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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was tn predict police performance from
personal data contained in the application documents of the Edi 1ton
City Police Department. Predictors were 63 personal factors selected
from differeng documents. The criterion was.an average score obtained
from the job supervisor's statement about each policeman's performance,
plus the su9p1ewmntary comments of three other officers, as found on the
Performance Rating and Review Form. The policemen were divided into
three criterion performance groups, high~Tevel, middle-level, and Tow-
Tevel, »

The first hypothesis that these peréona] histofy factors can
identify the high-]eyeT « d Tow-level poTicemen was confirmed. Several
predictors significant]y di'fferentiated between the two broups when
considered independently. ‘Uhen all théﬂpredictorghwéfe combined multi-
. variately they a1so.siqnif1cant1y discriminated criterion qroups#
| The second hypothesis that by selectina the best predictors of
Job performance a predictive equation producing maximum discrimination
could be produced was also supported. A selection method was proposed
wherehy the misclassification pfghighA1eye1 and Tow-Tevel policemen
could be areatly reduced. Classification of each future app]iéant could
be made on the'basis of a single discriminant score. This was an
efficient aﬁa\EEOnomica1 predictive instrument which could be readily
used by the selection officers.

The two begt single predictors of criterion performance were the
interviewing officer's appraisal and the character investigation. High-
lTevel policemen were seen as more able to tglerate stress and conf1ict;

hY

and as less authoritarian than the low~leve] policemen.
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, ,  CHAPTER 1
THTRODUCT TON

Police service is as good as its policemen. The problem has’

- always been how to find good wen to train. Law enforcement oraani-

zations are dependent upon their selection systems to find suitable
men to employ. They tend to have a well-conceivod picture of attri-
Abutes and performance that make an efFectiVe policeman. The diffi-
cufty appears to lie in predicting thesé qualifications in the
applicant wishing to enter the police professioh. It is too often
found‘that 2 police candidate, whose personality, abilities, and
previous experfenCG seem wel] quaTifﬁed for police work, is later
incapatle of withstanding the pressures demand=d of him (Chenowiih,
1961) .« | |

The increasingly high requirements of policemen in perform%ng
- thejr duties as peace-keepers and law-enforcers have been well des- _
cribed. Even 18 years ago Frost (1955) emphasiéed the pressing
need by society for competent personnel to deal with the growing
complexity of crime. More recently, Levy (1967) drew attention to
the almost impossible demand on policemen to fulfill a dual and
.ambiguous role. She noted that they are éxpecped to provide both
support and control services, whereas most professions emphasize
one or the other (e.g., physician, clerayman vs. miiitary officer,
warden). On one hand they are expected to overtly enforce all

criminal laws, and on the other to covertly exercise selective



enforcement. Furthermoreg they must have the ability to accept
authority and command, as weTl as being able to act with initiative
and authority in both crisis and routine. It has also been stated
that policemen are required to understand political pressures and

" potential hazards that might erupt, and have the capacity.tq with~ -
stand these tensions in a bo1d, new visionary way (Brandstatter,
1968). Along these Tines Mills (1972) comments on the rising demand
from communities and from within the police profession for a "new
breed".

Colarelli and Siegel (1964) state that the critical problems
of selecting police candidates is one of the "thorniest, the most
expensive, and the most time-consuming tasks facing police agencies.
B]um (1964) claims that over 90% of the average 1aQ enforcemeﬁt
budget is allocated for the payment of police service salary. The
appointment of an unfit berson o th police force is a]wa}s cost1y
to the tax—payer; ) ”

In spfte of the obvious impc n- of police selection the
amount of research reported on the prediction of police career suc~ -
cess has been comparatiVe1y small. Over -the years, several methods
and proposals for police selection have been outlined in an qtfempt
to meet the ever-growing demand for men_who can fulfill this uniguely
complex and responsible position. The major duestions have been |
which selection standards to use, and whether they actually distin~‘
guished between candidates who:would become successful policemen
from those who would not. Studies on evaluation af selection proce-

dures and assessment'of police performance have bﬁenhsporadic, only
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recently becoming more intensified. A review of the Titerature will

be divided under two headings: Methods and Proposals; and Evaluation

and Assessment.

Police Selectjon: Methods and Proposals

The first real municipal police force was organized in London,
“Eng1and in 1829 by an act of parliament, sponsored by Sir Robert

Peel. The criterion for sg]ettion was a simple one: '"men of good
character background" w?re hired (Perkins, 1942). A1} offfcers had
been hand-picked by a very cgrefu1 system of selection: personal
references, medical examination (boéh physical and mental qualifica-
tions), and interviews by anAexpefienced personnel officer and two
superior officers. Of the First 2800 men recruited into the orgénir
zation at least 2238 (apbroxjmate]y 80%) had to be dismissed from
{he force (Chenowith, 1961). Today, one hundred and forty-fiye years
later, the above.procedure is still the basic examining method used
by many police agencies. '

The eér]y'Canadiéh model for police rgcruifment required the
policeman to be of "sound constitution, ébfe to ride, actjve and
able-bodied, befween the ages of 18 and 40 years (Smith,‘19259. The "
first American criterion was baséd on this model in MNew Yo%k in 1844
(Perkins, 1942). Subsequently, while procééﬁres-Varied,'in general
they were majn]y concerned with phys{cél attributes,.expérience,‘
mental qualifications and persqp$1 character of the app1{cant:

Terman (1916) proposed'the use of an intelTigence test (Stan-

ford Revision of the Binet-Simon) in selection of policemen and
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firemen. Aside from moral jintegrity, Terman be]ievéd that intelli-
gence was the most important factor in determinina the fitness of  an
applicant for police work. He also employed educational achievement
tests, medical examination, tests of physical strength and agility,
and an interview in his selection progr&m. [t should bé noted that
the applicants he tested had a median age of 30, median education
level of sixth or seventh grade, amd a median IQ of 84. Recommended
cut-off point was at an IQ of 80.

Vo11mér (1921), Chief of the Police Department of Berkeley,
California, proposed the addition of a special qualifying examination
based on modified Army se]ect1on and screening techn1ques (1nclud1ng
Army Alpha test). Qualifying criteria were broken into ten majoﬁ
“areas: at least average intelligence, good physical condition; good
nervous condition; good mental condition; personality characteristics;
speed and accuracy; good visual and auditory memory;‘and good rea-
soning ability. Personality characteristics included the following
factors: vhorma] control of instincts and bodily activity; satis-
factory disposition; good and desirable traits; recogn%zed'nbrma1
personal and sqcia1 jdeals; normal tastes; strength of character;
and.satisfactdry tembefémént. 'fhere'is no evidehce in the literature
of adoption and impl: sntation of this proposed selection teghnTQue.
- While inadequate and over- optimistic. it is unfortunate this method
did not receive w1despread notice and acceptance at the time as it ~~
_appears consistent with today's selection ob3ect1ves.‘

In 1942 Holmes pub]ished an article on an optimum program- for

bo]ice‘se1ection. He examined job fufictions and broke them down
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into eleven traits required for effective police performance. They

were:
.. .accurate memory and observation, reasoning
ability, analytical judament, ability to follow
directions, ability to organize materijal, mental
alertness and speed of decision, Judgment
(common sense) determination, social intelligence
gunders§and1ng human nature), and aagressivenass
p. 578). :

Aso, in view of the complexity of police functions, he determined
that they should ba‘ana1yzed compositely ("integration of the perfor-
mance of the work") rather than to consider individual traits‘separ~
ately. His prdposed selection procedure consisted of eleven steps:
personal interview; application fdrm; intelTigence test; personality
“inventory; knowledge tests; aaility and strength; p01ygraph; medica1 
examination; and probation period. ‘He also recommended that efforts
be undertaken to conduct.research and evaluation programs to deter-
mine the effectiveness of the proposals by comparing prdgrams to
determine the effectiveness of the proposals by comparing scores with
on-the-job criteria. He found Tittle in the way of sympathetic |
audiences and police agencies continued to use "standard" mefhods._,-
Leonardv(1950) and Wiiﬁon (1950) listed a series of e1igibi]ity
requirements which they felt should be followed when selecting police-
men. These requirements included age (21 to 31), height (5' 9" to
6' 4"), weight in proportion to height, character 1nvestigatibn,
physical, neurological and psychiatric requirement, intelligence,
and education (minimum of 12 years). Although Se1eEtion criteria
were minutely detailed, Wilson felt that extensive research by

scientific and analytic techniques was needed to measure ‘attributes
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and evaluate their significance. ‘He thought the'primary problem to
be solved was the selection and deve]épment of objective criteria to
indicate the applicant's job performance value to the service. With-
out this the evaluation of any selection procedure was impossible.

Frost (1955), a member of the Chicago Police Department reviewed
procedures and policies emp1oyed by 33 Taw enforcement agencies in
their selection programs. Employing a 33 page ques%ionnaire, he
established a standardized compilation of their procedures, policies,
and selection methods. Results were found.to be essentially similar
and vere divided into five classifications: mental, physical, age,
residency, and character requirements. He concluded that except for
certain specialized pgsitions in the police departments, the police-
me;\vith a college degreg tend to become frustrated, particularly in
areas of routine work. He did not recommend the use of psychological
assessments or evaluations.

Dudycha (1955) vigorously supported the use of psychiatric
‘ examihationsland personality te§ting to aid in detecting "difficulties"
the recruit might be having. A §tress interview was recommnended,

He emphasized the use of persona]1ty characteristics 1n rating scales.
Although the trend was toward increasingly higher 1nte1liaence re~
qu1rements he felt that selection on the basis of intelligence was
not enough. Dudycha S sound proposa] reflects 1ncreas1ng awareness
at this time of the fact that more efficient and better evaluation
fechniques were possible and desirable.

Hammond (1960) declared that a good case could be made that

present methods of selection were without foundations and that

€



research on selection procedurés had been brought to a standstill.
He claimed as Wilson (1950°) had beforg‘him that without a c¢riterion
for evaluation, there .is no way that one can demonstrate that pres~
ent methods of recruiting actually work.

Police se]ectién methods and proposals dating from 1829 have
been’presented. Scientific validation of selection programs was not |
incTuded. FEvaluation research, the dates of which overlap those of

the above studies, will be discussed separately,

~ Police Selection: Evaluation and Assessment

Two main directions in assessment of police selection are ap-~
parent; the use of Rsygho]ogica] teéting, and investication of back-
ground information (personal history).

- Psychological Testing. PubTications between 1957 andgthe pres-
ent bear directly upon the hypothesis entertained by Dudycha intro-
ducing a new era in application of "advanced" psychological tezh~
" niques in‘assesgment and screening of police personality patterns.
Since the conce}n of the present study is to predict police perfor-
mance from pé?%ona] history factors, a review of literature on the

use of psycho]@gica] testing will not be givenbhere. Good reviews

/

of 1iterature/1n this latter area can be found elsewhere (McConnell,
1967; Gottes%an, 1969; Mandel, 1970).

Persond] History. The majority of studies reported in the
11teratukeﬂ%ndicate that personal or biographical data in general
are of soﬁe value in predicting job performance:(McConne11,»]967).’

/

An extensive survey by Doll (1968) traced the use of biographical
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data back to Goldsmith (1922) who found personal histary 1téms valu-

able in identifying successfubz1ife—insurance salesmen, A massive

amount of research has been done attempting to predict successful

v

performance in various occupations using biographical information.
Criteria included such things as turnover or survival, training
school grades, creativity, research competency, and ratings.

Doll states that ”cuﬁulative evidence of the value of bio-~
graphical information produced a consensus of opinion at a\natioha]l
resecrch conference that such an approach is usually better than other
techniques frr predicting job performance" (p. 5). In support of
this, “.v or, E1Tison, and. Tucker (1965) write’”it appears that the
potential value and promise of biographical information are now being
reéognized in miny studies across very diverse criterion groups" (p.
98). Another valiah o ;spect is reported by Dunnette.k1966) who
claims that, since mos® fac.u~1l biographical data can usually be

checked by independent mearc it js much less 1ikely to be faked.

Taylor and E]]isbn's (196" - ~ supports the value of subjective
information. They stated t-3 . valid sactjon of their bio-
graphical inventory was the a it ~1f-description, value pref-
erences and 1nterest$, follo 2d & Cioomic tockgr nd develop-
mental history, and parents and fam VI

Adams (1968) claimed th:: ind.5. .ah . ider e success
in using personal history of the candide - o pradictor of prob-
able success on-the-job. He recommendea =hc ofF b ngical data

within the law enforcement field. This suggestion has .. sctice” and

economic merit in that most police organizations accJire this



information routinely for all applicants.
* Rankin (1959) pointed out the richness of biological data in
police selection:

We are fortunate to have extensive background
investigation available to us. They do an amazingly
exhaustive investigation of the applicant's back-
ground for honesty, arrest records, educational
attainment, work habits, personal traits, environ-

mental stresses, and frank opinion of people who
know the applicants well.... (p..24)

An early validation study of personal history information in
pofice selection was carried out by Martin (1923)! Along with tests
. of mental traits and intelligence, he included the personal history
factors of grade at leaving school, height, weight and age at appoint-
ment, height-weight ratio, war service credits, and previous occupa-
tions. His rationale for including these factors was that, though
they might superficially appear non-pertinent to the inquiry, with
statistical analysis they might contribute to the composite scokes._
The criterion was ratings secured from four commandfng officers who
héd ample opporfunity to observe and to gét to know fhe men under
their supervision. The men were rated from lowest to highest (5
points) on four scales: appearance, intelligence (judgment);’dis—
cipline, and efficiency. Using multiple ratio correlations he estab-
1ished é composite predictor (12 variables) of the crjterion.. The
eight mental tests yieled a cumulative multiple ratio:coefficfent
of .74. By taking into account the four personal history féctors,
height, grade_at leaving school, previous occupation, and weight,

the index was raised to .80. He concluded these factors had very

13
definite bearing in determining success as a policeman.
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A ~sophisticated attempt was made by 0'Rourke (1926) to standar-
d1Ze se]ect1on procedures. He deve]oped partially standardized tests
which included "practical knoW]edge” (questions pertaining to police
problem solving), social and abstract intelligence, educafion and
exﬁerience, personal traits, medical and. physical qua]ifications, and
character investigation. Eighty percent of the policemen scoring 1in
the highest 25% on the test developed efficiency above average in on-
the-job ratings.

Diehle (1933) carried out a survey of\124 Duluth policemen using,
along with aptitude, persona]fty and interests tests, persoha] his-
tory factors. It shou]d be noted that this study employed mostly con-
current validity. Of relevance waé the finding that, when the police-
men were categorized into groups of Very Superior, Average, and Very
Poor on the basis of éupervisor's ratings o1 job performahce; types
of jobs held before employment wefe related to police-efficiencyi

-

The three groups were not differentjated_on country of birth, marital
status, number of children, nor home™ ownership. ‘

DuBois (j950) gave an extensivé battery of tests to predict
success of St. Louis patrolmen in training. The research was sig-
nificant in that for the first time a reasonably Targe nimber (N =
129} was used, and full statistical treatment and objective criteria
were introduced. He used four criteria of performaﬁce and knowledge:

final grade in police academy; an achievement test based on Perkin's

book Elementary Police Science; marksmanship during académ} train-

ing; and service ratings by sergeants after ten weeks of duty. The

predictors included a Police Aptitude Test which consisted of 90
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multiple choice-items divided into five sections: mémory, spe]iing,
reading comprehension, general information and judgment, and arith-
metic. Results of inter-correlatjons between prédictors and criteria
revealed none of the tests was significantly correlated with rating
of job performance. The Police Aptitude Test was a good predictor
of achievement test scores, and Academy Grades. It was concluded
that prediction of service ratings was dependent on personality pre-
dictors and that tests might have to be devised mofe accurately for
actual on-the-job performance.

Mullineaux (1955) conducted a study screening 322 men by the
AGCT and interview for the city of Baltimore. Fifty candidates were
appointed»as»probationary patrolmen and sent to police academcy.
AGCT correlations ranged from .46 to .73 with criteria (aQerage
spelling mark, report writing scores, final overall scores following
training and final exam mark). Two series of ratings by the captain
of the force were submitted at 3 and 6 months following comp1etion'
of their academic training. No statistical results for this follow-
up were presented, but ratings of - ly satisfactory or above sug-
gested fairly high validity of tests correlation with performance
ratings. |

Not until 1962 did interest revive in the identificati&n of
biographical factors in thé selection process to be used as predic-
tors of police success when Marsh undertook a study of 619 Los
Angeles Deputy Sheriffs who had been recruited between 1947 and 1950.
Predictors included civil service examinations, persona]ity and

interest tests, and biographical data compiled from each subject's
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personal record. This included years 0% school completed and major
subject, prqvious occupations, age at entry, and height. Criterion
measures were ratings of job perforhance, d{scharge rate, accident'rate,
and tenure. SeQera] predictors differentiated between high performance
. scorers and discharges, and between high and Tow performance scorérs.
Two of the General Ability Test items were the best predictor of suc-
ces§ (sentence completion, and number series completion).  The inter-
view score alone was just less tqﬁﬁ a significant predictor, but.was
significant when weighted and combined with the written test. Taller
| subjects, 72" or more, were more successful. Those with police and
fireman experience were less apt to‘be successful. High test scorers
tended to have's1ightiy jower tenure. The author felt that this disad-
vantage was offéet by the superior job performance of these policemen.
Mcéonne]1 (1967) attempted to employ personal history informa-
tion to develop a selection instrument in the form of a weighted
application blank to pfedict police success. Personal history data
were obtained from application blanks filled out prior to employment
and from a supplementary personal history quesﬁionnajre administered
at the time of the investigation. . Usfng perférmance’ratings (10
traits) specially constructed for the research project, a summed
performance rating score was obtained. Ninety-seven line patrolmen
from four Co]oraao City police departments were divided into two
groups, the upper 50% (successes), and the Tower 50% (failures).
One-third of the subjects of each of these groups were used'for
cfoss-validation purposes. A personal history scoré was also ob-

tained. Results indicated there was a significant difference between
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the total scorés on'persona] history data of the patrolmen classified
as successes and thosé classified as failures. The author points
out the limitations of the predictive instrument due to firstly,
using concurrent va]iditi; and secondly, the fact that the policemen
were already preselected for employment By earlier screeping. "Since
further differentiation of these empToyees was possible it waé con-
cluded that this method measures something not previously accoﬁnted
for by the preliminary selection procedures and tould be a supple-
mentary device to increase predictive accuracy.‘ |

A comprehensive study of Tife historical and demograbhiq\back«
ground characteristics of policemen was carried out by Levy (1967).
From some 4,000 files of 1aw'enforcement officers who h;d been
employed during the period 1952 to 1962 she selected thqse who had
been separated (1eft.the police force), matching them for years of
hire with those who were still employed. Following elimination of
some subjects there remained 2,666 police officers. The separated
group was further divided equally into Failures (asked by dépértment
to leave) and Noﬁ—fai]ures (voluntary departures). From the files
were selected 40 "pre-employment” factors which were subjected to
statistical analysis. The results indicated that certain background
characteristics were significantly related to Subsequent separations.
Officers who were terminated for cause by the department were younger
at time of appointment, had a greater number of/years education, a
greater number of marriages, more .citations for vehicle code and

. /
other violations, more number of residences, and shorter work his-

L

tories.
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Cited as a fine validity study is that of Baehr, Furcon, and
Froemq} (1968) who did their research with the Chicago Po]icq‘Def‘
partment. Out of 2,327 patrolmen rated by the paired-comparison
technique 490 officers were chosen, all of whom fell clearly in the .
top 33% or fhe bottom 337 third in field performance. These were
further divided into two equal groups, the first a "primary valida-
tion sample" and the second a "cross-validation sample" to be tested
5 months after the first group. Among an extefsive battery of
written tests administered was a Personal History'Index'(PHI). From
this index, fifteen factors were derived from 87 factorial items of
information concerning family, educétion, and work history. It was
found that thenPHI predicted well to paired'ratings. Earl ranily
responsiblity, and family and occupation stability appeére a‘be
importaﬁt in prediction of good patrolmen. The results of this
stldy are an advance over the DuBois, and Watson (1950) study in whiéh
relationships were established between test scores ahd training aca-
academy performance, but not between ﬁcores and actual job perfor-
mance. Theﬂdisadvantages of using concurrent validity are applicable
here.

Mande] (1970) did a pred1ct1ve va11d1ty study of 114 patro]men
in Salt Lake C1ty Police Department Twenty-two of these mew Teft
before tﬁe study was conductedxx\From,records and personal files she
compiled background and current performance data gathered from 1963
to 1968. Predictors were 127 variables, 13 from the Minnesota
Mu1fiphasic Personality Inventory, and 105'from‘bjographica1 data.

