day or the spotlight of publicity?

· The 5 P’s of Ethical Power

· Purpose: daily behavior; chosen path; how one sees oneself

· Pride: self-esteem (w/ humility); sense of balance

· Patience: clear purpose in mind; look to the long run results

· Persistence: always be ethical, not just when it is convenient

· Perspective: reflection; seeking guidance from within

C. Integrity Issues

1. Integrity Dilemmas Faced by Law Enforcement Officers

· Ends/means – noble cause corruption

· Avenging angel content – righteous retribution

· Friends/private life vs. LEO role (e.g. drugs at a party)

· Peer pressure

· Public trust, perception, respect

2. Examples of Unethical and Low Integrity Behavior

· Disrespectful, abusive, prejudicial treatment/language

· Untruthfulness

· Lying to protect or support another officer

· Perjury

· Making untruthful reports to cover up inappropriate actions

· False overtime claims, creating additional court time

· Poor work ethic – not making an arrest to avoid paperwork

· Arbitrary exercise of discretion

· Improper use of discretion

· Professional courtesy – protect other law enforcement officers

· Unjustified use of force

· Threatening, coercing, intimidating or abusing a suspect 

· Conducting illegal searches

· Making stops without probable cause

· Code of silence

· Gratuities

· Stealing from crime scene, arrestee

· Domestic violence 

· Using alcohol or drugs before/while on duty

· Taking (sexual) advantage of a victim, informant

· Planting evidence

· Misuse of a firearm

· Improper accessing of private information

· Graft/for profit corruption

· Favoritism/inconsistent treatment

· Prejudicial decision making/profiling

3. Consequences of Unethical and Low Integrity Behavior

· Lose promotions

· Alcohol/drug abuse

· Divorce

· Suicide

· Suspension/firing

· Criminal charges

Organizational Integrity Meeting Summary: Los Angeles

Integrity Management and Assessment for Law Enforcement Organizations

Project Team Meeting

Los Angeles, CA

May 3, 2004

I.  Participants

The Center for Society, Law and Justice hosted a “Developing BJA Sponsored Tools for Instilling, Promoting and Maintaining Professional Integrity in Law Enforcement Agencies” project team meeting on May 3, 2004 at the Los Angeles Police Department’s Professional Standards Bureau.  Project team members in attendance were:

· Dr. Peter Scharf

· Dr. Heidi Unter

· Dr. Jill Hammer

· Dr. Arnold Binder

· Sheriff Paul Pastor, Ph.D.

· Deputy Chief Michael Berkow

· Lieutenant William Eaton

The goal of the meeting was to establish an analytic framework, preliminary methodology and tasks related to the development of a useful guide to assist law enforcement executives in managing and assessing the organizational integrity climates of their organizations. A brief outline of key issues and questions discussed at the meeting is presented below.

II. Defining Organizational Integrity

Participants questioned whether one could objectively construct an operational definition of “organizational integrity” for law enforcement.  Dr. Binder offered that it could be characterized it in the following way:

1. A clear set of ethical principles exists within the organization;

2. These principles are expressly stated and communicated across the organization,   all members of the organization understand the principles;

3. All members of the organization abide by these principles;

4. All in the organization are willing to report failures to abide by the principles;

5. There is a method in place for dealing with ethical infractions and the process is fair and known; and

6. The community has positive perceptions of the integrity of the organization and its members.

Deputy Chief Berkow asserted that this characterization of “organizational integrity” was idealistic and would be neither practical nor realistic as applied to law enforcement organizations.

III. Measuring Organizational Integrity

Participants offered that police executives need an “ethical thermometer” that provides insight into the ethical culture and climate of their organization. An assessment device of this type should be composed of both objective and subjective measures and indicators. 

CSLJ questioned how a police executive would know when to employ these assessment tools?  What are the visible incidents and markers that would trigger an organizational integrity assessment?  Answers from participants included:

· The presence of a noticeable disconnect between stated organizational values and behavior

· The presence of unexplained variance in routinely collected indicators (arrests in a certain district, use of force, complaints)

IV.    The Level of Measurement

All team members agreed that integrity management should be viewed and employed as an ongoing process within the organization.  However, there was debate over what the unit of analysis of measurement should be and at what organizational level should measurement take place.  Some of the thoughts of participants on this topic were:

· Measurement protocols should be set at the top but actual measurement and data collection should be pushed down to lower organizational levels to implement.