These Tattér variables were grouped into 21'categories such as



15

"Preference for sports,” "Specified occupational skills," etc. |
Forty-five criteria of job performance were selegted. They included
performance ratings, (attendancg, initiative, cooperation, job know-
Tedge, emofiona] stabi1ity, appearance, dependability, attitude,
quality and qugntity of work, and average grade of the above ratings)
"~ and merif ratiﬁgs (rank, accidents, citations, suspensions, absences,
etc.). Results vielded many significant correlations. The items in
the merit rati; were found to be highly intercorrelated (.5% to
.91), suggesting little indepehdence. Biographical data obtained 208
significant correlations with the criterion. Those which had ten or
more significant correlations with the criteria were as follows:
previous occupational skills; reason for choosing police work as a
. career; court tecérd; born outside of Utah; and nu%ber of major op-
erations. MahdeT concluded that the evidence provided an argument
in favor of the superiority of biographical data over the MMPI for
predicting job pefformance. Further analysis was deemed Justifiable.
A follow-up study which does provide predictive validitv was
carried out by Furcon (1971). One of the objectives of this 1rsearch
was prediction ofhperformance’using the test procedure of the inj-
tial 1968 studv in which prediction equations were established. .
Criterion measures selected were two supervisory ratings (paired-
comparisons and routine bi-annual), as well as objective measures
(Internal Investigation comp]ain%s, total awards, d%scip]inary
actions, number of arrests, and a5§ehteeism). Supervisory ratings

were considered the most valid measure. It was vefifﬁed that the

psychological test battery had predictive validity over time for all
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measures of performance. Items from the’PHi which contributed to
the prediction of paired-comparison ratings were as follows: lower
liking for and achievement in school; higher scores én profess%ona]-
successful parents, baCkground pattern of father and comfortable
home Tife, no sales experience, and good health. City Police Depart-
ment ratings correlated highly with paired-comparison ratings, and
its predictors had many common e]eménts. The results present evi-
dence of the utility of a number of personal history dimensions fn
predicting measures of police officer performance.
In order to demonstrate that certain tests are predictive of
both training and field performance, Leiren, Kiker, and Phelan (1971)
did a validation study of 127 deputy marshals chosen for the Academy
Training Program. They cofre]atéd'biographica] data (53-item bio-
graphical questionnaire), achievement test scores, personality trait‘
.nSs, with measures of-traininé (scores in academic success), and
P~ omance success (supervisory ratings and éérsonai history). Both
wie predictor~ and the criteria wére'factor-ana]yzed. Multiple re-
gression analysis was used to maximize predictive efficiehcy and for
cross—va]idation.purposes. Significant relationships were found
between the pfedictor battery andjeach of the criteria. Absenteeism.
correlated negatively with one of the biogréphica] items "number of
yoqnger siblings" suggesting persons with a larger number of younger
éfb]inés are more. responsible. SUperVisory rdtingé corre]gted posi-
tively with numerical and verbal reasoning; the Achievement Test,
and Edwards Pé?sona] Préferéhce'Schedule. This was interpreted to

mean that supervisors preferred persons who demonstrated reasoning
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abf]ity, are aggressively self-assured, and are production oriented.
Number of automobile accidents was positivé1y correlated with Vo-
cabulary and Verbal Reasoning (the less intelligent had more auto-
mobi]g accidents); The composite Academy Training Score‘wag_the most
predictive of all the criterja. Cross-validation consisted of divid~
ing the samp]enintovtwo random halves and each type of predictor
analyzed sepérate]y against each criterion. A1l the predictors were
“then selected in’either'samp]e, combined, and analyzed again B& step~
wise ﬁu1£ip1e reéression. The Weighting coefficients developed in
. each sample were cross-validated in the other. Since.the initial
and predicted multiple corre]ations were both statistica]lyﬁsi%ﬁf%i-
cant the subsamp]es_were recombined and the final weights for pre-

g diction.of‘the‘compoéite academy scores were obtained. Biographical
déta.were ﬁof included in the final regression equation. '

In an efivic to upgrade the quality of recruits, and to valij-
date the selection ané evé]uation procedures, Spencgr and_Nicho]s
(1971) undertook a research program on applicants for patrblmen- in
the Chicago Police Department. From an original group of 1,290

applicants who took the Civil Service Exam, 427 cdndidateg were
fo]]owed—dp aftef four years. Eredictors used were the!Civil Service
Exam, a biograbhica]idata sheet, Managemént_Psycholdgists Inc: (MPI)
rating based on a personal history form Q{ﬁk1udes personality as well
as factué] analysis) and a sentence completion tesf. There were
two ckiteria.se1ected for the study, failure to-qualify (FTQ) on
background investigation (initial SCreening process) and the depart-

ment's performance ratings (best overall estimate of effectiveness).
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\*f’ Biographical data 1nc1u§ed age, education, mi]itdry service, marjtal
status, fqther's occupation, by whom reared,band race. The 109 men
who failed td qualify on background 1nvesti§ation differed from
~Ath03e accepted in that they tenQed to haVé unfavorable MPI rutings,
io have had Tow rank in previous military éxperienée, to be vlder
.- (and marriéd), to have Tow education, and to have father in rela-
tively low socio-economic occupations. Patro]uen witﬁ high perfor-
mance ratings tended to have high MPI ratings, and high scores on
’ fhe California Test of Mental Maturity. The pattern of correlations
for the‘two criteria were quite J1m1l§r The oyera]] effect1veness
e of the tota11ty of selection proqedures was indicated by the fact
that in this study, over a four-year period, only 12 6U€ﬁof 280
patrolmen had left the force for any reason. Thg results of the
multiple regression equations indicated that the MPI ratings made
the largest contribution to the predictive power of ,the multiple cor-
¥ S
re] tions (.24 with FTQ, 18 with performance ratings). The 1mp0r»
' 'tancé\of education was .also emphasized. Those men with high school
lor more were less likely to fail to qualify. The perfqrmancé'rating
, difference expected between extreme groups (85.17 for app1icgnts
with Above Average MPI ratings and Education beyond high school” vs.
82.7 for applicants with Poor MPI ratings with 1és$ than high schoo]
educction) .is 2.47, ju§t under one standard deviation of the Per%or~
\néncé\Rating Scale.-
As an outgfowth of her 1967 work, Levy (1971) carried out, an-
other study on 1,056 officers hired during the year of 1968 using

the same 14 departments employed in the original study. The goals
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of this research were to va]idafe a predictive méde1 of tenure based
.on the 1967 research. Three separate submodels wére deve1oped'in
which a recruit coﬁ]d be identified as having pre-employment factors
resembling Curvents (still on po]iéexfgf%e), Fai1ufes (requested to
leave) or Non~Failures (left on own volition). The equations dis-
criminated the Currents from the Failures and Non—Fa?]ures, the
Failures from the Currents and Non-Failures, and the Epn—Fai]ures
from the Currents and Failures. Eighteen empirically derived vari-
abTes, plus 20 logically derived variables from pre-employment docu-
ments entered into the predictive equations (Appendix A). At the
time of the study, 14 months after the first recruit was hired, 100
officers had terminated. Of these, 80 were Considered as Failures,
13 considared as Non-Failures, an’ 7 were not classified. Of the 80
" Fajlures, 43 were correctly predicted as Fdi]ures. The overall
e%fTCieth'(QOfYQCt classification) was 40%. When the Failures aﬁd
Non~Fai1uresvwere Tumped together, 64 of the 80 terminé%ions vere .
correctly classified, resulting in an overall efficiency of 80%.
‘ When-predicted and actual distributions of termination (Fai]ures and
Non~Failures) were tested for statistical significance she found
p ~ .00 for the Logical ones based on the resuTt of a x* test.
Based on her results she concluded that the Ldgica]]y derived equa-
tion based on pre/emp1oyment factors can successfully predict which
S recryits will teTﬁﬁfate after 2-14 months, and which ones Qi]] be
Failures,

Conen (1972) further emphasizes the importance of the use of

biographical factors in police selection. He carried out an extensive
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study involving comparison of background information with Tater job
performance. Information as maintained in the police persona1 files

was gathered on 1,915 officers appointed in the New York City Police

Department in 1957, of whom 1,608 were stii] active members
force in 1968 when most o% the data were collected. The objective
was to identify which attributes are related to effective and un-
satisfactory. police performanée. Pre—émp]oyment variables fell into/
the following categories: vrace, age at appointment, family descripz
tors, occupational history, military history, pérsona1 history, and
evaluation by the PS]ice Department's background jnvestigator. Among
‘the performaﬁte measures were included termination of employment,
career advancement,waepartmentaT wards aﬁd commendations, seven mea-
sures of disciplinary actions against officers, absenteeism, arrest
activity and supervisory performance evaluations. Five patterns of
performance were identified through factor analysis: termination,
career advancement, departmental discipline problem, civilian com-
p]aints, and harassments. Using)mu1t1p1e regression analysis he jden-
s tified the background characteristics which made the greatest contri-
: bution in explaining variations in penformance among officers. Some of
the more pertinent findings are included here. Prior,history of dis-
ciplinary incidents in previous employment and military records were
strong predictors of future disciplinary prob1em§ éhd misconduct.
Men who had been arrésted for non—&?&]ent crimes were less likely to
JORUBEN
be Tater charged wiph harassment of citizens. Men who had appeared

in civil court were more likely to engage in harassment Tater (may

reflect difficulty in getting along with people). Aspects of
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background which might be thought to be negative but which were not
found to be related to Tater performance were a larger number of
debts, prior history of psychological disorders, and history of
mental disorders in applicant's family. Other aspects found unre-
Tat.d to performance were: father's occupation; number of residen—
ces; marital status and nﬁmber of children; and number of summonses.
He found that the background_investigator's rating 'was fairly success-
ful in judging later performance as a po]iceman.’ Low-rated éandi-v
dates were 1essl1ike1y to be promoted than high-rated candidates,
and they were more frequently disciplinary problems. Men with ap
least one year of college education who remained on the force were
found to be very good performers. Men who obtained college degrees
exhibited even better job performance. ” ‘

In general, police performance profiles revealed that those most
likely to be diséip1inary problems were young at time.of appointment,
non-college graduates, had excessive summonses and debt, had employ-
mént disciplinary records, and poor'background ratings. Those most
Tikely to incur harassment charges had no prior histary o%'arrest,
had history of civil court appearances and had military disciplinary
records. Cohen thought that fhe strongest predictors were those
which reflected primary behavior and experience as observed over a
period of time (employment, court appearances, education, and per-
formance recruit academy). Measures derived from single incidents
or written exams were not indicative of major patterns of bad per-

formance.
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Problem and Hypotheses

Assessment of the”effectiveness of police selection methods
have folTowed two main greas of study. Validation of the predictive
power of psychological testing has received the primary emphasis.
Investigation of biographical or personal data has been the other
concern. The applied ysefulness of psychological testing in police
selection has not yet been demonstrated. Levy (1967) asserted that
psychological testing and bsychiatric interviews had not been scien-
tifically proven t6 have pbetter predictive value than other poiice
selection techniques. Undesfrab]es have been frequently accepted,
their béhavior at a Tater date being such that it was necessary to
]eavelthe forcé, by cause or voluntarily. One explanation she put
forth to account for this phepomenon waé that "donning a uniform and
buckling a holster may bring about a change in self-image and sub-
sequent behavior." Ahother relevant fact she considered was the
reliance of psychological testing upon indices of general emotional
health as predictors of police Success. Emotional health may aid in
Screening out psychotibé and others too 111 to function, but it is
not as effective in predictihg'ﬁUccessvor failure in Taw enforcement.
She suggests that it 15 gmotional suitability we should be seeking.
‘As an afternéijé”method, Levy suggested "let the records speak."
She hypothesized that the personality characteristics of unsuccessful
Taw enforcement Officefs, aS'bevéaled in their personal files (bio-.
graphical data) would identify the high-risk applicant pffor to hire.

That changes occur as g resylt of experience as a policeman has

been studied by Niederhoffer (1967). He noted cynicism, apathy,

A
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depreskion, and distrust which are common to urban policemen. It
may be as Rhead (1968) claimed that, "certain traits ordinarily con-
sidered to be pathological are essential ingredients of the persona-
Tity structure of the 'normal' police officer."

Cohen (1972) stated that the results of studies validating the
predictive power of psychological tests in police selection have
often been negative, and varied from city to city. Hé also indicated
the usefulness of backaground information, claiming as follows:

The most powerful and consistent predictors |
have been derived not from written tests but
from elements of candidates' prior personal
history.... (p. v)

The necessity of identifying the "suitable” personality factors
associated with Tater police success or failure has been shown-fo be
essential. A reljable indication of such characteristics are patterns
of béhavior over a wide range of life situations, and over long
periods of time. These patterns can be expected to persist in the
future. It has been proposed that an important source of such in-
formation is the personal background history of police applicants.
Attention hés been drawn éar1ier to the richness of background in-
formation as present in police applicant's files (see p. 9, Rankin
[1959]).

[t~ts~hypothesjzed that: . ﬁ

1. Personal history factors in the_pre—embioyment documents

of the Edmonton City Police Department can identify high-level and

low-1evel policemen as defined by job performance.

2. Predictive equations consisting of a reduced number of
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variables selected from the original set of persona] history factors
can be derived which wii] provide an efficient instrument for pre-
dicting those applicants who will make high-level and low-level

policemen.



CHAPTER 11 4

METHOD

The subjects of this research were twowhuhdred and eighty—
three (283) male constables empToyed by the City of Edmonton Police
Department. Data were originally collected for 302 constables rep-
resenting nine consecutive classes recruited during the four years
dating from 1968 to 1971. Excluded from the study were five police-
womgh, and 14 probationary male reékuitsywho Teft the police force
before the annual performance rating. Details are gi?en in Table 1.
A1 Eemaining policemen had had at 1east one yéar of field experj-
énce and one performance appraisal by superior officers.

Personal and performance data wére collected from the personnel
files of each policeman. Personal data included such information as
personal and developmental history, interview aésessments, biograph-
ical and demographical items, and charactey investigation. These
vabiéb]es were used as predictors of future criterion performance as -
indicated by superior officers’ appraisals. ‘

The data were scored by two different experimenters, E1 and E2.
The policemen had been ordered within each recruit class from highest
to Towest according to their post~tra1ning marks. A1ternate police-
men's data were scored by the two 1nvest1gator3, g scorwng the even

numbers and E2 scoring the odd numbers.

25



26

Lol

€8¢ 12 S 20€
62 ) - e’ 161 €1 Joquardas Et
2¢ - o 2¢ 1261 22 yodey He
Le { Z e’ 0L6( “82 43quaidsg e
v { - 5¢ 0L61 “6 oy 2
¢y 1 - oy 6961 ‘2z 4oquazdas L€
52 - 2 - L2 6961 12 Liady o€
L2 € - 0" 6961 9 Auenueg 62
2 S 2 ve 896( ‘g( +3qualdag 92
<€ - 2 ] 3¢ BIBY ‘BY I8y 22
€I423$3¢ wmawva o VIIOHBD ) D < §2¢23K COIPLASNIY DY RELR2
v 2D ISR
UBEII QL SDIDPISVDY 023034 LIRS

X

$3133(qns 40 INDS

RERIELS



+ 27

Predictor Variables

Personal data were selected from six documents. Only items
which could be assigﬁed some measure were incTuded. One hundred and
forty—two,(]42) predictor variables were scored originéT]y. Many of
these had to be subsequently eliminated. The nature of the multi-
variate analyses employed in this study is such that variables rep-
resenting a linear combinatijon of some other variables could not be
included, Ejther total scores or the component scores of_é test méy
be used but not both. The 48 subitems of the Education Test were
eliminated in favor of the tota) marks for the five areas of know-
ledge. Of the remaining 94 variables several were deleted because
of missjngudata; ddp]ication of information, or invariance (a1l
poTicemeA answered the same questions). The documents emp]oyed, and
the 63 variables acfua11y selected for analysis are described below,
and are summarized in Table 2. .

: Application Questionnaire. This questionnaire-was fi]]ed out
by each po]ice candidate at the time of application. Two d1fferent
forms were employed 1nterchangeabf§ over the four- -year period during
which data were collected. The first. form (Form L), which contained
71'question; (Appendix B), was gradually replaced by a more condensed
form (Form II) with 43»quest1ons (Append1x ). 1In this ]atter docu-
ment, some Form I items were eliminated altogether, while others were
subsumed together under a new single item. This made it difficult
to find continuity in scbring. Some of the candidateghad answerecd
all the items while others had not. Fo]]owing'de1etion of items for

the reasons explained above, there remained in the study 36 items.
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JI;LS, the total sample of 283 Ss had answered these questions. The

P\l';
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ourteen (14) of these items appeared on both Form I and Form 1I.

remaining 22 items on Form I were answered by only a proportion of
the total sample (100 Ss). o .
Analysis of the data required there be an equal number of S3s
for each variab1e; To deal with the problem of the two different
sample sizes, it was decided that the 22 Application Questionnaire
variables with the smaller sample of 100 Ss would constitute a Sep~
arate analysis. These variables were labelled Set B predictors.
The_14 Application Questionnaire variablies, which were answered by
all 283 Ss, were analyzed together with the 27 other predictor vari-
ables in the study. These 41 variab]eé involving the total sample

were labelled Set A predictors. It was judged that it was statisti-

cally better to separate the variables in this manher in order to
maintain as Targe a sample as possible for most of the variables,
than to consfderab1y reduce the sample size for the sake of analyzing
all the variables together. The separate ana]}sis of the Set B pre-
dictors was maintained as part of this study in order to determine
the importance in predicting police performance of certain variables
which had been e]im*natighin Form IT of the Application Question-
naire. | |

Scoring of most of the items was simple and objective. The E
either counted the number of responses (o-n), or scored a 1 for “yes"
and a 0 for "no". Replies to variables 57, 58, 61, 62, and‘63 (see
Table 2) were assianed scores by the E based on a five-point scale

as follows:
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Score Description

Excellent
Very Good
Good (Average)
Fair :
Poor (none)

U~ W Ny —

Applicant's Education Test. Suitable applicants wrote this two

hour exam which covered five school-acquired fie]ds of knowledge
(Mathematics, Language, Geneta1 Knowledge, Spe]]fhg, and Compositjon),
and an essay on why the applicant wished to gecomé'a policeman (Ap-~
pendix D). A score of 20 in each knowledge area could be achieved.

As well as being scored by the Police Department;.thé Coﬁposition

was scored by the E on four categories of content: contribution to
society; contribution to self; suitable reaéons for becoming a police-
man; and number of errors. A possible 7 points could be scored in
each category depending upon content emphasis as follows:

Contribution to Society

points - helping others, assistance to others

points - protection of society

points - Taw enforcement \

points - deterrence and suppression of crime

points - arresting criminals

points - other

point vague, undefined mention of above categories
point no mention of above categories

O~ MNwWwW-hh oo~y

_Contribution to Self

points - development of self

points - respect (self and others) )
points - advancement and security )
points - challenge and variety
points - keep fit

points - wearing a uniform

point - excitement, other

point - no mention of above categories-

Career mentioned and
emphasized.

O =N whHhuoTo
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Suitable Reasons fdr Becoming a Policeman
; 4

7 points - rational and controlled approach to job situations
6 points - mentally alert :

5 points - physically agile.

4 points - respect for Taws -

3 points - understanding of changing Taws

2 points - knowledge of self-defense; first aid and firearms

1 point - like people, get along with them, other

0 point - no mention

Errors

One point for each error:

spelling mistakes

incorrect use of grammar
incorrect sentence structure
lack of clarity and integration

!

1

Applicant's Personal History Sheet. This form serves as an out-
line for recording personal history information obtained during an
interview of the applicant by a superior officer, usually the Staff
Sergeant (Appendix E). Seven variables were used from this form,
A11 variables except Military Reserves (26), which was scored only
for number of years, and Educational Backgrdund (24) scored for years
education, were assigned values by E on a five-point scale. Quali-
ties associated with each variable are itemized in Appendix D. Scor-
'ing was based on the proportion of these qualities which were met as

shown below:

Score Description Qualities Met

1 Excellent all, plus special attributes
2 Very Good all

3 Good (Average) most (at least half)

4 Fair - some (less than half)

5 Poor very few

In the Appraisal (variable 30) the interviewing officer usually

made some reference to his overall impression of the potentiality of
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the applicant. Scoring was largely influenced by this statement.

Personal History Form (Confidential). Seven items were selected

from this form which was completed by the applicant (Appendix F).
No‘SuijCtive socring by the E was required. They were scored yes
or no (1 or 0), or by counted Tistings (o-n).

Character Investigation. The police department, carried out an
gxtensive background investigation into the charactef of the appli-
cant, They conducted interviews or corresponded with his family,
previohs employers, landlords and others who had beén directly
associated with him. To the report a single score on a 1 to 5 scale

WAs asSigned by the E based on the following:

Score Description )
1 special or exceptional qualities
2 very good qualities
3 good qualities (average)
g 4 minor detrimental qualities i
5 seriously detrimental qualities

Mancard. This card (Appendix G), recording mainly vital statis-
tics, 15 filled out by the Police Department using information ex-
tracted from other documents. Three variables (38-40) were recorded

from this card.

Modification in Scoring

A check of the distribution of Ss revealed that some of the
varigbles were not normally distributed (i.e., they were positively
or pegatively skewed). Since this condition could Tead to artifi-
cially created differences among criferion groups these variables

wareg recorded as a dichotomy or a trichotomy. Table 2 gives both
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the original and the altered scores.

Criterion Variabies

The Performance Rating and Review Form (Appendix H) consists
of 16 attributes (items 1-12) rated on a six-point scale, plus sum-
mary statements made by the rater and otHer superijor officers. The
four summary statements, items 15-18, were chosen as criterion vari-

ables to identify police performance.

Ttem Description

15 Marrative assessment by rater
16 Remarks. of the HCO, I1/C Branch
17 Remarks of the interviewing officer .
18 - Remarks of the officer, I/C Divisiof*

The narrative assessment was a statement by the job supervisor
who had the closest contact with the constables. He gave his opinion
of each constable's past and potential performance. The E assigned

a score of 1 to 5 to this statement as described belaw:

Score Performance Description
1 Excellent - leadership qualjties displayed

2 Very Good - potential for leadership, little or
no supervision needed

3 Average - good ability with no.problems, leader-
ship qualities not displayed, needs
' _ some supervision

4 Fair ~ minor problem with probability of
improvement, needs some supervision

5 Poor .~ persistent problem with improvement
' questionable, needs much supervision

In many cases the supervising officer would actuallly use the

above adjectives in describing the constable in questifn. An
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assessment of Average was given for a description of a good police-
man with no apparent problems, but who required some supervision. A
Very Good rating indicated the patrolman displayed a capacity for
developing into a superior policeman, had‘ieedership potential, and
required Tittle supervision. An Excellent rating was given to
patrolmen who already had displayed superier leadership behavior. If
the rater mentioned a minor problem, but believed the patrolman would
improve, a score of Fair was given. A Poor rating reflected a more
persistent problem in which improvement was believed doubtful.

The remaining three statements made by separate officers repre-
sented concurrance or disagreement with the initial statement by -the
rater. If their assessment agreed in general with the first offi-
cer's comments a similar score was given. - Any differences in opinion
were scored according to the rating descriptions. The four assess-
ment scores were then averaged to give a single criterion score.

The decision to use the above variables for identificatic o%
criterion performance groups was based on the belief that the assess-
ment by superior officers who knew the constables, and hed inter-
action with them, would be a good overall indicator of job performance.
This choice was further supported by a factor analytic study of the
Performance Rating and Review Form. A separate factor analysis was
carried out on 15 of the 16 attributes plus the four suhmary state-
ments for each of the four years (1969-1972) under study. The results
are shown in Table 3. Three factors were found for each of the first
three years (1968-69 to 1970-71), with .. fourth factor appearing in

the Tast year (]971—72); In each analysis the four summary statements
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Table 3

Summary of the Factor Analyses of the Performance Rating and Review Form

Assessment Year

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

Factor Items n=62 n=157 n=222 n=283
Care of parsonal 1s5ue .73 .73 .76 .71
Discipline gcceptance .66 .66 .61 .69
Loyalty ‘ .65 .65 .76 .68
Appearance " - .59 .56 .63

I Conduct and deportment .65 .65 .64 .60
Cooperation .67 .37 .42 -
Public relations .74 .54 .47 -
Judgment - .45 - -
Dependability .50 .49 - .38
Verbal commynication .48 - - -
Remarks of gfficer I/C Div. - .90 .87 .91 .89
Remarks of interviewing officer .87 .87 .91 .89

I1 Remarks of the N.C.0, .87 .83 .91 .89
Marrative assessirent by rater .84 .82 .88 .85
Cooperation .49 .37 - -
Hritten commynication .42 - - -
Quality of work " .73 .67 .73 .78
Knowledge of work .65 .80 .67 .75
Written communication .71 .73 .70 .71
Quantity of work .73 71 .53 .70
Verbal commynication . .53 .58 .72 .70

111 Judgment .68 - .70 .68

*Initiative .62 .42 .70 .66
Dependability .56 - - - .56
Conduct and deporiment .48 - - -
Public relations - - A4 -
Cooperation - - A1 -
Public relations - s - 75

v Cooperation . - - - 1
Verbal tommunication - - - .36
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cqnsistently Toaded .8 or higher on a single factor dimension. The
remaining 15 attributes all loaded on separate factors. This indi-
cated thét the job-supervisor and cher superior officers all were
assessing cons;ab]es on different 1nformatién in the summary state-
ments than that found in the 16 performance attributes. Since the
narrative assessment was corroborated by three other officers, all
of whom were experienced in assess1ng men, it was concluded that for
the intention of this reseabrch the four summary statements were the
most valid.

 The factor analytic study served a second purpose as a measure
of cOpsistency of performance ratings over years. Subjects had_beep
accumulated over the four years (Table 1), and the number of annual
rétings per constable could vary from one fo four. If consistency
could be established over years, any s1ng1e year of annua] ratings
could *  used as performance cr1t¢r1on.’ The separate fact01 analyses
of the,ZO performance variables for each of the four years produced
similar factor structures. _Three factors with loadfngs of .4 to .7
appeared for the first three years On one of these factors two
variable:  zded progressively 10wer over the first three years until
they split ¢ f and produced a fourth factor-in the f1na1 year. This
f1nd1ng is consistent with expectations associated with increasing
Zhe number of subjects over years, theregy increasing the power of
discrimination among factors. A coeff1c1ent of cons1stency was
~estaplished pf >~ .9 for all pairs of. years using Program RELATE
(Veldman, pp. 238-245, 1967). The final year of summary statements,

which included the total accumulated number of subjects, was used

s



to define the criterion performance groups.

Criterion Performance Groups

A single average scoré was obtained from the ratings assigned
by the E to the four summary statements on the 1971-72 Performance
Rating and Review Form. The distribution of Ss on performance
criterion score is given in Figure 1. Three criterion groups of

- constables Tabelled as high-Tevel (HL), middle-level (ML), and Tlow-

41

level (LL) were chosen. The cut-off points selected “or the upper

and lower groups were necessarily a function of the distribution.
The highest cut-off value that could be used was 21¢ since it repre
sented the total number of constables whose criterion scores were
befter than average. If at least one of the component assessments
of the single criterion was Very fiood (score of 2) or Excellent
(score of 1), the constable would fall into the HL group. At the
other extreme a 219 cut-off resulted in a LL group of constables
whoﬁe criterion scores were Jess than Average. A1l their assess-
me- "< were Fair (score of 4) or Poor (Score of-5). The ML group
Cc... -ted of those men who received at Teast one Average (score of

3) fating but no Very Good or Excellent assessment. The number of

policemen assigned. to each group according to the average criterion .

differentiation for Set A predictors were as follows:
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Set A Predictors

Criterion Groups No. of Ss Percentage
High-Tevel (HL) 59 21
Middle~Tevel (ML) 165 58
Low~Tevel (LL) 59 _ 21
Total 283 100

For Set B predictors (100 Ss éxtracted from the total sample)

the criterion assignment resulted in the following distribution:

Set B Predictors -

Criterion Groups No. of Ss Percentage
High-Tevel (HL) 21 21
Middle~Tevel (ML) 54 54
Low-Tevel (LL) 25 25
Total 100 100

Statistical Analysis

An overall correlation analysis (Program MAIN 181) was carried
out on all the original variables, both predictor and criterion,
which entered into this research, The data were then ana1yz§d using
\th different computer programs. The first method was multiple dis-
criminant ana]yéis (Program MULVOZ), which results in a reduction of .
the multiple measurements to one or more weighted combinations having .
maximum potential for distinguishing among numbers of different
groups. The second method involved a step-wise multiple discriminant
analysis (Program BMDO7M). At each step a new variable with the
largest F value (ratio of between-group variance to within-group
variance) is entered int~ the discriminating set of predictors. A

classification matrix is output for each step, and changes of
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classification of Ss into eriterion groups can be observed as each
variable is added to the set, Selection of the most important pre-
dictors can be facilitated by this méthed.

Inter-Rater Reliabi)ity. Thé data were scored by two different
experimenters, £l and £Z. In order to control for any rater effects
upon the ana1ysfs é stavistical adjustment was first made. The
differeﬁt]y rated Ss were divided into two groups. The scores for
each S of these two groups viera ndrma1izéd,wﬁth respect to their own
means, then pooled, and rescalad, jhié}step would have thegeffett
of increasing the homogeﬁefty Of_f%e‘distributioh and decreasing the
within-group variance. To fntTuence the analyses in this direction
was not considered detrimental since any éignificant.discrimination
among groups would be the result of a more conservative test of sig-

nificance. Any differences could be more confidently assumed to be
. - ' bl

~ due to differences between graups than to a rater bias.

A comparison was then mde ysing the Set A predictors by first
including a rater variab]cliﬁ the multiple disc%iﬁinant analysis,
and then excluding it. The vater effect could thus be assessed.

Procedure. Analysis of tne mu]itivariafe'data required several
steps to select .from the Orﬁgiﬂa] 63 variables fhose which contri-
buted best to prediction of ¢riterion performance. The goal was to
establish which combination Qf variables would give maximum discr1m~!
ination among groubs.. ‘

The‘out1ine of thelsteps Of the statistical procedure are as

follows:
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1. Multiple discriminant analysis of the original sct of pre-

dictors. The purpose of this step was to determine the discriminat-

ing potential of all the original variables combined. This provided
a base Tevel of significance from which to compare the discriminating
potential of selected subsets of variables. Scaled weights were also
. given which indicated the relative importance of each variable in
predicting criterion performance,

2. Step-wise multiple discriminant analysis. This step gave
information about each variable as it was added to the discriminant
function, and its ability to reduce the errors of c]assif}cation.
Selection of §evera] subsets composed of different combinations of
variables was . thus made which could then be tested for significancé
of discriminating potential.

3. Multiple Q@ggriminaht’éna]xsis of selected subsets of pre-

dictors. Levels of significance were established for each subset by

this step. This a11owed comparison with the original set, and selec-
tion of ‘best predictive equations.. Weighting coefficients were also

given which could be used for future prediction of police performance.

The nature of the analysis of data in this study was. such that

the results -+ > <:2p must first be examined befare proceeding to
the next 5254. - osults of *he analytical procedure will be given
in Chapter IIl.  cy wi?l - L immnarized and discussed in rela-

tion to police selection "1 Cu V.



CHAPTER 11

RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Intercorrelations among all the original variables (predictor
and criterion) entering into fhis Study are. found in Appendix I. A
comparison of the multiple discriminant analysis of the Set A predic.
tors with and without a rater variable included proddced essentially
similar results. The sndunt of variance accounted for by the two
discriminant functions in each analysis was the same (DF I = 69%, DF
IT = 31%). For the analysis of the Qet with the rater varjable the
overall discrimination was ﬁoi significant (p = .77); the first dis-
criminant function was significanf (p = .009), and the second Was not
I(p = .154). lhen the Féter 9ériab1e was excluded the overall dis-
crimination was also not significant (p = .12); the first discriminant
function was sianificant (p # .008), ahd the second was not (p s
.154). It was concluded that the rater effect was negligible and
that inter-rater ;61iabi1ity had been satisfactorily established.

Set A and Set B predictors were scored on a different number of
Ss (np = 283, ng = 100), Sepsrate analysis were required to deal wifh
the different sample siZes. Results of the procedural steps will be

reported separately fo~ Set A and Set B predictors.

Set A Predictors

Multiple Discrimingnt Anmalysis. Table 4 gives the means and

standard deviations of each predictor variable for the three cri-

terion performance groups, high-Tevel (HL), middle-level (ML), and

46

28
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Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations of Set A Predictors

e i . % T N N NP S N S

Predictor Criterion Performance Groups

Description High~Teval Middle~Tevel Low-Tevel

—
QWO W —

—}
—_—

Application Questionnaire

L
b

—_
wrno

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

25

27
28
29
30

Number of arrests 7.41(4,08)  7,27(4.14)  6.49(4.39)
Glasses 2.22(3.08)  2.26(3.12) 1.76(2.51)
Number of occupations 3.56(2.17)  4,06(2.08) 4.25(1.67)
Total indebtedness 1.19(y.62)  1.63(7.30) 2.32(4.12
Knowledae of first-aid 5.88(4.48)  9.47(4.50) 5.58(4.50
Swinming 7.25(¢.14)  7.33(4.01)  7.25(4.14)
Boxing 1.92(2.72)  2.04(2.87)  2.98(3.73)
Judo _ 2.53(3.38)  7.35(3.12)  2.22(3.08)
Foreion language 2.98(3.73)  7.75(3.56) 2.53(3.38)
Motor accidents 5.42(4.50)  4.93(4.46) 5.42(..50)
Other applications 1.76(2.51)  2.04(2.87)  2.22(3.08)
Military service 3.29(3.92)  7.69(3.52) 2.53(3.38)
Police Force 3.14(3.83)  2.25(3.12) 2.22(1.67)
Labor Organization 2.37(3.24)  2.85(3.64)  3.14(3.83)
Applicant's Education Test
Composition
~ contribution to society 1.75(0.73)  1.82(0.71)  1.91(0.74)
- contribution to self 2.00(0.61)  2.15(0.64) 2.18(0.62)
- suitable reasons 4.39(1.67) 3.20(1.78) 3.80("
~ number of errors 8.48(3.3%)  7.71(3.92)  7.5f 4.00)
Mathematics mark 13.39(3.98) 13.52(4.39) 12.6-(5.:2)
Language mark 15.72(1,90) 15.14(2.26) 15.5<°1.70)
General Knowledge mark 15.61(2.71) 15.72(2.33) 14.90{7
Composition mark 14.15(2.28) 13.76(2.09) 13.54(2.12)
Spelling mark 14.15(3.32) 13.85(2.84) 14.29(2.77)
Applicant's Personal History Sheet
Years education 11.63(.97)  11,67(.99)  11.51(0.91
Family background 8.32(3.81)  8,04(3.72) 7.25(4.14
Reserves 5.12(4.48)  4,44(4.37)  4.66(4.42
Social adjustment 3.10(.7) 3,38(.67) 3.34(.70)
Economic adjustment 3.20(.78) 3,32(.97) 3.54(.91)
Health adjustment 2.42(,586) 2.50(.69) 2.41(.61)
Appraisal 2.83(.69) 3.24(.90) 3.27(.84)



Table 4 (continued):

No.

31
32
33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40

41

Predictor

Description

Personal History Form

Number of addresses
Dismissals
Convictions

Canadian citizenship

_ Number of siblings

Rank among siblings
Number of children

Mancard

Age (years)
Marital status
Weight/Height ratio

Character Investigation

48

Criterion Parformance Groups

High-level
4.22(2.44)
1.61(2.26)
3.90(4.20)
8.93(2.91)
3.56(2.28)
2.66(1.80)
4.05(4.26)
23.12(3.23) .22
6.34(4.42) 5
2.47(.50) 2
2.54(.77) 2

)

TNV L LW DLW

Middle~Tevel

.52(2.50)
.36(4.50)
.36(.48)

.75(.,92)

Low-Tevel

2.
2.

LMo WO L
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Tow-level (LL). Two different analyses were carried out on the Set
A predictors,ione with the two extreme criterion performance groups
(HL and LL), and the other with the three criterion performance
groups (HL, ML, and LL). The two extreme qroups were ana1yzéd first
to see if there were indeed ahy test variables which might be useful
in predicting police performance. Structuhing the sample in this
manner would maximize chances of establishing signiticant relation-
ships between predictors and criterion. The outstandingly good and
poor performances of policemen are more easily identified than aver-
age performance. Ann]ysis_of the three groups was then undertaken
since it was believed employing the total sample would result in more
stable weights for the predictjon equaiions;» Tables 5, 6, and 7 show
the results of these two analyses.

For the two extreme groups (HL and LL) the ynivariate probabili-
ties, as shown in Table 5, associated'with the F test for significance
showed that eight predictors differentiated the groups at the .10.
level or better, From the multivariate resu1f5 (Taple 6) it was seen
that a single discriminant function significantly separated the HL
and LL groups using an F modification of Wilk's Yambda criterion
(F42’75 = 1.96, p < .006). This eﬁtabITShed that several of the pre-
dictors were contributing well to the discrimination batween the two
extreme groups on at least one dimensionh. /

Some changes in univariate prbBabi]itiés viere effected when the
ML group.was incTuded in the analysis (see Tapble 5). Six of the above
eight predictors which gave significaﬁt unjvariate differentiation for
two extréme groups still did so for three groups. ther predictors

separated three groups significantly but not two aroups.. This
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Table 5

Summary of Multiple Discriminant Analyses of Set A Predictors

Predictor » Two Groups Three Groups
Scaled Scaled Veignts
Description p Weights p 1 I8

— —t ——d —
WD YOOI G R —

Application Questionnaire

Number of arrests .25  -2.685 .4 6.56) ~0,404
Glasses .38 0.114 .58 1.111 ~0,454
Number of occupations .06 0.384 160 <1.381 - ~2,946
Total Indebtedness .05 2.417 07 <6.321 1,573
Knowledae of first aid .72 0. 380 .84 ~0.877 0.693
Swimming : .71 -0.098 .99 0.1 ~1.319
Boxing .08 1.678 .09 -~3.704 4498
Judo .61. -0.785 .83 -1.503 ~2.753
Foreign Language .49 -0.376 .79 3.111 0.400
Motor accidents .99 1.122 .66 0.146 1.617
Other applications .38 4.294 .68  ~4.635 1,013
Military service .26 -7.863 ) 6.636 ~0.798
Police Force .16 -5.003 18 4,884 1.127
Labor Organization .25 2.003 51 -2.868 -1.962
Applicant's Education Test
Composition
'~ - contribution to society .26 -0.514 50 -0.627 0.907
- contribution to self .31 0.514 .58 -0.738 1.793
- suitable reasons 09 -2.111 .09 7.105 2.136
- number of errors .19 -1.836 .35 2.601 3.295
* Mathematics mark .39 -2.042 .45 0.869 1.123
Language mark .21 4.529 -~ .41 -5.37¢ 2.808
General Knowledge mark 13 =23:089 - .08 3.212 -5.798
. Composition mark 4 -0.777 .29 1.176 ~1.043
Spelling mark .81 0.236 .56 -0.58] 1.760
Applicant's Personal History Sheet
Years education .50 -2.037 .54 3.582 ~2.399
Family backaround .14 0.915 .27 0.183 ~4.377
Reserves .58 6.088 .60 <4.1N 2,009
Social adjustment .07 0.358 .03 ~1.09% ~6,838
Economic adjustment .03 0.819 120 <1.564 4,562
Health adjustment .88  -1.658 .58 1.228 ~3,896
Appraisal .003  3.655 .004 -4.954 ~2.,279



Table 5 (continued) : 51

Predictor Two Groups Three Groups

Scaled , Scaled Weights
- No. Description P Weights p I Il

T e N A

Personal History Form

31 Humber of addresses .88 2.567 69 -3.310  -2.659

32  Dismissals .23 2.181 A5 -4.225 -1.883
33  Convictions .22 -0.538 .43 4,026 -2.327
34 Citizenship .59 -0.745 .81 4.160  -0.049
35 Number of siblings 24 4.098 .2] 0.677 -0.1722
36 Rank among siblings A1 -4.275 .02 2.876 7.448
37  Number of children .23 -0.733 .06 3.822 5.69
Mancard
38  Age .25 0.162 .31 0.970 ~1.683
39 Marijtal status 4 -2.22] .27 1,269 ~1.362
40  Weight/Height ratio 9 0.037 .29 0.349 3.629

41 Character Investigation 002  4.419 .006  ~7.651 3.183




Table 6

A
Discriminant Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Two Criterion Performance Groups
(Set A Predictors)
Groups Discriminant Function
High-level 0.116(0.549)
Middle-Tevel 1.639(0.511)
F=1.96, df, = 42, df, =75, p < .006
Discriminant Function (100% of variance)
x2 = 71.01, df = 42, p = .003
Table 7
Discriminant Score Means and Standard Deviatiens
for Three Criterion Performance Groups
(Set A Predictors) ‘
Discriminant Function
Groups I II
High-Tevel | 2.27(1.03)  3.13(0,97)
Middle-level ©1.19(1.26)  3.74(0.72)
Low-Teve] . 0.41(1.56)  3.46(1.18)

F=1.21, df =82, df, = 480, p = 16

DisériminéhtﬁFunction I (697 of the variance)
2 = 66.26, df = 42, p = .008

Discripimant Function Il (31% of the variance)

(2 = 31.84, df =140, p = .15
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 Suggests that. for certain variables the ML qroup was not differentj-
ated from either the HL or the LL groups. For three groups two dis~
criminant functions (I and II1) were output, each of which separated
groups on a different jﬁdependent dimension. The discrim{nagt score
means for each of these two functions are shown in Table %. The

first discriminant function accounted for 69% of the variance. It
discriminated the three groups sianificantly (x?42 = 66.26, p = .008),
producing discriminant scores more different than by chance. The
Yacond discriminant function, accounting for the remaining 31% of

the variance, did not signifjcant]y discriminate groups (x240 =

31.84, p =w.15)., The overa]i‘discrimihatién (the two discriminant
functions coﬁsidered together) of groups was not significant (F82,480 =

1,21, p = .116). These findinas are represented graphically in

Figure 2 which demonstrates spatially the discriminant score means
(centroids) when plotted on the two discriminant funct%on dimensions.
It can be observed that Set A predictors separated the three groups
viell on the first discriminant function but not on the second.