· From the top of the organization, a standard of behavior should be set and expected from all within the organization.  Behavior should be monitored at the individual level throughout the organization to ensure that it complies with this set standard.

V.     Modeling Integrity Management 

Team members agreed that currently within many law enforcement organizations, integrity is managed according to a Deterrent Model.  Within this management model, the major drivers are external (discipline, auditing, monitoring).  Some argued that this is the best we can do since internal drivers will remain outside of the organization’s control.

However, others questioned the utility of a pure deterrent model.  One participant offered that the deterrent model does not offer an explanation for the fact that officers mostly do the right thing even when there is no chance of being caught.  This routine ethical behavior is not driven by external factors, but instead is based on internal drivers (virtue, character, duty).

All agreed that positive reinforcement is critical, since external deterrent factors alone will not be enough to motivate ethical behavior.  Organizations must make an effort to identify those displaying high integrity and ethical excellence on the job and memorialize them.  However, in doing this the organization must first communicate what is expected in this regard.  The leadership must explicitly state “High integrity means doing ___ in this specific situation.”  Without such explicit statements, officers can only guess what is expected of them by leadership.

VI.   Communicating Ethical Expectations

Officers must understand specifically what kind of behavior is expected of them in certain situations.  It is critical that the code of conduct be continually updated and expanded to detail what behavior is expected from officers.  Such specifications of behavior would include: dealing with arrestees, respecting individual rights, acceptance of gratuities, etc.

One participant questioned whether the language of leadership (both formal and informal) is in setting the standard of expected behavior within the organization.  Most agreed that elite conduct is an influence on the behavior of those within the organization especially when there is a visible disconnect between the language and behavior of organizational leaders and command staff.  

VII. Organizational Values: Universal or Customized?

Participants disagreed over whether organizational values are universal or dependant upon the organization. According to Deputy Chief Berkow, who has collected values statements from police departments across the country, there is a great deal of variance from agency to agency on what values the organization subscribes to.

However, Sheriff Pastor argued that core values should be constant from department to department (e.g., Josephson Institute’s Six Pillars of Character).

 VIII. The Focus of the Guide

Team members came to the consensus that the focus of the guide should be on how to establish a high integrity climate, how to assess it and how to reform it when needed. Some of the things to be included in the guide are:

· What tools are available that can be used in assessing the integrity climate?

· What are triggering devices for concern that indicate there may be an integrity problem within the organization or its sub components (i.e., complaints, force, lawsuits, sick leave, etc.)

· What are some of the identifiable factors that lead people to behave in a certain way?

· What are intervention strategies that can be employed once a problem is diagnosed?

· What management styles reinforce integrity among subordinates?

· How can you assess supervisors’ ability to manage integrity and confront integrity breaches?

· How does one determine how much validity to ascribe to the data collected when assessing the integrity climate?

· What are the steps to follow in taking the ethical temperature of an organization?

· What are the key integrity business numbers? 

List of Participants for January Integrity Advisory Group Meeting

January 20-21, 2004

Prince Conti Hotel

New Orleans, LA

1. Dr. Hans Toch, Distinguished Professor 

School of Criminal Justice, University at Albany, SUNY

2. Dr. Lee Colwell, Director of Pegasus Foundation 

3. Mr. Jerry Needle, Director of Programs and Research Division, IACP  

4. Dr. Robert Langworthy, Professor and Director, The Justice Center, University of Alaska, Anchorage  
5. Ms. Anna Lazlo, Director of Research and Evaluations, Circle Solutions  

6. Deputy Chief Michael Berkow, Los Angeles Police Department
7. Dr. Ellen Scrivner, President, Public Safety Innovations
8. Ms. Linda Drager, Director, Regional Institute for Community Policing 
9. Commander Neal Tyler- Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department