The scaled we{ghts recorded in Table 5 indicate the relative
contribution of each variable to the discriminant functions. ‘Based
oh the absolute value of the scaled weights the predictors were
divided into three categories defined as high, moderate, or low con-
tributors to the discriminant functions as shown in Table 8. This -
13 a tentative classification to provide some convenience in future
d15cussions of the large number of variables.

Frequency distributions of HL and LL group discriminant scores

are represented graphically in Figure 3. Information about mis-
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classification of HL and LL Ss is more jmportant than misclassifica-~
tion of ML Ss. From examination of the two sampling distributions it
appeared that aésumptions of norﬁa]ity and equal variances were rea-
sonably satisfied. If a cutting point of 1.34 is used mid-way between
the two sample means on the discriminant score dimension, an equal
percentage of Ss (15% from each group) were misc]éssified. The total

probability of error was .15.

Step-Wise Mu1fip1e Discriminant Analysis. A c]assffication
matrix of predicted and actua1y%f1terion performance was output at
each step as one of the Set A,ngéﬁﬁctors was added to the discrimin-
ating set. Only the percentage correct classification (i.e., per-
centage of actual group prediction) of Ss into criterion performance
groups are shown here in TabTe 9. The overall efficiency (percent-
age hits from the tota]rbﬁpulégion) was also.calculated, Except for
Step§‘3 to 6, all x° disfribufﬁons for each group were siagnificant
-~ at the .05 level or better. The first variable (30) to be entered
correctly classified 86% of the HL Ss and 45% of the LL Ss as they
should be. Fourteen percent of HL Ss weré misclassified as LL, and
55% of the LL Ss were misclassified as HL. The ML Ss were all mis-
classified as HL (65%) or LL (35%). The second var%ﬁb]e (41) in-
creaséd the correct classification of the LL Ss. Not untjgjiﬁe-in~
clusion of six variables were the ML Ss classified correctly better
than chance. Addition of the remaining variables resulted in a
gradual.ﬁvera?1‘increase in correct classification for all three
:\gﬂbups up-to Step 27. At this point all thrée correct classifica-~
tibné-reached the most equivalently high level (HL = 69%, ML = 5 %,

LL = 66%), with an overall efficiency of 60%. Addition of the 14

8

e TR G TRY,
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L

2y



58

umm:mth ub (3404

gg 79 Ly 1WA 6 02
Ps 6G Ya4 9g S40J44D L0, uequny - .
. usiyisoduwoy gy 61
59 09 AY 49 A39100s 03 uoLingLaaups -
) uo131sodwoy gy 8l
66" 09 L 59 uotieziuebuo Joqe] | A
vy ¥9 3av <9 JuBwISNipe yylesy 62 g{
¢S LS LG 99 _osiesswusig s 2¢ Gl
268 (S A 99 punoubyoeq A Lwey g- bl
s LS 6 99 SOSSVUPPR 3O daquny ¢ et
A LS Iy L E9 92404 mUWPOQ el Al
05 . 09 05 £y : . bulxog . L
€5 56 8y £9 UBUPLLYD 4O udguny /¢ oL
05 55 £9 L9 jusuisnlpe (ed0s - 42 6
25 LS Sy b3 . Mew apenbuey g7 g - .
AS) xxxGG *xx 90 *xxG4 SSoupa3Qopul |B20] ¢ L
€y "STU €S xxxlp xxxED SIS3UAUR $O J3GUNY | 9
£ "S'u g STU 25205 Suosead 3(qeaLns - 9
: o . uoljlsoduoy /| g
£ "STU 26 "STU 0Y "S'U |G ydew sbparouy {euaday |7 %
£y Stuogr STU e xxxD§ sbulqrs:buowe- yuey - gg £
1€ xxxll xxx9 xxxl9 Uot1ebiLysanus usjoedey) f 2
l2 xxxG¥ ¥xx0 xxx93 Eﬁfq%mmlm\_a;:ig& 0 | :
fous101443 1 g M uotzdadseg. o tof . deyg
[ {RJBAD TS —
ebequsouay dnoJy:- 4032 (paUy - £

UTE20T (4 (SSE(T 133450 ARSI SOIIDYS SIDRD PS5 %
P 205 2D 5258220y 20P0w25¢C ISLA-ALS 4G QLA 17
WS

1

, . § (e



59

aoued L4 LubLs-uou

= 'S°u
o> d e
60" > d xx
10" > d xxx - OOURDLILUDLS X

LS +xx63 xxx6¥ xxxl/ oo Mewosdljewsyley gl Ly
- - - - , ple-1sdt4 g 0b
- - - - .* sniejs [elldel)  QOf 6€
59 9 g8y Sl sbutiqis 40 apguny g 8¢
GS . 29 8y - . i _ butwutng g L€
94 49 8P - _ 69 oby  8E 9¢
86 . 29 LS 69 SjuspLode 4010f -Gy Se
85 bl * 25 - 69 JABW UDLYLSOLWO) 22 143
s 1129 Zs 0L - opsew Bupppads g £e
/S 59 0§ ¥ suot1ednado 4o 4aquny ¢ )
85 9% - 05 Vi Oled Juday/aupblop  ge. = |6y
85 ) €5 69 o opnp 3 0¢ .
85 99 25 69 sassely 2 6¢
389 B % & Qs 89 CSPAABSDYY 97 82
03 28 , R4 69 901A43s Aueqi{ty gy (z
LS 99 208 69 -UDLIBONPa Sdrsj ve - 9¢
39 79 . 67 - . 69 A38120S 03 UOLINGLAJUOD ~
S uoL3Lsoduoy - gy 67
g3 ¢9 05 0/ JuBW3ISNLpe OLuouody g2 ve
LG b9 as A suatiedatidde dayag gz
LS 29 - DS 0. . 41Ysuez13 Lo ueLpeue) Y - v g
93 . 73 as a9 SUCLIDLAUOD SO J2qun;)  ¢¢ 212
Fwzaeg47 0 3 T : 8y U0 1Y) ASBP oy B2y
2IBIDND -
38e743343¢ “« (SN A0IDIPRIY
(3 Fn s . . S {(PEnuNDD) 5 2)08)



¥

60

varjables after this step decreased the er ., ¢/ s3ification only
sTightly for tb° group, and intreased i - arably for the ML
and Ll groups (71%, 499, and 59%, respectively).

From the classification matrix outpuyt for ecach variable the
percenﬁagé of Ss predicted to be HL, M., and UL, and the percentage
of actua) classification of Ss within each of these groups, were
calculated, The percehtage classification of the tntal population
was also found. Table 10-g1ves these classification percentages for
fho&é steps which are most representative in Swmmarizing the changes
in ¢lassification. The expectedv@@rrcct percentyge classification
of ali §s into criterion performan;e aroups (nHL x 593 ML = 1653
ﬂLL A 59) would be in the rafio of 21:58:21, resne0£ive1y.‘ The
closgst approach to this was achieved at Steps 11 and 27, each with
a ratio of 30:40:30. Step 27 was slightly better than Step 11 in
producing an overa: cfficiency in classification (60% as obgééed to
55% nits), as shown.in Table 9.

Ty

From the above findings several combinations and ooymutations

. tpe predictors vere selected according to the apility ol each

vradictor to reduc. the en{Bré of c1assif1cati9p when added to the
diseriminating set. Separate step-wise discriminant -analyses were
thed done on each of these subsets. It was found that the fwo sub-

sets containing the 27 and .11 predictors as discussed above, resulted

~in the most accurate classification of 35, These predictors were

designated as ubset 1 and Subset 2, respectively. The predictors
ih Subset 1 subsume those of Subset 2.

1t should be notéd here that Subset 2 with 11 predictors (the

1
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Summary of Actual and Predicted Classification of
Policeman into Criterion Performance Groups-
(set A Predictors)

L N

Total

D N N N NP N R N
ANTR %A YN

Percentage of Subjects

Percentage of Jotal Popula-

190

”

- Classified into Groups tion Classified into Groups
Step  Actual Pradictaed Predicted
: HL ML HL ML LL
HL 27 0 09 18 0 3
1 ML 58 0 63 38 0 21
LL o 28 1 0 9
Total 100 0 100 67 0 33
HL 39 g 13 13 0 8
2 ML 50 94 62 18 - 4 36
)5 8 _25 6 0 15 &
Total 100 1go_ 100 37 4 59 o
HL 319 9 1 7 3
3 ML 50 64 63 17 22 19
L2 31 28 6 _6 9
Total 300 190 100 3 35 31
HL 44 R 10 13 5 3
11* ML 47 75 49 14 30 15
w9 13 A 3 5 12
Total 100 100 100 30 40 30
HL 48 10 8 15 30 .2
7% ML A4 79 47 13 32 14
8 N 45 2. 5 14
Total 100 100 100 30 30
HL 47 0 8 15 4.2
41 ML A4 75 52 . 14 28 16
L 9. 5 40 3 6 12
100 100 32 38 30

N
et J

W

PPN A 4 : .
* Teast ervor classification”™Urf HL and LL policemen.
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earliest to be added to the discriminqting set) all had a signifi-
cant F value (ratio of between groups variance to befween groups
variance) to enter (at least F = 3.49, p < .05)., Nine of these 11
variables also had significant univariate differences of .10 or

better between means (see Table §5). That is to say, they each by

i o .
Y \"}‘-x

themselves differontiatéd the criterion performdhéé;g}oups. Further-
more, this subset of predictors included 10 of the 11 variables cate-
gorized as high contributors to prediction accordina to their scaled
weights as wias stated in Table 8. The 11th high contributbr was
added at Step 27 into Subset 1. Mos# of the high énd moderate con-
tributors were included in Subset 1 (27 prédictors).

Multiple Discrimiqggprna1vsis of Predictor Subsets. This
analysis established stat%stica1 sianificances of discrimination, and
the weights for the predictive equations composed of the two selected
subsets of predictors. Discriminant score means and standard devia-
tions are shown in Table 11. |

For Subset T (27 variables) the two discriminant functions to-
gether significantly separated ?he three criterion groups (F54,5O6 =
1.74, p = .001):»L5i5criminant function I sigﬁificant]y acéounteq.for
737 of the variance kVQEB = 65.27,'p < .01). Discriminant fuction

L

11, accounting for.the remaining’2787of the variance, was not sig-

?

nificant (x2,0 = 26.02, p'e 50). ¥ "

For Subset 2 (11 variables) the two discriminant functions to-
’ .8 19’

gether sianificantly separated grbups better (F,)2 £3g = 2.79, p <
.00003) than for Subset 1. Only the first discriminant function sig-

nificantly, differeritiated aroups (X212 = 41,40, p < .01). Both the
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selected Subsets 1 and 2 discriminated criterion groups better than
the Ofigina1 of 41 predictors (F82,48O = 1.21, p = .12) as was
found in Table 7. Figures 4 and 5 represent graphically the dis-
crimination of groups for the sé1ected Subsets 1 and 2. Again it was
seen that the criterion performance aroups were betfer Separated on
the first discriminant function than on. the second.

Freauency distributions of the selected Subsets 1 and 2 with
their cutting—poi%ts established wid-way between the HL and LL groups
are represented graphica]ly in Figures 6 and 7, respectivé]y. The
assumptions of normaljaié%}ibution and'equé1§y§¥ﬁanceAanq'st111 as
feasoﬁab]y well met for Subset 1 as they weQERfor the origiﬁéj set
of predictors. For Subset 2 these assumptioﬁs are ﬁot as well met
but are still applicable.’ Uhen compared with the frequency distri-
bution of the original set of predictors (ngure 3) changes in error
classification were apparent. For Subset 1 the percent misclassifi-
cation of the HL Ss increased slightly from 15% for the 6rigina1 set
of predictors 1o 17%:.the percent misclassification of LL 35 remained
the same at 1505 and the percent ey or classification for the total
population increased minimally from 15% to 16%. For Subset 2 the
percent error classification for the total population was increased
higher to 22% (misclassification of 20% of HL and 24% of LL Ss).
Thése‘findings further support the earlier conclusion that Subset 1
with 27 variables was a more optimum combination for prediciion of

criterion performance than Subset 2 with 11 variables.

Set B Predictors

MuTtiple Discriminant Analysis. As was d_ne for the Set A



DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION |

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION |

o o o O o
o = N w & [

(@]

'
©
[a]

5.0
4.5

4.0

‘3.5

3.0

2.5

FIGURE 4

DISCRIMINANT SCORE MEANS (CENTROIDS) FOR
SELECTED SUBSET 1 (SET A PREDICTORS)

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION H

- o
B
' o ML
- Q||
-1.0 ~0.8 -0.6 ~0.4
DISCRIMINANYT FUNCTION II
FIGURE §
DISCRIMINANT SCORE MEANS (CENTROIDS) FOR
SELECTED SUBS/ET 2 (SET A PREDICTORS)
r_- : KRS
B ® LL
i 9 ML
— & HL
: , 1.‘ | i
-0.4 ~06 -0.8 -1.0 -1.2

65



66

3BO00S INYMWIMBOSID

SYD

©—0. dN0YD 11

V—% dN0Y9 TH — 8z

€ (SH010103Yd V 138)
) 13S8NS 03103735 Y04 SIHOOS INVNINIHISIA 40 NOILAGIHLSIA AININD L

9 34YNOIS

NO1LVINd0d

a

Q3aNIGINOD 40 3DV LENIDYId



€7

IA
oK,

FHAJIS LNTNHTS(Q

S w\.ruumw

A

dNOYd 17

W———% dJdNOYOD TH

| (SHOL10103¢d V 13S)
2 135205 03103738 404 $3H0IS LNYNINIHISIA 40 NOILAGIHLSIA AININOI Y3
: £ 347DI4, oo .

s
)

0¢

NOILVYINdOd
d3INIGINOD 40 IDVINIIYHIY



68

- predictors separate analyses were carried out using first the two
exteeme criterion groups (HL and LL), and then the three aroups (HL,
ML, and LL). Means and standard devyations of the three groups 'y
the Set B predictors are showﬁ in fab]e 12. A Sdhmary of the results
of the mul.iple discfiminant analyses is shown in Tables 13, 14, and
15. The HL and LL groups are significantly differentiated at the
-10 Tevel or better My each of three variables on the univariate
dimension (Table 13). Multivariately, they were Separated s, "i-
cantly (Table 14) by the discniminant. function conté%ning all e
Set B Variab]es using the F modﬁ%ication of the NiTk's Tanbda cri-
terion (F22,23 =1.71, p = .103). |

Two of the variables which significantly differentiated the two
extreme groups also differeﬁiiated three groups: (Table 13). Discrim-
inant score means (centroids) from the mu]tivariate aﬁé]ysis 6f the
three criterion groups (HL,.HL,‘and LL) are shown in Table 15. Nei-
ther of the.two discrimfnant functions (I and I1) significantly
separated groups (X223 = 28.36, p = .20; X22] = 25.41, p « .30, re-
spectively), nor did the two fungtions considered together (F44,]54 =
1.24, p = .]7); Figure 8 represents spatially the centroids plotted
on the two discriminant score dimensions. The two extreme groups
(HL and ML) are well separated on the first diécrim%nant function,
but not the ML group from the HL group. It appears that the Set B
predictors._did not discriminate groups as well as the Set A predictors,

as was seen in Figure 2., o . o
g - N . N -

A fréquency distribution ofwiheVHt”aﬁHALL aroup discriminant

scores are shown in Figure 9. Assumptions of normality and equal
15{3 ‘V

N~
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Table 12

Means and Standavd Deviations of Set B Predictors

Criterion Performance Groups

Predictor

Low-Tevel

Middle-Tevel

MNo.

TN TN N FTNETN TN TN TN TN TN N o e

e et e et e e e e e e e e e e e

PN TN TN TN TN e e o s s s s e s o e,

e e e e e

High-Tevel

Application Questionnaire
Drink moderately

. Operate pelice radio
“Cperate switchboard
Exercise authority
Experience firearms _
Type - words-per-minute .
Study easily

GambTing games

Life insurance
Read much

Savings
Home ownership
Charge accounts

Auto finance

Smoke
Years driving

Description
Investments
Mileage
Motorcycle

4?2
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

“u 52

53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61

N N M o N > -
NO T VLD OWLTDOLWOLOLOWO
SO ONOUNRNRNSDOAMOD T OO

.....

WO WO T DT ONL S Ot WO <t

e e e N e e et

TN N N

e S e e e e e e

a

Prompted to apply
Special interests
Special training

62
63 -
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Summary of Multiple Discriminant Analyses of Set B Predictors

70

/ Predictor Two Groups Three Groups

,/ A Scaled Scaled Weights
No. ' Dcfinition P Weights DF 1 DF II

‘Application Questionnaire >
42 Life Insurance .35 12.908 .57 7.226  -5.554 °
43 Savings ,-75 . -5.286 .91 0.033 11.295
44 Investments .86 -4.890 .62 -5.877 -4.299
5 Home ownership .38 1.159 .50 7.945 - 0.234
46 Charge accouste,. o .43% -5.755 .57 -3.965 6.054
47 Auto finance wWie <33 6.269 .25 5.125  11.272
48 Smoke ' .62  -2.846 .60 2.730 8.779
49 Drink moderately 100 -5.19] .22 -8.450 -1.080
50  Gambling games .60 7.317 - .61 7.588  -5.889
51  Read much .25 -2.698 .47 3.699 5.034
52 Years driving 150 -4.414 .20 -10.712. 3.630
53 Mileage J1 0 -7.877 .62 -0.117 5.747
54  Motorcycle .66’ 3.630 .68 -0.352 -5.233

Operate police radio 4 -3.737 11 -6.686  -6.803
56  Operate switchboard .53 6.391 .28 7.907 - -13.43]
57  Exercise authority .55 -0.798 24 -2.822 -16.940
58 - Firc arms .009 -11.016 .04 -17.535 3,098
59  Type - words-per-minute 360 -1.631 .36 -7.660  ~5.189
60  Study co-ily .02 -8.597 .03 -11.924 -4.474
61  Prompted to apply .25 -0.448 .36 -3.261 . -5,264.
62  Special interest .23 -5.534 .10 5.330 14.845
63. Special training: .41 2.326 .45 9.069 12.742

A
LN



 TabTe 14
Discriminant Score Means and Standard Deviations

for Two Criterion Performance Groups
(Set B Predictors)
/

~ Group ‘ - Discriminant Function
High-Tevel -10.18(3.406)
Low-Tevel -5.446(3.377)

A

. ) . ;
Fo=1.71, df] = 22, df2 =23, p=.103

Discriminant Function (1009 of variance)

X2 =33, df =22, p < .10

Table 15

Discriminant Score Means and Standard Deviétions
for Thre¢ Criterion Performance Groups
(Set B Predictors) '

Discriminant Functijon

Group - " I IT

High-level © 6.84(4.04)  5.52(5.34)
Middle-Tevel 6.02(6.24)  1.27(5.76)
Low~Teve] ~3.04(4.46)  3.31(8.89)

F=1.24, df, =44, df, =154, p= 17

1 2
Discriminant Function I (53 of the variance)
y? = 28.36, df'= 23, p = .20

Discriminant Function I1 (477 of the variance)

x2 =25.41, df =21, p < .30

71
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DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION I

FIGURE 8

DISCRIMINANT SCORE MEANS (CENTROIDS) OF

CRITERION.
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?jjbdsed on the scaled we1ghts recovdedr1n Tab]e 13

inated the two er “~me groj
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3

variances were reasonably satisfied. Since the two samples of pre-

dictors were%hnequa1 (nHL = 21, nLL‘: 25) the base rate .occurrence

in the population (.46 and .54,‘respect1ve]y) was taken into consid-

cration in determining the cutting no1n§;of 5.1. This'rosu]ted in .
. » w- _

wisclassification of 14 of the HL Ss and 247 of fhoygl Ss. The

total probab111ty of error was .]élfs ' T o

, Tab1e 16 shows the divisjon of Set B, pred1ctdﬁ§ 1n‘ ‘c3i§ﬁories;

s 1634

.of high, mbderate, and 1ow contr1bttors to d1SLP1m1hdt16n of.groups

J

. 4\% : b .
Step-i ﬁuLt1p19 U1scr1m1nant Ana]zs1s &ﬁesbits of this !

i
\

- g e
ana]vsws were haud]ed s1n11ar1y as for Set A bred1ctors fable 17

M ‘a
shows thek'i d1str1but1ons for corr%tt clas 51f1cat1on (i.e., per—’

centage of actua? aroup prcd1ct1on)‘€F Ss into . c11ter1on qroups.

“Excopt fog Steps 2 to 7, the C1MSs1f1c§t1on is swan1f1cant at the

.05, Tevel, or better, The‘f1r5t var1ab1e=(60) to b' §red d1scr1m—‘ ‘

e _on]y of the actua] HL. S 6% were

correct]y c1éssif1edcﬂs HL, 'd the rema1n1nq 24 were m1sc1ass1f1ed

as LL; of the actual LL Ss 567 were correct]y classified as . LL, and

the remaining 44£‘were misc]assified as HL; auﬂ of the actudl ML Ss

-~ . - ) toe . Y

a]] vere risclassified as HL (65:) or LL (347). Correct classification

e

be uer than chancé occurred for a]] th ee qroups by Step 8. Ikregu1ar

fluctuations in cTass1f1cat1on then occurrcd up to -the. 1ast step with

a general overa]] increase. Percentage overall eff1c1ency (percent-

age-hits) reached €57 by Step 15, and 677 by Step 22.

Table 18 gives a summary of the most representative steps show-

¢ing changes in predicted percentages of classification, classification
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Table 18

. Y
Summary of Actual and Predictod\ﬂ%ﬂssificatiqm of
PoTicemen into Criterion Performance Groups
(Set B Predictors)

Y

- Percentage of Subjects  Percentaoge of Tota]APopu1a— "
Classified into Groups  tion Classifed into Groups
Step  Actual ‘ Predicted ‘ : Prediétqg:- }
HL R . L T
B }k A KPR M
| HL - .25 Yo 13 Pl 0 ¥ 5
1 oML 5T 0 49 - 3% 0 18
L 18 0 38 SRR 0 14
Total - * 100 0 . 100 * 63 0 37
W 36 18 5. . 8 @ﬁg??ﬁ--s“
3 ML 55 60 45 .t 72 oL s
oL 9 22" .40 . 2 10 13
Total 100 100 100 . 22 45 133
- — — — =
HL 47 13 6 1“5 2
g* ML 43 72 42 13 29 12
.LL 10 15 52 3 3 6 16 "
» Total 100 100 100 30 40 30 - -
, * |3
. HL © 53 7 4 17 3 T
22 ML 3 83 37 « 10 33 10
LL " 16. 10 59 5 4 16 °
Total 100 100 10 - @ 427 4
* Jeast er: ssification of HL and LL poticemen.



©error of c]a

/8

of actua1 Ssin prod1cted groups, and percenfage classification of

1 l\.

é@e tota] pOpu1at1on Expected correct percontane cTaS;1f1cat1on
) ' . =
would be in the ratio of 21: 54 25 (n HL =21, nML 54, nLL 25).
The closest approach to this was at Step 3 n1th the hat7U Qf 22:45:
33. Step 8 resu]tegl1n the best overa11 c]a557f1cat1on of pred1cted

and actua] percentages o of the tota] popu]atwon 14 were correct]y k.

" A

c]ass1f1ed as HL, 297 "as ML, and 16% as LL, w1th The 1east eyYror: of

c]as 1f1cation of\HL and LL Ss . ." "1JJ hﬁ;., | ’

o

b“gped1ctors were se]eqted s1m11ar7y as for Set

on tho ab111ty of each pred1ctor to reduce the

v

ification when added to the d1scr1w.nat1nq set. Step— ’

\4.

wise discrir nt analysis of each oF the, re1ected subsets: revealed

‘e

that the subset with the comh1nat1on of the pred]ctors added in the .
first eight steps (see Table 17) gave the best c]ass1f1cat1on Seven
(7) of nhese e1ght predwrtors had a s1qn1f1cant F value (raticof -

between: groups variance to within group variance) to enter of at
qa
least F = 6. 47 p < .01. Five (5) of these were the Game vanwab1es
e L
which were categorized as high contr1b2tors, and the rema1n1ng three

>

were moderate contributors. The next Best Gubset was u cowb1nat1on

of four prgdictors (no's. 49 56, 58, and 60) Three of these pke-
s, N

d}ctors ealh by themselves significantly dTFferent1ated the three

—

_Criterion groups on the univariate d1mens1on . (.

3

Multiple Discriminant Analysis of Predictor Subsets. :The dis-

criminant score means ard standard deviations for Subsets 1 and.2 of

Set B predictors are shown in Table 19. 'Statistical significance of

~discrimination gye also given.’

]
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For Subset 1.(8 variables) the two disceiminant functions to-
gether significantly separate the three criterion groups (F]6 182 ©

' 4
2.36, p = .003). Discriminant function I accounted’fdr 597, of the

variance hetter than chance (X29 = 20.96, p < .02). Discriminant

function I1 significantly accounted for the. remaining 41% of the
variance (X27 = 15.17, p < .05). Figure 10$spatia11y represents

these findings. - W

|
. : \ o .
For Subset 2 (4 variables) the two disqyiminant functions to-

’ ! s e . . B .
~gether significantly differentiated the thrée Lriterion groups
N

Y 85” of the var1ance It s1gn1f1cant]y d1scrwm1nated the three groups

8, ]90 2.48' p = .014)= Discriminant fun tion ' accounted for -

80

5 —a56 24 p < .01). Discriminant funct1on IT accountina for tHe!

L4

. , - 2
remaining 15? of the.var1ance was not signi 1cant (x 3. = 3.15, p <

.50). These results are shown Hatially 1an“qure 11.. As was found

with the Set A predictors both of the se]ecﬂed Subsets 1 and 2 d1s—

*

‘criminated the three criterion groups better than the ‘original set

21

tively). \ b
Q & ' ) - | i A
Figures 12 and 13 Tepresent graphica]1yﬁtme‘freduency distri-

of predictors (x’,, = 28.36, p = .20, x*,, = 2"%.41, p < .30, respec-
e
|

\

e

S _ . N : R
butions of thé selected Subsets 1 and 2 for The HL and LL groups.
o g . Lo

Cutting points we e cstan ished according toith% base fates for the

1

.,“\T

HL and LL groups '.7% - . 74, respé&tive]y)lto]account for differing

. . : . ! . P .
sample sizes. Ass. ~iic-. of normality and equal vartancés are rea-

sonable fcr Set 1. but not for Set 2. Changes. in error classification

8- pred1ctors (Figure 9) are as follows: For Subset 1 misclassification

. \ B
for these frequehcy distributions as compared with the original Set

Y
P s
< 2

.
—
< /

N

S
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FIGURE 10
'DISCRIMINANT SCORE MEANS (CENTROIDS) FOR
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FIGURE 12
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of HL 5o increased from 147 to 1975 misclassification of LL Ss
decrecased from 247 to 167; and the error classification of total
ggu]ation.decreasod from 197 to 17.57. For Subset 2 timﬂerror
c1s sification of total population 1ncreased to 267 (29_?"' misclassi-
;:atmn of HL Ss, and 24 msc]assﬁwatmn of LL Ss) fhese .ﬁnd-
‘ﬁegs indicated that Subset 1 was better than Subset ? and the orig-

l"“yl -
ﬁna] set for prediction of criterion groups.

EiR



CHAPTER 1V

?‘ . - . SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

<y

et 't
Summary of Resu1ts ) ‘ , ’
Nove e : ‘

Ha T et )
Ana]ys1s of tbc”data was carried out-in several steps in order

*

<y g,

which max1m1zedﬁﬂ1scr1m1nat1on umong the cr1ter1on perfovmance groups

(high-Tevel, HL; middle- 1eve1 1L; Tow- 1eve] LL). The predictors to

enter 1nto these subset* “*re clfosen on the bas1s of the1r ab1]1ty

v 7 to reduce the errors C)’ . ;(s1f1cat1on of Ss into cr1ter1on perfor-

t%a§ets of: variables ?gbt A and Set B
B,
predictors) were each ana]yzed using two dlfferent methods (mu1t1p1e

. mance grougsff’The two separ.

»

d1scr1m1nant ana]ys1s, and step w1se d1scr1m1nant analysis. A sum-

-mary S

Jts of the brocedure steps. for both ,the orlg1na1
s 0
) sets .f;Jected subsets ‘is given as’follows: - ® v,
45?"‘.- 0,, . .' E O
L Table 20: D1scr1m1nant score means and Standard dev1at1ons for
' . : i orwg1na1 sets and selected subsets of pred1ct0rs
- : A

Y oTable 21, Summary of mu]t*p]e d1sar1m1nant ana]ys1s of or1g—
’ : " inal sets and se]erted subsets of predictors.

-

Table 22: ’Percentaae m1sc1ass1f1cat1on of h1gh level and 1ow-

level po11cemen 4,__,3,
“617' Table 23:. Percentages of total pogylat1on c]ass1f1ed into »
e ~ criterion performance. groups . ‘ ’

fable 24: Meighting coeff1c1ents of. se?erted Set A pIed1ctor§

Table 25: Weighting coeff1c1ents of se]ected Set B pred1ctors

84

to select the beSt bomb1nat1on of pred1ctor var1aujes (persona] aata).

7 2N
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Table 20 gives the discriminant score means and standard devia~
tions for all sets and selected subsets of predictors. The resu1ts
of the mu1t1p1e discriminant analyses found in Table 21 show the
changes. in probab711t1es associated with the tests of significance.

i For the Set A pred1ctors the probabilities of chance discrimination

| of gr1ter1on performance groups by §ﬁ&‘tuo d1scr1m1nant functions.
together decreased fromp = .12 to p; .00003 as further se]ect1on

%’ occurred. Subset 2}w1th‘ H vari ab‘{& separated groups best - “For the

Set B predictors, Subs: T resulted in the best,d1fﬁeren§qat1on of

N , . . . 1

groups (p = .003). This shows that maximization of discrimination
was, facilitated by the.predictgr selection procedure, L
et : o ’

Diseriminant function I in all cases accounted for a greater
3 . , . v
: Y , . s .. hS
amount of variance and.separated groups better than discriminant

fuhction 11. A frequency distribution of the discriminant scores
o | ! AR N
, . for the Ss in the extreme groups (HL and LL) as given by discrimin-

ant funct1on I, was made for all sets and subsets of pred1ctors (Sea

ngures 3, 6; 7, 9,.12, and 13) The ML group was not 1nc1uded 1n B

these. f1gures as tHey were not as well- d1scr1m1nated as the HL and

»/ -

LL groups ' 15t1ass1f1cat1on of HL and LL po11cemen 15 the ma1n '¥§\;5

concern in pred1ct1nq po11ce performance By es t b11sh1ng cutt1ng,
»§;o1nts n1dway between the two oroup means the percentages of m1s- |
c]ass1f1cat1on were cakcu]ated They are surmarized in Table 22.
The assumpt1ons of norma11ty of d%stribution and equall vaniances
were reasonably applicable to all digiributton except;Subset 2 of
Set B predictors. The changepfn M1sc1assification of total popu- ,'x
Tation was small as the nuiber of yariables wete'reduced from th@g

A\
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Discriminant Score Means and Standard Deviations
for Original Sets and Subscts of Predictors

Number Criterion Groups
of [
Predictors Variables HL ML LL
Discriminant Function I
Original Set™ 41 -2.27(1.03)  -1.19(1.26)  -0.41(1. 56)
Set A Subset 1 27 0.52(0.16) 0.17(0.20) ~.20(0.23)
: Subset 2 11 2.97(1.27) 3.82(1.50) 4.49(1.67)
Original Set 22 -6.84(4.04) -6.02(6.24)  -3.04(4,46)
Set B Subset 1 8- 8.73(6.83) 6.00(7.70) 4,48(11.66)
Subset 2 4 12.71(10.40 9.52(18.51) 7.10(13.87)
";—%’L ’(,’}
Discriminant Function II
V P
Original Set n ~3.13(0.97)  -3.74(0.72)  -3.46(1.18)
Set A Subset 1 27 ~0.69(0.15) ~-0.93(0.12) -0.70(0.16)
Subset 2 1 ~0.46(2.95) ~-1.22(2.26) -0.34(2.47)
Original Set 22 5.52 5, 1.27(9.76) 3.31(8.89)
Set B Subset 1 8 -1.62. . ~-3.90(10.30) -1.06(10.21)
Subset 2 4 1.98(3.&8) 3.33(14.10) 2.05(18.51)
. L :

(ii:“///, f




~N
& :
Qs*> € &'t st 10> ¢ PIARCH S8 pid” ’ 0618 ar e 2 39sSQng§
o> ! LUEL Ly c@> 6 86°0¢ 69 £00° 819t L£72. £ 1ssqng g 39S
SN b2 19792 iy De” ) &8 LU a2 195 (2uLbiug
OL™> DL ¢0'® 62 o> 20 orly te £€0000" 8e8'22 6172 ¢ 19sgng
gg*> 9¢ 20°¢9? L (0> 8¢ L2799 A 1007 - 908°pS G/ L 3954n§ Y 19§
cL’ 0y 87 LE L€ 800" ¢v 92799 69 AN 08928 121 39S LeUlD L4 .
ERITE) aoue
d i - Laep d P K - (aep d . 4p E|
: % :
S L
11 11 pue 10321p3Ad
’ UOLIOUNS JURPULWLADSLQ
, SA01JLPadd 40 $33SQNS pue $335 ' uibtag
. 40 sisAjeuy jueutwiadstg apdigny - Sueuwng

LZ @Lqel



) 88
Table 22

Percentage Mi- . iussification of High-Tevel and Low-leve)
PoTicemen Using Discriminant Scores

Misclassification

" Predictors i Group Sample Total Population
Original HL 15 15
Set A Set LL 15
n :_]]8 Subset HL 17 16
’ 1 LL 15
Subset HL 20 22 o
-2 LL 24
Original ~HL 14 19 -
Set B Set LL 24
n =46 Subset HL - 19 -
1 LL 16
Subset HL - 29 26

2 LL 24




89

original set to the first subset in each of Set A and Set B predic-
tors (157 to T6%,.and 19% to 17%. reﬁpcutive1y). A more noticeable
increase in error classification occurred with a further reduction
of variaﬁ]és to the Second subset (227 for Set A and'26% for‘Set B).
Tab]é 23 records the percontages of the total pepulation classi-
fied into the three critorion performance Qroups. Expected actual
c]assiffcation percentages of the total popu]atfon in each group
would be in the ratio’of 21:58:21 for Set A predictors. ‘Both-se1~
ected éUbsets 1 and 2 were closer (30:40:30) to this ratio than the
original set of prédictors.. The percentage of total population cor-
rectly classified was more optimum for Subset 1 with an overall
efficiency of 62%. This inéréased to 79% when the HL and ML groups
wer% considered togeﬁher as éne group.. Léast erroFs of classifica-
tion resulted also using Subset 1. For Set B predictors, Subset 1 -
gave the closest ratio of 30:39:31 to the expected actual percent -
c]assifiéatfdn (21:54:25) . fn this case the original set predicted.
Qith the best’overa11 efficiehcy'(é7% and 80%), but a1so»gave the
highest misclassification of LL Ss as HL. Subset 1 resulted in the
least.errors of classification of HL and LL 50]1cemeﬂ.
Tables 24 and 25 give the weightfng coefficients of the vari-
a§1é§ included in the se]ecteé subsets of predictors. These weights
can be applied to the scores of Qé& app]iéants for.the purpose-of
predicting critérion perfofmance.

’7

Police Selection

It has been shown that certain personal data as present in the
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Table 23

Percentage of Total Population Classified quo Criterion Performance
’ Groups for Original Sets and Subsets' of Predictors :

4

Predicted Percenfage Overall

. Actual Classification Efficiency -
Predictors  Classifi- - : _
" cation HL ML  LL  Total HLOMLLLL - (HL+ML),LL
o Heo 5 4 2 . |
Or;g;na] ML 14 28 16 53 S5 73
LL 3 6 12 2 \ .
Total ‘f 3238 30 100 g
HL 15 4. 2 21
subset ML 13 32 13 58 62 79
Set A LL 2 4 14 21 -
—

Total . 30 40 30 100

Total 32 41 27 100
HL 14 5 2 g
-Suﬁse? ML 13 28 13 54 58 . 76
‘ LL 3 6 15 ot
Set B Tota]l 3039 31 100
e HL 10 4 7 2 .
S“gset ML 18 20 16 54 a4 66
| LL <3 8 14 55
Total 31 .32 37 jo0

-* Assumption of normal distribution and equal variances not satisfied.

s



. Table 24 "~
Wrighting Coefficients of Set A Predictors
ior Prediction of Criterion Performance

Predictors - Weights
No. Description : Subset 1 Subset 2
30 Interviewer's appraisal ) :—0.20 +0.65
41 Character investigation -0.21 - +0.61
36 Rank among siblings . +0.02 -0.12
21 General knowledge mark +0.04 -0.135
17 Composition - sujtable reasons +0.07 -0.26
1 Number of arrests . ‘ +0.03 -0.08 .
4 Total indebtedness - ~0.04 +0.17
20.. Language mark -0.06 +0.20
27 Social adjustment + ~0.04" +0.13
37 Number of children +0.025 -0.08
7 Boxing knowledge ~0.04 . .- +0.70
13 Police force experience. . - . . . +0.03 . -
31 Number of addresses ‘ \ ~0.025 -
25 - Family background . +0.006 -
32 Dismissals : : -0.03 -
29  Health adjustment ' -0.59 -
14 Labor organization -0.02 -
16 Coniposition - contribution to self -0.01 -
18 Composition - number of errors +0.01 -
9  Foreign language .. +0.03 .-
33 -Number of corivictions +0.03 _ -
34 Canadian citizenship ‘ +0.03 -
11 Other applications -0.04 -
28 Economic adjustment ' +0.74 -
15 Composition - contribution to society - -0.01 .
24 Years education , ‘ +0.07 -
127 Military service . +0.03 -




Tahle 25

Weiahting Coefficients of Set B Predictors
for Prediction of Criterion Performance

Predictors

No. Description

60  Study easily

58  Knowledge of firearms
62  Special interests

57 Exercise authority

56  Operate switchboard
52 - Years driving

45 Home ownership

47  Auto finance

49 Drink moderately

e U N

92

—— ——— =
——— e e . S

Weights
Subsgi 1 Subset 2
+0. 31 +0.54
+0. 39 +0.64

+0.13 -
-0.15 -
-0.41 © ~0.40
+0.59 T -
-0.:45 -
+0.06 >

- +0. 38
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pre-cmployment documents were morve effective than others n discrim-
inatina amonq the thyree levels of criterion performance (HL, NL,’aﬁd
LL). This xesonrgh was carr1ed out on policemen who had been employed
following a r1qorous screen1ng process. Thoy were chosen on the |
belief that they would make good po11comon 0f these men 217 were
later found to be rated as 1ow51eve] (LL) according to the perfor-
mance criterion. Ana1ysis of the data has resulted in selection of
items which can, when combined together, reduce the number of low-
'Jevo1 po11cemen h1red to as low as 7%.

The findings of this study could be used to increase the accu-
racy of .predicting job Eerformance in new applicants. Scores for
the items 1in the sp]ected subsets could be obpgined from future
applicants, mu]tip?ied by their corresponding weiahts (see Tables
24 and 25), and summed to éive a total discriminant score. Those
with the best scores could be accepted.

The question of which combination of predictors to use would
depend upon fhe requirements set by selection goals. Using the
fewest items possible would be more practical, but .must be weighed
against the probability of error classifcation. Since the Se. A
' predictors were analyzed with a Targer sample (n'= 283) than Set B
predictors (n ='100), a predictive equation composéd of variab]es
selected from this set would qive—more va11d resu]té

The cho1ce of which cut-off po1nt to use for the best d1scr1m-
.1nant scores would “depend upon several factors: the number of re-
cru1ts required, the\nun.bew of su1tab1e app11cants ava11ab]e, and

i
the risk of hiring unsuitable policemen one is willing to take.  If
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the population of suitab]e'applicants were large enough, a repruit
class of mostly HL policemen could be selected. Th?'sma11er the
population from which to choose the recruits the larger the porpor-
tion of ML policemen that will have to be accepted. It has been
demonstrated that ML policemen were Hét as we11~d1fferentiated“as’
the HL and LL policemen. A hypothetical example will serve to illus-
trate how the:fesults of this study could be.éﬁg1ied to seiection.
For this.purposg thé ?igureg for Subset 1 (Set A préaictors) recorded
in Table 23 will be used. |

If 100 suitable applicants were available, and a class of 30
recruits'was required, the policemen with the best 30 discriminant

scores would be accepted. In this case only those predicted to be

HL would need to be accepted with the actual classification being

as fo]]ows{
Rejected as ML and LL Accepted as HL
Actual Membership. Number % ' Number %
HL, 6 8 15 50
ML 46 66 13 43
LL 18 26 2 7
Total 70 100 o 30 100

0f the class of 30 recruits the actual membership in terms of cri-
terion perfokmance‘woqu be 15 HL, 13 ML, and 2 LL.