10. Assistant Chief John Crombach- Oxnard Police Department

11. Sheriff Edward Bonner- Placer County Sheriff’s Department 

12. Sheriff Laurie Smith- Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Department 

13. Dr. Gary W. Sykes, Director, Institute for Law Enforcement Administration
14. Dr. Steven Edwards, Senior Policy Analyst, Bureau of Justice Assistance
Facilitators, CSLJ Staff, and Guest Speakers
1. Dr. Peter Scharf, Director, Center for Society, Law and Justice
2. Mr. James Sehulster, Deputy Director, Center for Society, Law and Justice

3. Dr. Heidi Unter, Associate Director of Research, Center for Society, Law and Justice

4. Captain Louis Dabdoub, New Orleans Police Department

5. Deputy Chief Joey Cardella, St. Charles Parish Police Department

6. Dr. Paul O’Connell, Department of Criminal Justice, Iona College

7. Dr. Edward Johnson, Department of Philosophy, University of New Orleans

8. Mr. Ken Whitman, Bureau Chief, Center for Leadership Development, California POST

9. Dr. Jill Hammer, Department of Psychiatry, Louisiana State University

10. Superintendent Edwin Compass, New Orleans Police Department

11. Mr. Louis Reigel, Special Agent in Charge, FBI New Orleans

12. Ms. Katie Kidder, Associate Director of Publications, Center for Society, Law and Justice

13. Ms. Jude Woodman, Associate Director of Training, Center for Society, Law and Justice
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� See Law Enforcement Guide to Integrity Training, in the appendix.


� This effort should be led by BJA and include national organizations, such as IACP, concerned with police integrity issues.


� Informing on fellow officers raises extremely complex ethical issues.  Does, for example, the informer’s motive matter?  If he or she seeks personal advancement as a result, is informing still an act of integrity?  Does it depend on the seriousness of the violation?


� This research faces some fundamental problems in assessing that value.  First, since all empirical analyses of law enforcement screening are based on the results found in real world agencies, none are random assignment-designed experiments and none can assess the subsequent behavior of rejected candidates.  If absolute standards for rejection are faithfully applied (for example, if all positive drug tested candidates are rejected), their predictive power cannot be assessed.  Also, a complication to proper research assessment of these screening techniques is the possibility of interaction between the successful candidate’s traits and the environment of the agency and the community.  Different traits may have different effects in different organizational and community environments. 








� This data was taken from a census of law enforcement agencies conducted by Bureau of Justice Statistics during 2000.


� The distinction between “climate” and “culture” in the literature is fuzzy.  Typically climate refers to the shared beliefs of members about “the way things are done around here” and culture the “deep structure” of organizations rooted in the values, beliefs, and assumptions held by its members.  It might be argued, however, that the two terms simply refer to the same phenomena from different perspectives. (Dennison, 1996)


� Our focus group participants disagreed over the utility of routinely testing officers for integrity by using undercover stings.  Some argued that such tests send the wrong message: that officers are not trusted.  Others felt that this is an effective way to demonstrate to officers that the leadership is concerned about integrity.





� The primary difference between EWS and EIS is overall purpose rather than methodology: what is done with the information provided by the technology.  Paper-based EWS has been in place in some departments for as much as 25 years.  Such systems traditionally focus on warning supervisors of “problem officers”.  More recent (EIS) approaches are formal tools for identifying officers at risk of engaging in misconduct so that an individualized program of intervention to address personal or professional problems can be put into place.  They are formally separate from disciplinary systems and may be used to address specific needs of the officer (counseling or training, for example), manage personnel (assignment, evaluation of supervisors), and recognition of positive behaviour through commendations and awards. See Walker et. al. (2006). 





� This is likely to be true, for example, in feudally structured organizations where the leader of each subunit sets his or her own standards of behaviour.  


� See Sherman (1974,1978,1985), Goldstein (1975), Klockars (1985), Knapp (1972), Manning (1977), Manning and Redlinger (1977)


� This same difference in emphasis exist in the research literature.  While much of the work in the 70’s and 80’s focused on detecting and deterring misconduct, more recent work, especially since the advent of Community Oriented Policing concepts of management, focuses on creating a better, more empowered and responsible officer.  McCormack (1996), for example, argues that while strong controls can effect behavior in an organization, long-term change can only come from officers internalizing new ethical standards.
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