If the number of suitable applicants was larger (e.g., 200)
tﬁen‘the selection of a class of 30 recruits with the highest dis-
crimindnt scores would result in an increase in the percentage of
FHL policemen, and a correspond%ng decrease in the percentage of ML

and LL policemen. This is demonstrated in Figure 14. By moving
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the cut-off poiit to the Teft, lhe areas under the curves decrease
for the ML and LI Groups, leaving a proportionately laracr area for

the HL group,

Personality Characteristics of High-Tevel .ind Low-level Poli cemen

From the findings of this study personality characteristics of

the high~level (HL) and Yow-level (LL) policemen based on personal

data (Sgt A and Set B predictors) will be discussed. The variables
used 1n describing. these policemen are listed inNJable 26. They

include those items which significantly differentiated the two groups
4
on the univariage dimension (i.e., each by thomselves svbarated
\‘
groups) as was shown in Tables 5 and 13. These variables are denoted

e

by/* = p < 10, ** = p < .05, and *** s p < .01, The remaining vari-
/ _ P

ables discriminated significantly between groups on a multivariate

dimension only (i.e,, high or modera' .. ‘ribution to prediction
when considered in relation to each o . Most of these latter
items had a p = .30, or Tess, of univariately separating the two

groups. A high-Tevel policeman would tend to exhibit nmost of the
defining characteristics in the first column of Table 26, and a low-
level po]icemén most of those in the second. -
bersona11ty characteristfcs suggested by the univariately sﬁg-
nificant variables will be discussed fifst., The thrge most signifi-
cant 1tems were the interviewing offiéér's appraisal (30), character
investigation (41), and fire-arm knowledge (58) as sﬁown in Table 26;
~

High-level policemen were rated above average by the interviewing

officer (Appraisal) on physical and ménta] ability, stability, moti-
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vation, and maturity. Low~level policimen were rated slightly below
average. This variable was a subjective impression of the appli-
cant's potentia]ity as a policeman made during the interview which
centered upon the items found in the Personal History Sheet (Appendix
£). It is fnteresting to note that the appraisal variable correlated
very little (< .2) with any of ‘the other items. This suggests that
the interviewer was judging the applicant 6n attributes -other than
those listed. For example, he may have been influenced by the
applicant's physical appearance, manner and bearing, facial expres-
sion, spontaﬁeity, etc., all which had been associaﬁed by the intef—
viewer through experience with type of performance expectgd. High»‘
level (HL) policemen were also rated above average on Character
Investigation (41) as opposed to an average rating for LL policemen,
In summary, i1t appears that the HL policeman possessed a sum of
characteristics, detected by the .. ~tion officers as standing out
from the average policeman, Th-s coui. be defined as an overall
impression. | |

v Other significant characterisui.y of‘the HL policeman combared
with the LL policeman were ability to study easily, less total in-
debtedness, fewer previous occupations, and no knowledge of boxing.
He scored better on Social and Economic Adjustment. Emphasis was
placed on suitable reaﬁbns for becoming a policeman in contrast to
the LL policeman who emphasized contribution to society. He also’
consumed alcohol in moderation; while the LL policeman did not drink
at all. These findings suggest the HL policeman had a more stable

occupational history and financial status, had more efficient mental
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processes, more social outlets, was more flexible, and in éeneral
more maturely developed than the LL policeman. Their maturity was
reflected in observable behavior assessed by bthers as mére outstand-
"ingly good than LL policemen. The rest of the éhanacteristics Tisted
Qou]d tend to support these hypotheses. They will be‘discussed

under the separate categories of personal data.

Occupational History. Policemen who had had previous experience
in a police force or the mi]%tary servipe were more.Tikely to fall
in the HL Qerformance group than in the LL performance group. Both
the police and the military have comparable requirements in terms of
regimentation, and protection and defensé‘ski]]s. [t is necessary
for them both to accept command éuthority on one hand, and on the
other to be able to assume the initiative when required. Rational
behavior mu9¢\Pe demonstrated even in times of stress. 4The better.
performance by the HL policemen may-be partly explained by the prior
experience and the knowledge which they brogght to their present job.
It may also be that they had specific personalities and characteris-
tics which attracted them to the general field in the first place,
and allowed them to be successful. Selection of these men who we}e
proven to be effective in this»area would serve asla Situational test
of future police performance. It would be expected that they would
continue to be effective in their present Jjob.

Also found in the HL group weré those policemen who had had no
previous dismissals, no other applications at the time of selectioﬁ,

and héd not been a member of a labor organization. These findings
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suggest that policemen who had a capacity for good interpersonal
re]atioﬁships and for acceptance of authority were later rated as
HL in performance. They appeared to be more able to satisfy their
own needs, and to meet those of their employer. .These fiﬁdings cgu1d
be attributed to behavior that was more goal directed, reflecting a
developed interest. The policemen who tended to have more conf]ict;
doubt,‘and ambivalence, both internally and externally, were rated as
LL. A possible interpretation of the results was that these men were
more likely to go from job totjéb, seeking ‘'satisfaction of Unmet needs,
and being unable to meet the demahds of their employers. They could.
be seen as seeking‘emp1oyment in the po]ice field for the wrong rea-
sons. That policemen who had been members of:a labor organizatioﬁ
were more likely to be LL in performance was consistent with an un-
stable_g?rk history. The moxé jobs they haq, the greater the prob-
abi1ity.fhat they could be employed in jobs that involved Tabor
organizations.

Intellectual Development. The number of years'edﬁcation was not

an important discriminator between HL and LL policemen so was not
seen as an jnfluence on intellectual deve1opment. Important differ-
ences were found in the fype of deve]opmenf of mental funcfionfng.
The higher General Knc "edge mark achieved by the HL policeman
suggested they had broader interests, 1nt¢ﬁacted freely with their
surroundings, integrated information meaningfully, and had no obvious
repressive trends. This hypothesis was given further éupport by .
their capacity to study easily, indicating freedom from incapacitat-

fng distractibility. As compared with LL policemen they were able
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to concentrate and attend better, not disrupted by anxiety or re-
quiring extefna] stimulation.

Of interest was the higher Lanauage mark achieved by LL po]icé~
men, in relation to the greater number of errors'}n Composifion.
Errors in Composition included scores on lack of integration and
clarity not accounted for in the Lanquage mark. Thug, LL policemen
were not as good as HL policemen at infegrating their thoughts into
concepts. They attended to and Tearned rules better, possibly sug-
gesting they depended more on structural guides for behavior. In
contrast the HL policemen had less need‘for external structuring,
and less disfuption of integrative processes.

These findings suggested that policemen who were more flexible
and tolerant of ambiguities, who did not deny and repress/réa1ity,
and who were able to live with their conflicts and‘uhcertaintie;,
tended to fall in the HL performance group. -

Financial Status. The better rating on Economic Adjustment by

the interviewing officer indicated that the HL qroup included police~
men who were more concerned with future f1nanc1a1 secur1ty than the
LL group. They had more sav1ngs, 1nvestments, and insurance. Also
their total indebtedness (chargg accounts, Toans, auto finance, etc.)
was half as much as that of the LL policeman. Total indebtedness did
not include home ownership mortgages. Fewer HL policemen owned their
homés than LL policemen. They also tended to finance buying a car.
-Assuming he owned a car, the LL policeman most Tikely paid by.cash
rather than finance it. These facts suggest that LL policemen were
spending their money more on material possessions such as a house,

cJothes, furniture, etc., than HL policemen.
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Social Development. The rating of Average on Social Adjustment \

by policemen who had a good balance of outlets through activities
and interpersoﬁa] relationships became HL performers. They were des-
scriBed as being involved in most of the following: clubs, sports,
hobbies, recreation, dnd dating a steady girifriend (or had a wife).
V Po]icewen who were more~restr1cted, made use of fewer of'these out-
lets. : | . R
The HL policeman also had had a happy homelife and had good
- family (parental) re]ation§hips. Théy were more likely to have
children of their own. High-level (HL) and LL policemen did not
differ significantly in age éhd marital status. Thus, a]though'both
HL énd LL policemen had equal propensity.for marriage,'the HL police—
men were more apt to accept early responsibi]fty of a family. This
suggested a relationship bet@éeh family baékground and present fam-
ily stability, the early experience of security and fu]fi]]ment of .
needs ]eading to a higher level of responsibility. The eariy accep-
“tance of family responsibility by HL policemen may be related to
preference for planning for futune security, rather than'accumulat-
ing material possessions. | \

Of interest was the ffnding that HL policemen drank ‘alcoholic
'beVerageé in moderation in contrast to LL policemen who did not
drink at all. It is possible that of those pé]icemen who claimed
'abstinence, some were denying that they drank, either becausé they
believed abstinence-to be a positive .feature in police work, or be-
bause théy'were concealing a drinking problem, In either case they

were displaying a need for acceptance and approval. Some of the true
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abstainers may have refrained from drinkfng for moral or religious
rgasoﬁs. I[f this were the case, then it could be hypothesized that
they would also have a.strict general sysfem of rules by which to
live. It might be generalized further that they were also idealis-
tic, and possibly unrealistic Q}th expectations of self and ofhers,
that could in tufn result in dissatisfaction in police work. Admis-
sion to drinking moderately suggests a less defensive, and more
tolerant attitude to behavior of self and others. Thenfea1ities and
ambiguifies'found in police work would be less frustrating to men
with flexible views. Drinking moderately may also be seen as
sociab]y‘agceptable outlet for minor frustrations.

High-level policemen were also more\]ike1y to be_Canadian
citi;énsn This variab]e‘was 1nc1uded‘in the category of Social
Development because non-citizenship implied disrupted soéia]land
fami]y.ties, as well as lower knowledge of cultural and social values
of the adopted country. This does not suggest that 1mmig?ants were
less well developed, But that their suitability to po]icé work may

" have been hampered by their situation.

Character Development. This category was discussed above. The

-

Appraisal and Character Investigation'réflect above average qualities
in HL po]icemen'that were observable by others, and which created
a better overall 1mpression.than those of the LL policemen whortended
to be seen as average. |

Traffic History. High-level (HL) policemen were 1ikely to haVe
had more years of driving experience than LL policemen. This find- -

ing was not a function of age since HL and LL policemen were .not
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differentigted on this factor. The HL policemen apparently had more
opportunity to begin driving a car at an earliier agep The %qﬁt that
they had mofe arrests (traffic violations) and at least one convic-
tion compared with LL policemen ﬁay-be partly accounted for by the

‘ Tonger driving period.. It may also represent a personglity differ-
ence. .The minor fnfractions of the law made by. HL policemen in
“theirﬂear1y years suggests the& were 1es§ mindfull‘of limits imposed
on them by socie£y than LL policemen. This may relate to an earlier -
hypothesis that LL policemen sought structure in their environment, -
and needed ruies for guidance. Having tested the limits the HL
policeman miaght be more suitable because he céﬁ now acéept them. He
might also be more tolerant and understanding.of others who break

the Taw. : ‘ i

Special Quali. cations. Irncluded in this catégory were those

variables which differentiated HL and the HL policemen on qualities

cohsidered to have special “icotion and reference to police work.
In the composition-on reasor ing to become a policeman, HL
poTicemen placed emphasis on - i -asons, while LL policemen
were more concerned‘hith comerisnt society. The high scorers
on the Suitable Reasons pred: tor _ ion. and realistic
abproach<to the job situaticrn. H- 7 ‘ mental and physical
abilities with job requiremen:s anc i1~ »d - de. re't 111d -a
career in police work. The ]OQ score.” me:. 1. 7 iso’~ted components

of know]edge and abilities (judo, boxing, phys. . 1 str. sth, know-
Tedge of sé]f—défense, etc), but related them less effectively <o

the role of a ~ liceman. They did not state a career as their goal,



106.
The "1iking of people" was listed as one of their qualifications. |
Associated to these latter findingé was the LL pp]iceman's concern
with making a contrﬁbution to socfeﬁy. They gave "helping others"
qnd "protection of society" as their reasons for wanting to become
a policeman. High~1eve1 bo]icemen tended to not mention any contri-
bution to society, or placed 1ittle emphasis on it. This indic.l..d
that the LL po]i;emen who saw themselves as more altruistic, and
who were less interested in péxice‘work as a career were less suited
than those who were seeking a career and could give realistic and
logical integrated reasons for éoing so. Levy (1967) discussed
this point suggesting the individual who wants .to "help" society may
Tater be disillusioned by his role as a policeman. This would tend
to support tﬁe eérTier hypothesis that LL policemen who abstaijned
from drinking alcoholic beveragygzdid so because of idealfstic values-.
Related to the emphasis on knowledge of self~defense by LL
policémen was the 1nterestihg finding that they had knowledge of
boxing. Boxing is body contact.spért which permits socially sanc-
tioned direct ekpression of aggression. High-Tevel po]icemeé appar~
Ent]y did not seek this particular outlet, and found other ways of
dealing with aggressive néeds. |
.. 'A feature also found in the HL policeman was his Very Good
special i;terests in police work. He tended fo describe interests
which indicated a realistic and mature understanding of the role and
Job reduirements of a po]icemah. Such an interest might be the sat-~
isfaction and pride derived,thfough a prévious experience related to-

pb1iée vork (e.g., cadets). The LL policeman was more likely to
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give a specialized interest such as knowledge of firé—arms;~boxing,‘
etc. withopt indicating a broader concept of the police field re-
quirements. This finding is in keeping with the results found in
the item "suitable reasons for wanpting-to he a policeman." The inte-
.grated rea]istic approach in both instances was scored higher than an
isolated résponse which did not show the interrelationship of ability
to total job requirements.

In summary, the personality traits described above suggest .hat
those applicants who became HL performers were mature, flexible,
realistic, and integrated. They could tolerate conflict and ambiguity.
On the other hand, those applicants who were rated as LL.displayed
guch features as repressive trends, disrupting anxiety, rigidity, and
idealist values. They tendedsto seek environmentaﬁ structure and
consistency. It ?s.of'interest to compare these characteristics with
~ those proposed by others as sﬁitab1e or unsuitable for police wbrk.

Levy (1967) suggested that those police officers who remainé&
1n-1aw enforcement were Tess rea;tivelto envfronﬁenta] stress (e.g;,
minority member, ambiguous role expectations, assumption bf autho;ity
positions) than those who Teft the force. She theorized that the-
bo]icemeh.who terminated empTloyment cdu]d.be divided into two diff-
erent groups depending upon how they handled their emotional insta-
bi]ity.,iEither'they controlled their emofipna] reactions by suppress-
ing overt behavior, with resulting anxiety and dissatisfaction; or
they could. not control their emotioné, diréctihg them” into unaccept-
able overt behavior. The former group tended.to‘resign voluntarily

(Non¥Fai1ure.separations). The Tatter group would more Tikely be
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requested by the police department to Teave the force (Failure Sepaia-
tions). The LL policemen in the present sample appear to be more
similar to Levy's Non-failure group than to her Failure aroup.

Other than revealing some past discontent and stress in their Tives

R v

.there was no evidence in their personal history ﬁnformatiOn to indi-
cate behavior that-could be classified as socially unacceptable. This
guggéﬁfs that those app]icanfs who were Tikely to act out overtly
under pressure had already beoﬁ'1arge1y screened out by the selection
procedure as unacceptable applicants. The assumption could be'made

that these individuals were identified by their observable past be-

havior.
Comparable to Leyy's (1967) portrayal of suitable and unsuit-

éb]e.po1icemen is the picture drawn by Rhead (1967) who states:

... .success or failure in law enforcement

career is not determined by unconscious con~

flict or the nature of the defences alone,

but is strongly influenced by “the degree to

which the ego has remained undistorted in

response to those conflicts." (p. 133)
He sees the ideal police officer as able to adapt and regulate his
aggressive energies in terms of appro- @ goals. Unacceptable are
those applicants "who manifest primitive uncontrolled aggression
leading to disorganized behavior in socially maladaptive patterns"
(Levy's Failure group). Equally unsuitable gre the applicants who
grossly inhibit aggression, resulting in such manifestations as
pdssivity, avoidarice, or flight. This latter group was lacking
mobility and capacity for appropriate behaVior (Levy's Non~failure

group). Rhead goes so far as to suggest that "certain traits
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ordinarily considered to be 'pathological' are essential ingredients
of the personality structure of the ‘normal’ police officer." By
this he is referring to such features as mild susp1c1ousness em-
phasis on virility, and a tendency to act out, which he found present
to a greater degree in the police population than in the non-poTice
population. There was no evidence 1in exam1n1ng the characteristics
of the policemen in this study to support his conclusions. Since he
did not d1fferent1ate the quality of performance among his polijce
population it may be that the so -called “paﬂfo]ogica]” traits existed
in a certain proportion (e.g., Tow-level] polficemen) this group
which contr1buted to differentiation between police and non-police’
groups.

Policemen have frequenf]y been depicted as authoritarian per-
sonalities (Niederhoffer, 1967). Levy (1971) distinguished between
the ability of policemen to act in an authoritative, as opposed to
an authoritarian, manner. A discussion on the authnritarian person-
ality is given by Brown (1965, p. 505). They are descr1bed as
prejudiced, rigid, and intolerant of ambiguity; and as tending to
1dea11ze themselves and their parents, denouncing out-groups. Nejther
can they tolerate ambivalent feelings, denying and repressing the
unacceptable ones. There is some consistency between these person-
ality characteristics and those attributed to the LL po]]cemen in
this research. Policemen defined as HL appear to fit the non-
authoritarian personality, which in contrast were répresented as
flexible, and tolerant nf both ambiguity and ambivalence.

- Two camps of thought have been expounded to explain the
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behavior associated with what has been deséribed.as an authoritarian
personality among Taw enforcers (Niederho.rer, 1967). oOne explana-
tion is that applicants bring to the job earlier acquired vajues and
attitudes consistent with the authoritarian outlook; the other is
that it is nore a consequence of assuming the police role. That
fulfilling the unique requirements of police work can bring about
changesbin attitude and behavior, particularly over time, capnot be
overlooked. The present findings support the contention that certain
‘policé recruits do bring to their job more suitable pre-defined
qualities, abilities and attitudes than do others. )

The Edmonton City Po11ce Department have been quite successfu]
in screening out those unsuitable police applicants who react overtly
to stress in unacceptable ways. More difficult to Tdentify were |
those candidates who controlled thejr impulses through suppression
of their feelings, but who later became unhappy in the1r Jjob.  The

present study has provided a method by which these latter men can

also be identified before employment.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It was concluded from the results of this study that the hypo-
theses as set down in Chap%er I have been supported, The personal
history factors in the .pre-employment documents of the Edmonton City
Police Department can idenfify high-level and low-Tevel policemen as
defined-by job performance. Certain of these items contributed more
to discrimination of criterion performance groups than others. A
selection of these. items from the original set of variables Was_made
on the basis of their ability to decrease misclassificatis. o high-
Tevel and low-Tevel groups. This resulted in a reduced number of
items in the predictive ernations without Toss in discriminative
_power. In most cases tﬁe overall efficiency was increased.

Predictive validation of the selection procedure used during
the four years.of this study has been ne;rospective1y established.
A,method has-been produced whereby the quality of police performance
as measured by supervisor's assessment can be increased by using the
predictive equations scores for classification of new applicants.
The efficiency of this method is a function of the supply o¥'app1i~
cants, the number of recruits requiredﬂ and the urgency of fulfill--
ing positions. ' '

The advantages of a predictive equation composed of a rela-

tively few items_is apparent in terms of efficiency and economy.

1
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Furthermore, it can be readi1y adapted toltﬁé present selection pro-
cedure, and can be administéfcd and in&ornretod by the personnel
staff themselves by fo110w1nq simple instructions and rules for scorlnq

D1sadvantages of re1y1ng on such a. pred1ct1vo 1nstrunont should

be mentioned also. A certain number of actually high-Tevel policemen
will be rejected, and a proport%on of midd]e—TéVe] policemen will be
accepted who cannot be discriminated from hiqh;1évé] policemen. FEx-

clusive use of predictive equations could also result in the

systematic elimination of candidates who do not fit the HL group

pattern, but who may have specific potentials (e q., detect1ve)

The cons1stency of annual perfOrmance ratings over years wasv
estab11shed. This indicated there was dgreement among raters about
the aftributes beihg assessed on the rating form,hgs well as the
qué1ﬁty of performance of a aiven policeman: It a]so suagested that
the criterion performance ratings of each policeman d1d not vary
greatly over time (1. » high-Tevel policemen tended to cons1stent]y
give high-level cr1ter1on performance, and Tow-level policemen to o1ve
Tow-Tevel criterion performance). The qualities being assessed ap- |
peared to be stable qver the four year period.

A preliminary investigation revealed that of the entire sample
in this study only 177 left the force, either at the request of the
department or of their own volition. This is a commendably small

rate of employment tgrminétion when compared with the 457 recorded

©in LeVy's;(1967) study. Supporting the above cohclusion that the

policemen were resistant to change in performance due to the’
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cumu]ative effécts of the job over years was the finding that 58% of
the job term1nat1ons occurred within the first year of hire, while
only 12¢% occurred in the fourth year. Unsuitability and dissatis-
faction were detected in the early stages of employment réther than

in the Tater ones. Of note also was the Tow rate (2) of terminations
among the high-Tevel policemen. These findings tend to confirm the
contention that, among the constable fanks at least, critical attri-
butes of good policemen as defiﬁed by the criterion are possessed
before hire and not developed after.

It is recommended that until further scientific investigation
can be carried out the use of the predictive equations herein de-
veloped be restricted to a research implement. , Knowledge about pre-
dictive scores on newly recruited policemen can result in contamina-
tion of the criterion performance ratings. Awareness of best predic-
tors may influence selecting officers to place more emphasis on them

- their usual practice, thuys biasing their selection decisijon
ne dire-tion of the results of this study. Conéiderations and
recommendations ‘or future research are suggested as follows:

1. A cross- va]1dat1on,study should be carried out on a diff-
erent samp]e of po11cemen using the predictjve equat1ons derived
- from this study to control for chance errors of discrimination among
the criterion performance groups,

2. cher sources of rating of police performance should be
investigated, such as peer and community assessments. _

3. Other éources of prediction of job performance should be

-explored, such as psychological, situational, and stress testing.
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o

4. The resylts of thiS*studyéare'confined to Tocal standards
‘df selection and job assessment of the Edmonton City Police Depart-
ment. Validity studies must first be done in other police forces
before the generality .of this predictive method can be established.
5. A simjlar éthdy using personal history factors to validate
selection for specific key occupations within the force such as
supervisory and command positions would be of value, particularly to
find if they are chosen from among thé members of the high-Tevel

criterion group.
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APPENDIX A

LeVyfs (1971) Pre«ehp]oyment Variables Most Frequently Used 1in

Her Predictive Model. for Departure of Policemen from the Force.



Table 1 N : 120

Empirically Darived Varitables
Most Frequently Used In Predictive Model

Current Failure Non~Failure

Many yrs in Calif Few yrs in Calif Few yrs in Calif
Less education Johs , lore education
Has been 1n tlavy Tatooed Navy

tlot a sworn p.,o,. Sworn p.o. . Older

Mot divorced Discharged from job

Example of a discriminant equation (empiricaf):

| Current score= 2 (yrs "al) + 5 (if Havy) - 4 (yrs ed)

i

Table 2

Logically Derived Variables
Most Frequently Used In Predictive lodel

Non-Failure

Current , Failuron '
Born in city Youngest sibling Oldest sibling
llo neg Neg recomnendations [lo neg
recormendations : recorimendations
No bad application Bad Application Juvenile penals
“Ho broken honie Broken hone lio adult penals
o low mil rank Lowt nilitary rank Jr. after name
Not 21 or 22 21 or 22 yrs old Many residences
Few residences HHas GED Father is sworn
Mo 'Service to 'Service to pecace officer
Mankind' . : fankind'
Hot failed other Failed other p.d.
p.d. exans cXams

Parent dead

Dishonors _

Has child at voung
age

Example of a discriminant equation (logicall:

Current score= score from ehDirical equation +
9 (brn in city) - 12 (bad appl)
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APPENDIX B

Application Questionnaire (Form I)
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THE CITY OF EDMONTON
LPOLICE DEPARTMENT
;

! APPLICATION QUESTIONUATRE

NOTE: STUDY FACH QUESTION CAREFULLY. ANSWER FULLY. TOLLOW DIRtCTIOHS EXACTLY. IF

NOT SATISFACTORILY FILLLD OUT, THIS APPLICATION FAY BE REJECIED O THE GROUNDS
OF INCOMPLETENESS OR INABILITY TO rOLLOW DIRECTIONS.

FILL OUT IN YOUR OWN HANDWRITING.

USE INK.
1f insufficient space, put number of question at top of extra shr i of poper and attach
to questionnaire.
Y. Full Name g
2. Complete and exact address /
3. Age Date of Birth ] ‘Z/Lhcre Born
4. Height, in bare feet )
5. Height, stripped
6. Dritish Subject: 7
Canadian Citizen: YES - NO BY BIRTH
If by naturalization, quote nunber of certificate, where Jssuved and date, place
of birth and previcus citizenship: ,
7. Do you have any relatives in employ of the City of Edmonton? If so, who?
8. Are you acquainted with any members of the Edmonton City Police Department?
If so, who? : ’ : :
9. Have you ever, during your life time, been arrested or summoned or otherwise '
required to appear in a Court of Law to answer to any charge?
YES_ NO “
10. If arrested, sum-cned or otherwise rcquired to appear in any Court to answer

to any charge, conplete details immzdiately hereunder.

CHARGE DISPOSITION CIty PROVIKCE DATE

o



1.
12.
13.

15.
16.
17.

18.
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~

Do you wear eye glasse$?

Have you cver been advised to wear eye glasses?

In spage below, give addresses for past 10 years, starting with present address
at top and going backwards.

RESTDENCE OF PAST TE: VEARS

Date , Name and address of
From to City Prov. Street Address person rented from

Give occupations for fhe past 10 years. Use space below. Starl with present
or more recent position and go backwards:

EMPLOYMINT HISTORY .
Firm Kind of Street Date Date ’ Promotions,
Name - Business  Address Started Quit Reason Duties,
and and for Advancements,
Salary Salary Leaving Derotions.

e

&

In what posiﬁions were you most proficient?

/ .

/

T
khat position did you 1ike best?

Why?

What occupation did you dislike?

Why?

Heme any trades you have:




19.

20.

21,

22.
23.

24.
25.

226,

27.

Name any hobbies you have:
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FINANCIAL HISTORY

(a) Is your life insured? For what amount?

(b) Have you a savings account?

(c) Have you investments in stocks, bonds, etc.?

(d) Do you own or are you buying your own home?

(e) Do you own or are you buying any other real estate?

In space below, explain anything you care to, concerning the answers given above.

-

Have you any incore other than the salary which you are presently receiving in
consequences of your enployment?  YES NO .
Give such detail as you may desire,

N

How many persons are dependent upon you for support?

In the space below, list all of the firms which you now have or have had charge
accounts. Start at the top with those active at present: :

CREDIT HISTORY

Firm Type of Street Date Date
Name . Business Address City Amount Cpened Closed

‘that is your total indebtedness at present?

Have you ever purchased an automobile on the contract plan? If answer is in the

affirmative, give the name of dealer, date purchased, and name of Finance Company:

‘Does your total indebtedness include the financing of an autombile?

.

" YES Ko

Have your creditors treated you fairly?




28.

29.
30.

3.
32.

N,

35.
36.

37.-

38.
39.
40.
1.

42.

Do you object to wearing a uniform?

.

<«

Have you ever been sucd in Court for any accounts?

Have your employers usually treated you fairly?

Do you know of any persen whose aninosity may be aroused if you become a member
of the Ldionton Police Department or who may in any manner try to injure you or

jecpardize your employsent. If so, give details hercunder:

—_—

Does the sight of blood nauseate you?

Can you stand disgusting sights?

Can you stand disgusting smells?

Can you stand pain end hardships quietly?

Upon what\expericncc do you base your answers Lo Qlkstions, 20, 371, 32, and 337

|

———————— e —

Do you smoke tobacco? Chew tobacco or snuff?
Do you drink intoxicating liquors? In excess?

With what gambling gares are you familiar?

Do you object to working nights?.

If married - does your wife object to you working nights?

bo you read much?

If answer is in the affirmative, 1ist briefly the type of literature and the

approximate nurber of hours spent weekly in reading.

Have you knowledge of First Aid?

If answer is in affirmative, list experience and training.
; p g




43,
44.

45,

46.

47.
48.

49.

50.°

51.

52.

Id

-5 -
Can you swim?

Degree of Proficiency

Have you had any tr&inihg in Boxing? Judo?

If answer in affirmative, give details.
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)

-

Have you knowledge of foreign languages in the matter of speaking or readina?

‘

Tf answer in the affirmitive, 1ist languagos sporen and dogree of proficiency,

also 1ist Ianguages which you can read.

Can you operate an automobile? Years of driving?

Approximate mileage driven

T
Have you ever Q%cn involved in a wotor accident?

€an you opera€§ a Motorcycle? A

If so, give detailed information and how matter was settled.
(Plcase answer on the back of this page.)

Do you hold a current operators or chauffeur's license?

»

Province Date Issued ' Number

In an emergency~are yéu qualified to operate a Police Radio Breadcasting

Station A telephone switchboard

List quatifications hereunder:

What positions have you ever held which required supervisory or executive
ability, the exercise of authority, and the ability to lead and control men?

~

At the present time, have you an application pending for any other position
or positions? If answer is in the affirmative, give information

as you may care to disclose.
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53 A, Have you ever served in the Army, Navy, or ° orce or other military or semi-

filitary organizations, such as cadets, etc.
If so, list details hereunder:

Unit Date Pk on Date of - Rank at
Enlisted inlistrent  Discharge Discharge  Active Service
53 B. Have you cver served in any police force? . _If answer is in the
affirmative give nawe of the force and period of sorvice.

54. During such service, was disciplinary action directed against you?

If answer in the affirmative give details.

55. Are you now a member of any Reserve Unit of Her Majesty's Forces?

If answer in the affirmative, give details.

56. What experience have you had with firearms? (Explain in detail).

.

e
b 33

57. 1f married
Wife's maiden name

When and where married I

Number and ages of children .

I¥ separated or divorced give details

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE RECORD

Names of _ Age Age Name of
School City  Prov. Started Finished Principal

GRANMMAR DR PUBLIC
SCHOOL

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL

HIGH SCHOOL

UNIVERSITY OR COLLEGE

NIGHT SCHOGL, EXTENSION

OR
CORRESPQNDENCE COURSES




128

Submit original or certified copies of diplomas or certificates which you received,
r

listing detail hereunder: .

59. What grade of Cducation did you attain before Teaving school?

60.  Can you typewrite? Touch or Sight W.P.M.

61. Car you take shorthand? _ System W.P.N.

62. What school subject were most difficult?

63. What school subject did you Vike best?

64, Was studjing easy or difficult for you?

Explain

65. What proapts you to make the application?

66. Have you any special interest in police work? If $0, specify in detail.

67. Have you any special training, experience or ability which you think would be of
value to police work? -

¢8. To what Fraternal Organizations do you belong?

69. To what Commercial Organizations do you belong?

Have you held office? . If so, give-details

70. To what Labour Organizations do you belong?

Have you held office? If so, give details

s



71.

72.

73.

74.

-75.

.76,

DATE AT
IN THE PROVINCE OF
THIS

-8 -

Are you at the present time, or have you ever been a moiber of the Communist
Party or the Labour Progressive Party, or any organization affiliated in any
way with either the Communist or Labour Progressive Party?

If answer is in the affirmative, give details:

In addition to the information requested herein, it is necessary to submit with
this application the following:

(a) Certified copy of your birth certificate or original copy. This can
usually be aobtained from the Department of Vital Statistics at the Capital of
the province in which you were born.

(b) Photoaraph, photostalic or originaly of Hiah School Diploma.

(c) Personal photogreph.  This wust be FULL LENGTH, clear and not less than
4" x 5" or more than 8" x 10", An enlarged snapshot is satisfactory., Photo
rust have been taken within past twelve months.

(d) A certified copy or the original of any arieed services discharge certifi-

“cate covering your service in eny unit of ler llajesty's Forces.

(e} A certificd copy or the original of any character references or other form
of reference that you may hold.

HéTE: If your application is not accepted, all documents submitted by your- '
self will be returned excepting those which may be in the form @ . letter or
certificate sioned by the person submitting and addressed or dire: ‘ed to the
Chief Constable, Edironton Police Department.,

It is understood by me that if accepted into the City of [dronton Police Depart-
ment, that my encagerent will beo on a probationary basis for a period of one
year frowm date of encaqement. At any tire during this probationary period I may
be released should the Lxccutive Officors of the Police Departyent have reason

to believe that I will not bocome a fit or suitable merber of the Department.,

Do yéu understand that a false statement made herein may, if you are erployed
by the Edrmonton Police Bepartrent, and discovered subsequent to-such employment,
may result in your dismissal without notice or other cause?

After having answered all of the foregoing questions and having carefully
checked your answers, write on the reverse side of this pace the names and
addresses of three persons 50T RELATFD TO YOU ALD NOT FCRMIR EMPLOYERS, who
have known you intimately Tor a period in excoss of five years, All of the
persons whom you have nared herein may be asked to appraisé.your‘character,
ability, experience and other qualities. ‘

This application, tocether with documents mentioned in paragraph 72 and else-
where, should be FAILED to the CHIEF CONSTABLE, CITY OF EDMONTON PCLICE
DEPARTIMENT, EDMONTON, ALBERTA.

I hereby certify on my honour that I have personally corpleted in my own hand-
writing this applicaticn consisting of pages one to eight inclusive and that
the answers which 1 have recorded are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge.

SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT

DAY OF

IN THE YEAR A.D. 19

129
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APPENDIX C

Application Questionnaire (Form IT)



THE CITY OF EDMONTON — POLICE DEPARTMENT
AFPPLICATION FOR ENGAGEMENT

YO OF COMPLLCTED IN DUPLICATE WITH TYYPEWRITER OR PRINTED WIY‘;" PEN AND INK.
1F INSUFFICIENT SPACE FOR ANY QUFSTION, USC SEPARATE SHEEY. FORWARD TO:

€0V 0910,

Persanal Documents
required with this Application:
1. Original Birth Certilicate

2. Recent Full Length
Photograph

THE CHIEF CONSTANLE S0, HNO.
THE CITY OF EQMONTONPOLICE DEPARTMENT :
COMONTON 135, ALODERTA

3. High School Diploma or
Certificate of Marks,

1. FULL NAME (SUHNARNL FINST)

2. PRESENT AODRESS

I TLUEAONE NG, 4 GIRT U DATE s BiRT{PLACE 4 6. HLIGIHT 7 WEIGHT 8. Stx
{Without Shoes) [Striopeq)
9. MAVEL YOU LVEH ULeN INVOLVEL 10. NAT. LANGUAGE  J11. LGl RLSIOLNCE |12, COM.CITTrERN 1) sR.SUBsLCT

NATUNRE OF OFFLNCE, FENALTY),

VEriCLE ACCIOENT? vis (] ~o () YES, IN CAMNADA soan (J w~NAT. (g sonn [} mar.(d
EXPLAIL ON S PARATE 110 CY OF PaAPF R,
T4 MARITAL 5TATUS 15 DATL R ARt o 16. NANME AND ADDRESS OF NEXT OF KIN AND ALLATIONSIIP
. 18. MAVE YOU A VALID UNKLSTRICTLO |19, tF O, 15T |20, IF SUSPENOED, WHY T
17. DEPENDENTS - HAMES AGE SEX CANADIAN LICENCT TO OFERATE A SUSPENDED? .
MOTOR VFErICL €7 IF YES, IHGICATE
PROVINCE AND NUNBER, ves(d no()
ves{) wo (O
- R S —_ ]
Sl MAVE SN OU bLhel CHANLID Witk A CRIINAL, TRATTE on OQIHLR OFFCNCC?
—d LTris 1% TO INRCLULE AfY OFYESCE 1T OR AWHICH A VOLUMNTARY PELNALTY
HAS BLEN PaID). YeS(T] No[) IFYUS, GIVE QCYAILS, (WHEN, WHERE,

22 HAVE YOU EVER DRCVIOL{SLY APPLIED FOR ENLISTMENT IN ANY ARMED SERVICE, RCMP, THIS OR ANY OTHELR POLICE FORCE AND
BLEN REJCCTILD) yYesL] No[] IF YES, GIVL DETAILS. (WHEN, WHERE, NAME OF ORGANIZATION, REASCN FOR REJECTION.)

3. HAVE YOU St AVED IN THE ARNMED FORCES OR ANY POLIGE 24, AT PRESUNT AREL VO}) AN APPLICANT FOR ANY OTHER PQSI.
fORCE! YES (] no g iF ves, TIONES) YEs [T NO ()  IF YES, EXPLAIN,

NAME OF FORCEs ’
REALON FOR LLAVING: /
0ATES OF

2%, LIST T+ CremiCAaL, PROF ESOIONAL OR TRADE CQUALIFICA. ?6.HAVE YOU ANY INCOME OTHLR THAN YOUR PRL‘;CNT SALARY?
TIONG; KNOWWLIDGL OF FiasT AID: TRAINING IN DOXING ves (O ~no() IF YES, EXPLAIN.

OR JUDD, DEGREL OF PROFICIENCY IN SWIMMING.,

27. ARE YOU A MERIBLH OF AN.Y ORGAINIZ-[228 HAVE YOU ANY DEGBTSYYCS C] NO U 29, HAVE YOU E£VER pgroN SUED N COURT
ATION OR UNION OF EMPLOYELS? 1F YE£S, GIVE NAMES AND AMOUH;‘XS_ FOR ANY ACCOUNTS? VCSD NOD
vLs [J No[J  F vEs, GIVE NAMES. IF YES, EXPLAIN.

30, 0O YOU WEAR EYL GLASSES, CONTACT | 31.  CAN YOU SPEAK LANGUACES OTHER 32 WHAT WAS THE LAST GRADE wHICH YOu
LENSLS OR ARE YOU COLOR BLIND? THAN ENGUISH? vEs(D wno (O 1F SUCCUSSFULLY COMPLETED AT SCHOOL?

= X P 1N, -
Yes [ mno{J  1F YES, ExPLAIN vEs, LisT.

33 HAVE YOUEVER SUFFERLD ANY SCRIOU S ILLNESS? 34 LIST SCHOLASTIC COURSES TAREN SINCE LEAVING SCHOOL.
ves{J ~o [J 1F ves, GIVE DEtAILS.

33 LIST THI SCHOOLS ATTENDLD DURING YOUR LAST THREE SCHOQL YEARS:

NAME OF SCHOOL TOWN OR CITY AND PROVINCE FROM DATE (MO. &L YR.) T
v
36 STARTING v TY PRESENT ELBLOYRMENT, LIST AL £ 50 OYIENT OURING LAST 10 YEAKS, INLLUDE SUMMER ANO.CR PART T1°S V.ORK,

EMPLOYERS MNAMES AN ADORESSES

' TYPE OF WORK

FIOWMDATE (™MO. L YRYITO

131
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e — ——
by Gsyvouneiaces oF QESIOLNCE DURING THE PAST 1O YEARS, .
- S .
SYREET ADDRESY TOWN OR CITY AND PROVINCE FROM DATES (MO, & YR) TQ
_— — TR b il
.
.
3 ——
b —— e .
- e ]
38 LIST FULL PARTICULARS RESPECTING YOUR F At HER, MOTHER, GROTHERS, SISTERS, HALF BROTHL KRS, HALF siSTERS,
STLP RELATIVES ANDIN LAWS IF C: CEASED STATE L0 AFTUR NAME.
FULL NAME {SURNAME FIRST) RELATIONSHIP COUNTRY OF DIRY M FULL BIRTH DATE
— = ———
A :
e - —_— ]
b
e —— _ _—
< .
— ] i e
d
] ——— ]
k]
f
I
h B
: -
! AN
L3 ~
!
| —_— -
m .
_—
——— - T —
33.  FULLADDRLSS OF RELATIVES LISTE D ABOVE, NAME AND ADDRESS OF EMPLOYER,
AR - — ]
(-4
b -
c
a
—
. .
f .
S
A
i . »
. -
k
1
m A
n 3 . .
<3, EIHALE ALULT CHAGACTIR Rl FERENCIS NDT HELATIO 16 YOU Vog AL L CATADTER CITIZENS OR BRITISH SUBJECTS
AREMOT PRLVIOUS € 5LOYLAS UR EOLCATON S OF YOURLELE  (NANE Lri g ADGAEne,
2. IF YOUWLAE 0OANOUTSIOE CANAD A PLEAYE 4G, i

[ Point of Embarkation for Carags

Oateof arvival

Citlzensnip(Cr, Subject or atien)

—_—

Nathod of arrivsl (ship or alrcrafty

Port of entry

M naturatizes, givecertificyte

nuTber & cate of iy

e
az. TEYQU HAVE arey RELATIVES TN THEL EvLOY CF THECITY

Y UG R AT
TONCITY P00 CF FOPCE ntve NAscg
2 RUOF Glve e

<3

—_—
AN TL G TR AN A T I OF T

£

OF En‘-'ONYO“\f (’.»IVC_NJ‘ S_AN D R L, nf!;!\d“_*!_?

|

£ THAT IF ACCEPTED INTO THC £

IT IS UNDERSTOCD gy e
ARD THAT AT

B INCAGED O & FPRACIATISHAAY GASIS
LxecuTtive or

SET OUTBY € 114 THIS DOCUMENT IS TRUE ANO CORRE

OATE

ANY TINT DU AING

FICEHS GF ThE MOLICE LEPARTIENT T DETERMITE
CT TO THE GBLSY OF MY KNG

MONTON PO
AY BRE HCLEASEQD S

MPLOYRMONT QF THE Civy OF ED
MY PRCUATIONARY P BGICH 1
FURTHER, I HEF LYY CORTIEY Ore foy HONCR
LELCE ANO BELIEF, ’

CE DEPARTIMENT TH

AT 1L wiLl
O T T

THATY THE INF Qi ATION

S'GNATURE OF APPLICANT
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Applicant's Education Test
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FULL NAME

THE CITY OF FEDMONTON POLICE NEPARTMENT

APPLICANT'S EDUCATION TLST ,

Ho. 1

INSTRUCTIONS - READ CAREFULLY.

THERE 1S A TIMS LIMIT OF TWO POUZS FOR THIS TEST. THE TIME IS YCURS SO DO NOT XUSH
AND THEREBY OVIRLOOX LMYORTANT ITENS. YOU DO LOT RZCELIVE ANY CREDIT FOR FLNUSHING
EARLY.

MARKS ALLOTTED FOR EACH QUESTION ARE NOTED I THE MARGIN. THE TOSSIALE ON THIS
TEST 1S 100 MARKS. YOU REQUIRZ 60 ARKS 10 PASS. YOU MUST ALSO RECHIVE 507 OF THE
MARKS GIVEN FOR EACH SUBJECT IN ORDIR TO PASS.

ONLY THE ANSWERS TO THE QULSTIONS ©HOULD BE WRITIEN TN THE SPALP PROVIDED, USE THE
BLANK SHEETS OF PAPZR PROVIDED TOR YOUR RCUCH YORK. N

THE SHEETS CO(ru]NI\G YOUR ROUCH WORK MUST /LSO LD Tl"‘7 I iEij?Vé TEST.

THE ESSAY (Questifon No. 10) 1S TO BE WRITTEN O ~ SHEET OF rOOLSCAP PAPER,

V' THEMATICS:
1. If your annual salary is $4,212.00, ycur personal Incom? Tax exenmption
$1,000.00 pur annum and yeu were ddéducted 15% of yoeur taxabie salary
5 for Income Tax and 3% of your annual salary for pensien ard 17 for .
Uncinployment Insurance.  What would be the amount of your monthly take

home pay?

2. Floor tiles arc 9 x 9 inches square, You wish to cover the {loor of a
room which {5 11 feect 6 inchus wide and 18 fcet loag. How many complete
5 tiles would vou br required to purchase?

3. Cartridges cost retail $5.00 for boxes of 30. The wholrsale cost is
$3.70 a box plus 55¢ a hurdrad cartrfdges - shipping charges., How ruch
S5 i{s saved if 600 cartridyes are purchascd wholesale?

4. A patrol car had 9 pallons of gas ot the bapinning of & trip end 4 at
Y the end. Durlng the 289 mile trip, 12 gallons werze cddcd fow many
2 niles were chtained per gallon?

5. There were 9 arrests for drunkenness on Fridar, 4 times as many on
Saturday and L1 as ranv on Sunday as on Saturday. How manv arrests were

2 made on Saturday and Sunday?

6. In a reid, police scized 1 3/4 pounds of heroin valued at §$150.€0 an
1 ounce. What was the tote! wvalue of the heruin?

*Fkkkkohkkkh
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LANCUAGE:

These are multiple cholce questions, there are no catch cuestions, the correct
7. answer is one of those shown. Do not guess at the answer.,  Place a cirela
around the &, B, C, D or E, whichever you consider correct.

(n) 1f a person fs CORVICTED dir vuans most negriy fhat. he has been:

A. set free 8. feund guilty by the court C. arrested D. inprisoned

(b) 1If a man is under SURVEILLANCE by the police he:

5 A. {5 belng watched clesely B, s suspected in a crime C. 1s being held

for questiontng D. has bien frecd untdl the time of trial
T ase - -

{¢) The CALIEER of a Lullet refers to its:

A. lcngth B. head C. diarwetuer D, base E. polnt

(d) An EXHAUSTIVE fnvectigation is onc that is:

A. {llepal B. fruitless C, tharoush D. tfresome
2liepal s b AoAR it Sl Pl

(e} To say that a poison should te FXONERATED meens most nearly that he
should be:

A, blamed B. released €. fwp!icated D. absolved  E. convicted

h ok kK kkkkdk
Esch of these questfons £s either entfrely correct or centains ONE error. in
7(g) Lramsav. If the sentence as entirely corvect, plece a "C'" on the line opposite.
It ft is fncorrect, write the correct-word on the line opposite the sentence.

{a) To whom did the offlicer write the letter
of recoummendation?

(b) Hhen your reading gives you a new word,
be sure you understand {t's mcaning.

(c) 1f a commerder pets rnvolved In detafls,

Hontgemery wrete in  his Maaoirs, he witl. .
5 loosc sight of tne cssentials which

really matter.

(d) He has went to the police station to
receive his equiprent.

(e) 1t is vc patrolnen who protrct socfety.

*LhkEAkhkdk

In the following paracrach, a nurber of fncoriect words end punctuation marks
have been used., Ro-w 2 the pargpraph tn the sane form, making the necessary
correctfons in werds end punctuatioa marks. ' :

“

———
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Many employces arv {njured because of there own carelessness. Us who

are supervisors try hard to glve {nstructicns on safety precautions but 1t scem's

to have Iftele affect. 7This ts no miner problem but a riajor concern to managencat!

Thelr eppears to be little coreecrn baturen the wany technicians which leave
bazardous cquipmint—lnying around the shop wore vaskilied tands éon tanpor with f{t.
On Friday 1 scen one tochniciagn leave an electric power drtll ca the work bench.
Without shutting of the éow:r he left the shop for coffec, I attended the drill
and upén his return asked him why he had did that? He replied, "My hclpér was
supposcd to be around, me and him are the cnly one's wio use this work bench."™

Too many of these incidence could cause our coaipensation rates to be increacsed.

-l

FhA L4 Fhkik
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CENERAL_XNOULEDGE:

3. (a) ®hich parallel of latfcude Fonss ncarly balt ofxhe boundary between
Carnda and the United States? { -
w - e T
\ {b) What standard tire zone does Edmonton edpe withinftf*\

20

{c¢) To what country or countriss does the St. Yawrcnce scaway belong?

(d) Are Senators in the Cadadian Federal Governwent appolnted by the

Government or clected by the people? . R

-{e)  that political party forms tha presunt Covernment of Alberta?

(£) Wwhat political party forms the preseat Coveroment of Canada?

{g) What positive means of fdentifving indtviduals, is used by all Police

Forces? N

“(h) Is flong ¥ong: a part of Communist China, a British Colony or a part of

Nationalist China? -

(1) In what CGity is the headquarters of the United Natlons Assumbly located?
’ A\

(§) Meme the-twe British Commonwealth countrics that because of their

” ;
locatfon on the carth's glebe are referred to as being the countries
"Dowa-Under!
(k) Hame the present Priwa Minister of Creat Pritaina
(1) Who is the Governor-Cencral of Csnada?
(m) What plancs 1s closest to the earth?
‘1) Mame the coentinents of the world
{o)(1) What is the nave given to the largest group of fresh water lakes in
' the world?
(2) Where are they locatad?
(3) tliame each lake
{p)(1) Nerme the Maritinme provinces of Canada
e ; {2) Following the sauc order as wou have listed the Maritime provinces,

name thelr capital citles

(g) In what position docs the Dominion of Carada rank in arca arong the
-~

¥y
largest ceuntries of the world?

sk drdek sk ke
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COMPOSITION - ESSAY:

10, Write an essay of NOT LESS THAN 175 wards, on why you wish to Join the
City of Edmonton Police Departacnt, also outlining ANy reasons you nay
20 have for belteving that you will make a suitable policenan.

KA AR KA kAA

.
20
1. . oo e
? - L 12,
3 L 13
4 — . 14 o e
S 15 3 .
6 . L 6.
;. B a7,
8 18
9 . 19
o, 7 _ 20,

LAk P AR Ak kK

MARKXS ORTAINED: MATHIMATICS

LANGUAGE
GENERAL, KKOWLEDGE
COMPOSTITION o WITHESSED AND MARKED BY:
SPELLING e
TOTAL e Date:

)
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Applicant's Personal History Sheet



THE CITY OF EDNONTON POLICE DEPARTFNT 140

APPLICANT'S PERSONAL HISTORY SHERT

LR B A
Dt\TE
NAME BIRTH DATE e
RELIGION RACILAL ORIGIN VARITAL STAaTUS -

WHERE MARRIED

MAIDEN NAME OF WIFE

_— T T T T e e P ot et e P s e P SN o e 50 ot s e e

o

FAMILY BACKGROUND: (Goed Fenily Relationships: Happy Homeltfe: Fazily In Fuveur OfF

Applxcatxon)

EDUCATIONAL RBACKGROUND:  (Crades Fajled:  Last Geede Successfelly Conpleted:  Diplamas ur
- Certificates Received:  Attemlince st Universaty: Addiciunul

Special Couvs begt Cubjects: Poovcent snbject s Reason ﬁ?

Leaving Seheol: *\plnb Or Shozthandg “n\lxkxt1ln()>)

Joebe Held Sgnee Leaving

ZORK HISTORY: (Part Time Ur Vacation iaplovinent While At Schiools
Jubs abed Oc Dislike oo,

SChuDl And Reasons Vog Jevmnarion OF Laplowvinent s

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ R A

PERSONAL: (Use Cf Tobac¢o And/Ur Intoxicating Liquor: Ability To Stand Hardships,
Diggusting Sights Or Smellg: Passible Obifection To Spift Wark: Upeccial

Qualtffcsticns Or [rpericace In dny Tield),



M

(iinse Of Torce, Mater Of Service, RAznka Held, Rensons
For Leaving, Yedals Or Decovations, Cernduct Rnting On
Discharge).

s NN A w - - - - ———— SN M m e ,mam——n—-_— e e —

SOCIAL ARTUSTHFNT:  (Clubg And Af;soctﬂttonst
I'ricnd:  Recreation),

Sports And Athletfcs: FHobbtles: Steady Girl

ECONOMIC ATJUSTIRNT:  (Debts: Savings:
Asscts),

Insurance: Inveetceats Or Any Other Convertible

R R e L L T Tpeups N e e et e - R R L

HESLTH ADJUSTMENT: (Discases: Injurics: Opcrations: #istory Of Discase Such As T.5. or
Hental Illoesa In Fasiiy),

................. R R e Lo T R,

PRATSAL:  (Without Restricting Other Arcas, Cover Specifically The Degree Of Abilicy
(Physical And aAcedenic), Stabllity, Motivatioa &ad Maturity).

______________________________ R e T R U DU



142

APPENDIX F

Personal History Form (Confidential)
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FORM

CONFIDENTIAL
(Whon completed)

— e
SALL INFOMIIL TIOL GV N COMPLETING THIS 50Nl RILL Ry T ONSto Kp ke ta VTRICY COMPIDENCE Y

THE CHTY CHorlw QNI 2% 50 LG D anfaaps T
P ALL INFOEMeATIGN SURBLIT Y (1 NORMAL LY SuAJEC T T NURIFICATION By INYERTIGATIG M
BUCONBLLTE 108 FORY BY Pain ime INDLUCK LETYENRS On By TYmEwn Ty A
AL GLHLL O THGOMP UL T MO WILL NOT A COMNLIDENCD )
L B S A S R 1 PUCLRLT AN b g T Ty Trly POtk aND Nt M ANSTI NS AaPrNQLulATELY
’ ZYION S OF Te

STALSE SYATFPRMENTY O GMISSIONY MAY HE CONSIDE HEO AN OFFNCE UNOER 3t
Op FCHAL S1L.CL TS ACY

| BTV O v v ivetvarv e dores VN WANEY Gim root LTI
e .
2-0ATE OF i Ty LIVY, PROTINEL 4AD (OLaTAY OF Bipth JoNATIONALITY
¢ MoNTH MYL] ]
t
j—— e
(FROR Q

4-INDICAYE aN/ cHaNSES
OF HaMe Ofslg TN
Y Mafinlaoe

CRIHOU 1t enat auTre

e e e e s P
v MaLy B ALy)

507 AvamrtCyy Menaop
AT T e e e e

Clve sl Marmyg or S e mmen e e . [
v (N mame o CATE O ma N alE CiiYy PRAGVINGYE AND COUMTAY

MO ON Myt ALO s waur |0 Neate Taan

WITH OATL ARD PLACE l

*MAAmIAGE, y Tt el L __ S R TN T e e

° mIALE. A TATe NaVIiONALITY PALVICUL NATIONALITY DAYE 0P ANNIVAL (n CANADL, 17 ARFLICARLE

IFCOMMON-Lan

e S
SIVEPATE P 0laTr AND LANT AnDueas Suflg LIvios)

et —— e

R e e
- PARTMYS OF YQUR wiFE OR HUSBAND ir

———

DAYF Or MrATR
— CIYY, RROVINGE AND COUNTRY OF pinTu

WALR N UL L tuo niTiaL e
sLsmag

B e N
FATHLAIN. ™

£y

WO TR INTCaw

PREVENT A ToAUI

” TN AU ARG RGN (Y A OGRE Y 0% YRR Lo vER ™

van
sV arelicancg

a
N e e e e —————

FALICNT ApDAESY WAUL AnD UM INKSS TOLRESY OF (mriovEn

- ———.
e e OO .
7.1 oivoact o, SUARATIL D, ORIF UARALAGE ANNULLED Siv8 Tng i mamt 3 07 ALL ro0ute 800ughy Sy th fug parg AwD FLaCE Or Yok pivosty,
BUPaMLI0y o tmy g,
. T ——————— et T - o N
IMULDIAYE (ULATIVE S OWER 1€ Y LAY GF ACL. (rar TULE L, U haAn D, SORE, Dave LAY, Uy Ty M PR ey Ty 4PPLICaBLE), FATHIS, LBYRUW (Civk
MALELN NAUL, APOTFRAN BIETEND (G U AN (0 mAU €8 IP amny iRy g], BT RO RTINSO R PHLA TN 1 G ECEAND, A BATE 00 blaT AvE LAt o

- TN

- —————
CITY PHOYINGE ANO COUNTAY
OF niAYTH

e e e
AT E ON
L)

e e e e e e

e e e

MY T
Y e e mec A |
.

LYY

Akt
i NN S

R N O
i e NP AN S —— M__{-Ww—v\ w\w‘ T
R B PPN MUY S

[o]o]elx]

/,,
f
5
f
f
f

T ot NS e i i e .

e e WW+‘\(M T ————
J
e

————— ]
FRELEMT ADDAKAY . MAME ALD PUSIN L9l ADCRLIT O EMPLOY Ko
s e O sy S

“lxlals

e e e e e e e e e e

‘;n.

z
5

|

:

!

f

f

f
!
f

[~
1 4
)
5
I
Lo}
2

9-1F YCLR PAAENTS MDY QoRm In CAMALA GiveE CATE b jrATRes - I

OF THEIN AmN Y4l (N CaraDa (W aPMLICARLY | :



o

Sy

W%wmwmwwwwm
10- Y30 An Rt s b o0 asgT ig YA ARG N TG DALY FAGM UGN T AN e AR Mot PREMENT av i by EIRST /
T A L T YR A e T e e

CITY AN PosvivcH ‘

(GIVE COUNTRY IF OTHER THAN CaNaADA ) ¢

NUMAL R AND ACDRESS

—_——— T e e
TYOUR OCCURATICH Ut PAST 10 T ALY (0w ron 10 at paniog PNLLLBING Vg MpLa TNy, NCRGBL, §1TC.s
<

GIVING NaMl ANT AnCury, of PREeEnT « MrloY R FIRST ,
Mww““__w,\‘WV:,__,,_W_ﬁ
OCCumaTion : EMPLOYEMS NauE EMPLOYER'S ADDRT 38 [ ot

R e R U

—
12 HAVE YOU £VEN BLEN Ciominee O | 'y R 1f YES, Cive mMaARTICUL ARG

BUtitioNT [N -
e ——— — —
130 GivE TRE KANS OF Tur LALT sTHQCL G FLACE QF twa UTton PERIOD OF ATYCNDaNCE,

UHIVEHSITC AT TENULD FulL-TiMg %

v FROM YO
CouNTRY WRVICK

$4.1r YOU HAVE sERVED
. INTHE ARuCD Uwiy T T
FORCIS OF CANADA

O OF AHNY COUNTRY
OTHER THaN
CAHADA, STATK:

e e e ——ee
RANK ATYAINED K NunBER

B

fEav)

e e e - —
OF stmvicy .

ro
Y v5, 6ivc oatey, PLACEN, CRARCES AND SUn TUNCE, WAC, dbimg MINUM TRArTIC VIOLATIONS SUT INCLUDING CoumTy

“amtan
15\ HAVE YQU gven pLen (O
e e P S
CONVICTEQD OF AN OFFENCE? +— w .
—J /

16-GIVE DATES, COUNTRILS VISITCO AND
PURPCH OF THAVELS MACE TO aNY e e e e e e e
COMMUNIST-00MINATE CAQEAS SINCE . .
JULY IST, 1943 £ xCEPTING OuLY
TRAVEL IN THL S{HYVICE OF ThE MW\&»W-“—

CANADIAN GOVERNNENT,

CES, S1vINE KOMPSUIR allrint 4000 3N, €aCutint sroaringt, romgh €MPLOTlal sun @yaionn wot ME MO

17-LIST 3 cmanamteanrrene

NAME N RULL H - MAILING ADTHESY
e e —

A
—————— .
]
——
<

18- ¥06 COURLETION BY Prrcons hoay OUTSITE TANADA CF C ufng ThAnw CANAS AN PaRENTS
———— LR N

SLANE T ARV TN CANADR (hnie, aiaTAr T e LT T I RONT OF ANiny

Cirt waney v [y

CAYL OF CnTAY
(Y34 ~oNTH Ytae

PRAIENT NATIONALITY 7 BT s 8IECT, BY
H CNATURALITATION
—~———l DRI IATON
PEENDY MA T NAl IS, navE TS
AF®LIED FCA CANAC AN
CITiZEnam ks T eo

T R A T I S e o T
PP HMATURALIZED CANADIAN, CIVE DY RE S
CRATIFICATE mUMB LR f

i

P e S SN AN T E At e TN e e v (XY
SIYE NUMBEN, DATL OF 33UL, 1130ING cALNTAY AmD ZATROF AN RAT O~ OF LAST Om BALIENT FPa3saCns oo

A\
————

——
1P MOT R CANKCIAN CiTiTEN,
CURYIPICATE OF 1DENTITY

I CENTIFY THAT MY ANSWERS TO YHESE QUESTIONS ARE COMPLETE, TRUE AND
COAKRLTT YO THE DESY OF MY KNO®LEZDGE,

—————

e
ATUAY OF APBLICANT CA Tw

DaATK
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APPENDIX H

Performance Rating and Review Form



631 2391A

Reg. No.

Division:

PERFORMANCE RATING AND REVIEW FORM

Rank

Annuzl Rating Period Ending:

T e e e -

(r nin s

Name

———

(Uranch -

— e L T T T
Lyt 5 COGLL N e
% N \_.’; .
1. DUTIES L.. C
(A} CUALITY OF Erceirent Very Gooa Goog Sstislactony Fale Pooe
WORK
[_._k T W\M,tvw‘: 4
o Tenasto
8)  QUANTITY OF Extremely Very Hign High Setisfactory Enossnto Sk
WORK - H.gn ) 4 Outies
— .L _— V\[.;_\/WV\,I:«M.E _qt
. . L W
€} KNOWLEDGE OF E-';_'_m""v Very weil weu
VVIORK '",("‘m"’ 1N ormeq Iatormed Aleuydte Fair Poor

——— e e - e e e

2. APPCARANCE, B ARING Very L E E E
& PERSONAL GROGUING| 1morerme, 1 [TEICIVe. ALtie Meery aam for Carciess,

A e, e
! Reany ”‘;\';0'::"" Neatet then Requiementy |~£,,°,.»m,,,| Neeas Frecuent
Stanci Out Requirements Regurements { Creeting
S N—
l Makes l
. 4} Evtrenety v Triet racg 1
3. COOPERATION bemery v'c'u‘w.-'r:y Works wen Yendenty 1o IS Litlie €1torg
’ O”m'(,”c;‘ | .omul- Wilh Otivers WO Along Outtcut YO(Cwlwale
i muoth
Of\Way 1o Help Mannce i;ﬂl‘.:onl
— :j A_.__.._twwwt./\.-__ V-ME
4. PUBLIC RELATIONS
\ Exceient Very Goca Good Aoy Far Poor
e~ «_g*Q SN AN
At - l Hag Con- I
€ .

5. AB.,.L.'TY,TO Forcetut, H'P:,‘::‘\;z" Quite Aple Cuorrniry Has Some siCeretle
COINMUNICATE Reatty Gers l P Y at € ruicisng Nomgerf tAinpr Oilcutty

A (A) VERGALLY Hiy ICcas 1no Cof\c-yltl Himself ABeaustely Fauigs InE£xpresning

Agross J 4 Humiaclf
L ——
wven L L N N
[{:] INWRITING Frueat, Mg Nows Cen. Shovis Geca ALaatle N Veory Neaw,
REPORTS Veork Iy & * L0erwbte Apliuoe tn Gent sy ¥Wean, Room Muth Room
o X Preture 1o Antiucetn - weitten Satisfaciony For for
MENORANDA, ETC. procers . | The Fren work 1mprovement | tmpravement
- ———

6. INITIATIVE : l l
ABILITY TO THINK A Reat Noticeadly h Procueay Continua'ly
AND ACT WITHOUT Oriver, Gery Foreetulin - Quite V/a Negen Littie Pogn Needs Urging

i : Right On Tnin Satnfactory Actign Ang
£IN RGED e NOw ang Then
BEING URG With The Joo ana Acting Sigw M Direction

— . .. .

7. DISCIPLINE Excetent Noticéabty Mingtul Acceply father Resenttur
{A)  ACCEPTANCE OF - Reinznte To (XY of Oiianne - fncelfereny of Beng
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APPENDIX I

Correlation Matrix of Predictor and Criterion Varjables
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